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Joint Committee on Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Programs; to the Committee on Rules.
By Mr. WIDNALL:

H.J. Res. 780. Joint resolution to provide
for a temporary extension of the authority
conferred by the Export Control Act of 1849;
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. ZWACH:

H.J. Res. T81. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment %o the Constitution of the
United States to preserve to the people of
each Btate power to determine the composi-
tion of its legislature and the apportionment
of the membership thereof in accordance
with law and the provisions of the Constitu-
tion of the United States; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

219. By the SPEAEKER: Memorial of the
Legislature of the State of Alaska, relative to
the prevention and control of fires in rural
areas; to the Committee on Agriculture.

220. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Louisiana, relative to reestab-
lishment of the U.S. Weather Station at
Alexandria, La.; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

221. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Oregon, relative to the direct
popular election of the President; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.
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222, Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Louisiana, relative to Federal
financing of welfare and public assistance
programs; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

223, Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Minnesota, relative to limiting
the right of nonfarm corporations and indi-
viduals to write off farm losses against non-
farm profits for Federal income tax purposes;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. MAILLIARD:

H.R.12173. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Francine M. Welch; to the Committee on
the Judieciary.

By Mr. MURPHY of New York:

H.R. 12174. A bill for the relief of Maria
Concetta Lettera; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 12175. A bill for the rellef of Pasquale
Siconelfi; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

By Mr. OLSEN:

HR.12176. A bill for the relief of Bly D.
Dickson, Jr.; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. PEPPER:

H.R. 12177. A bill for the relief of Dr. Jose
Agenda Vivo Paz; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
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By Mr. QUILLEN :

H.R.12178. A bill for the relief of George
W. Hardin; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. ROYBAL:

H.R.12179. A bill for the relief of Rafael
Rueda-Lopez; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

143. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Wendell
B. Moore et al.,, Baton Rouge, La., relative to
seniority rights of Hon., John R. Rarlck; to
the Committee on House Administration,

144. Also, petition of Ron deLugo, Wash-
ington, D.C., relative to constitutional self-
government for the people of the Virgin
Islands; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

145. Also, petition of the City Council,
Philadelphia, Pa., relative to designating the
birthday of the late President John F. Een-
nedy a legal national holiday; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

146. Also, petition of the County Board of
Directors, Beaufort County, S.C., relative to
taxation of State and local government secu-
rities; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

147. Also, petition of the City Couneil,
Franklin, Va., relative to taxation of State
and local government securities; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

SENATE—Monday, June 16, 1969

The Senate met at 12 o’clock noon, and
was called to order by the Acting Presi-
dent pro tempore (Mr. METCALF) .

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

God of all power and might, the Maker
and Ruler of men, accept the love of our
hearts and the service of our minds, as
we seek to help all men come to fullness
of life. Give us grace and wisdom to
maintain the freedoms won by our
fathers. Uphold us in the high resolve
that government and industry and edu-
cation shall faithfully minister to the
people’s well-being and fo strengthening
the foundations of the Republic.

Direct us this day, O Lord, in all our
doings with Thy most gracious favor, and
further us with Thy continual help, that
in all our works begun, continued and
ended in Thee, we may glorify Thy holy
name, and finally, by Thy mercy, obtain
everlasting life; 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 Thurs-
day, June 12, 1969, be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
RECEIVED DURING ADJOURNMENT

Under authority of the order of the
Senafe of June 12, 1969, the Secretary of
the Senate, on June 13, 1969, received
messages in writing from the President
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of the United States submitting sundry
nominations which were referred to the
appropriate committees.

(For nominations received on June 12,
1969, see the end of the proceedings of
today, June 16, 1969.)

WAIVER OF CALL OF THE
CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the eall of the
Legislative Calendar, under rule VIII, be
dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

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 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

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 ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-

ceed to the consideration of measures
on the calendar, beginning with Calendar
No. 219 and the succeeding measures in
sequence.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro fem-
pore. Without objection, if is so ordered.

PROVISION OF ADDITIONAL FUNDS
FOR THE COMMITTEE ON AP-
PROPRIATIONS

The resolution (S. Res. 204) to pro-
vide additional funds for the Commit-
tee on Appropriations was considered
and agreed to, as follows:

5. Res. 204

Resolved, That the Committee on Appro.
priations hereby is authorized to expend
from the contingent fund of the Senate, dur-
ing the Ninety-first Congress, $35,000, in ad-
dition to the amounts, and for the same
purposes, specified in section 134(a) of the
Legislative Reorganization Act, approved
August 2, 1946.

AUTHORIZATION FOR THE PRINT-
ING OF THE REPORT ENTITLED
“EFFECT OF LUMBER PRICING
AND PRODUCTION ON THE NA-
TION'S HOUSING GOALS" AS A
SENATE DOCUMENT

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (S. Res. 206) authorizing the
printing of the report entitled “Effect
of Lumber Pricing and Production on
the Nation’s Housing Goals” as a Senate
document, which had been reported
from the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration with an amendment, in line
3, after the word “Lumber” strike out
“Pricing and Production” and insert
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“Prices and Shortages”; so as to make
the resolution read:
S. Res. 206

Resolved, That the report of the Sub-
committee on Housing and Urban Affairs
of the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency entitled, “Effect of Lumber Prices and
Shortages on the Nation’s Housing Goals” be
printed with an illustration as a Senate
document, and that there be printed one
thousand additional copies of such docu-
ment for the use of that committee.

Amend the title so as to read: "A resolu-
tion authorizing the printing of the report
entitled 'Effect of Lumber Prices and Short-
ages on the Nation’s Housing Goals’ as a
Senate document.,”

The amendment was agreed to.

The resolution, as amended,
agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 91-229), explaining the pur-
poses of the resolution.

'I‘here being no objection, the excerpt

ered to be printed in the Recorp,

was

p11 206 would provide that

e Subcommittee on Housing

¢ Affairs of the Committee on

Bamk.'lng and Currency entitled “Effect of

Lumber Pricing and Production on the Na-

tion's Housing Goals” be printed with an

illustration as a Senate document, and that

there be printed 1,000 additional copies of

such document for the wuse of that
commitiee.

At the request of the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency, the Committee on Rules
and Administration has amended Senate
Resolution 206 to effect a minor change in
the title of the report to be printed. The
title of the resolution itself also has been
appropriately amended.

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

Printing-cost estimate

To print as a document (1,500
copies)

1,000 additional coples, at $137.73

supplied by

Total estimated cost, Sen-
ate Resolution 206 2,121.04

The title was amended, so as to read:
“A resolution authorizing the printing
of the report entitled ‘Effect of Lumber
Prices and Shortages on the Nation’s
Housing Goals’ as a Senate document.”

AUTHORIZATION FOR THE PRINT-
ING OF THE 1968 ANNUAL REPORT
OF THE NATIONAL FOREST RES-
ERVATION COMMISSION AS A
SENATE DOCUMENT

The resolution (S. Res. 207) authoriz-
ing the printing of the 1968 Annual Re-
port of the National Forest Reservation
Commission as a Senate document was
considered and agreed to as follows:

S. Res. 207

Resolved, That the Annual Report of the
National Forest Reservation Commission for
the fiscal year ended June 30, 1968, be

printed with an illustration as a Senate
document.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerpt from the Re-
port (No. 91-230), explaining the pur-
poses of the resolution,
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There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

Senate Resolution 207 would provide that
the Annual Report of the National Forest
Reservation Commission for the fiscal year
ended June 30, 1968, be printed with an il-
lustration as a Senate document.

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

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

coples) $1,806. 96

REVISION OF THE PAY STRUCTURE
OF THE POLICE FORCE OF THE
NATIONAL ZOOLOGICAL PARK

The bill (H.R. 2667) to revise the pay
structure of the police force of the Na-
tional Zoological Park, and for other
purposes, was considered, ordered to a
third reading, 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. 91-231) explaining the purpose of
the bill, - T

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

H.R. 2667 is identical in text to S. 883,
which was introduced by Senator B, Everett
Jordan on February 4, 1969, and the same
date referred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration.

H.R. 2667 would revise the pay structure
of the police force of the National Zoological
Park. Specifically, it would (1) remove all
positions in that police force from the clas-
sification system of the Civil Service Commis-
sion, and (2) confer upon the Secretary of the
Smithsonian Institution authority, with cer-
tain limitations, to fix salaries for all such
positions.

The relatively low pay scales authorized
for its 32-man police force have presented
the National Zoological Park with grave dif-
ficulties in recruiting police and retaining an
adequate force. The Smithsonlan Institu-
tion, the parent organization of the Zoologl-
cal Park, consequently has requested the
Congress to approve a higher salary structure
for the zoo police. In support of its request,
the Smithsonian has pointed to the chang-
ing pay picture in the area, wherein pay
scales for police organizations in the District
of Columbia and surrounding municipalities
have been substantially increased. Currently,
zoo police privates are classified in grade
GS-5, sergeants in GS-6, lleutenants in GS-T,
and the captain in GS-8 of the Classifica-
tion Act’s pay scale.

While HR. 2667 removes the zoo police
from the Classification Act, it does retain
the monetary scales of that act as a measure
for compensation. On such basls it increases
each zoo police position by two grades. The
increased salaries which could be authorized
are as follows:

PROPOSED SALARY RATES FOR THE NATIONAL
ZOOLOGICAL POLICE

Step
2 3

§7,214 §7,447 §7,680 %7,
A 8213 8,470 8,
8784 9,026 9,308 9
9,607 9,917 lﬂ, 21 10,

Private, GS-7.
Sergeant GS-8.

_ 36, 9581
Lieutenant, GS-9_ 8,462

Captain, GS-10.__ 9,297 53

H.R. 2667 is supported by the Smithsonian
Institution. It is opposed by the Civil Service
Commission.
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There is no doubt that the salaries cur-
rently payable at the National Zoological po-
lice force are considerably lower than those
payable to other police organizations in the
District of Columbia. The need for salary
adjustments is quite obvious. The Commit-
tee on Rules and Administration is of the
opinion that H.R. 2667 offers what appears to
be a satisfactory adjustment, even though
the proposed scales are still lower than com-
parable scales paid in the District of Colum-
bia and on the Hill, There has been consid-
erable interest evidenced by Members of
Congress in taking appropriate action in
this matter. Accordingly, favorable action on
H.R. 2667 is urged.

EXPRESSION OF THE SENSE OF
CONGRESS ON PARTICIPATION IN
THE NINTH INTERNATIONAL
CONGRESS ON HIGH SPEED PHO-
TOGRAPHY

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 12) to express the sense of Con-
gress on participation in the Ninth In-
ternational Congress on High Speed
Photography, to be held in Denver, Colo.,
in August 1970, was considered and
agreed to, as follows:

S.Con. Res. 12

Whereas high-speed photographic tech-
nigues can magnify the time scale of scien-
tific phenomena revealing parameters for
research, engineering, and testing that are
extremely important to every nation; and

Whereas the First and Fifth International
Congresses on High Speed Photography were
held in the United States of America, as
organized and conducted by the Society of
Motion Picture and Television Enginers; and

Whereas the Fifth International Congress
on High Speed Photography in 1960 was
supported by the Federal Government, as
expressed in the S. Con, Res. 75 In 1859; and

Whereas other meetings were held in Paris,
London, Cologne, The Hague, Zurich, and
Stockholm, and in each instance these meet-
ings have received the recognition and the
support of the governments of the respective
host countries; and

Whereas with each meeting the Interna-
tional Congress on High Speed Photography
has grown in prestige and stature, and at-
tracts more countries In a continuing growth
pattern; and

Whereas the importance of high-speed
photography is reflected in nearly all of the
physical sclences, including medical, biolog-
ical, space and many other fields; and

Whereas the Society of Motion Picture
and Television Engineers is once again spon-
soring the International Congress on High
Speed Photography in Denver, Colorado, in
August 1970 and is desirous of representing
the United States of America as the host
country in the best possible light, and

Whereas the Congress is fully appreciative
of the importance of assuring this interna-
tional scientific meeting is conducted in a
manner which will bring ecredit and en-
hanced prestige to the United States of Amer-
ica; and

Whereas it is the belief of the Congress
that—

(1) the democratic environment of the
free world is the best environment for the
achievement in science; and

(2) sclentists and engineers have special
advantages and opportunities to assist in
achieving international understanding since
the laws and concepts of science cross all na-
tional and ideoclogical boundaries; and

(3) high-speed photography is a universal
tool in science, important to nearly all sci-
ences internationally, and the International
Congress on High Speed Photography is an
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excellent means of disseminating
advances in technology; and

Whereas the Congress is interested in (1)
promoting international understanding and
good will; (2) emhancing the excellence of
American sciences, both basic and applied,
and (3) furthering international coopera-
tion in science and technology by creating
the necessary climate for effective inter-
change of ideas: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense
of the Congress that all interested agencies
of the Federal Government should participate
actively to the greatest practicable ex-
tent in the Ninth International Congress on
High Speed Photography to be held in Den-
ver, Colorado, in August 1970, under the
sponsorship of the Society of Motion Picture
and Television Engineers.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 91-232), explaining the purposes of
the concurrent resolution.

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

PURPOSE OF THE RESOLUTION

Senate Concurrent Resolution 12 expresses
the sense of the Congress that all interested
agencies of the Federal Government should
participate actively to the greatest practica-
ble extent in the Ninth International Con-
gress on High-Speed Photography, which
will be held in Denver, Colo., in August 1970.
No appropriation of Federal funds is author-
ized or contemplated in connection with this
resolution.

the

BACKGROUMND

Realizing the importance of high-speed
photography in the ever widening periphery
of science on an international basis, the First
International Congress on High-Speed Pho-
tography was held in Washington, D.C., in
October 1952, under the sponsorship of the
Society of Motion Picture & Television En-
gineers. This is a nonprofit organization orig-
inally founded in 1916 as the Soclety of Mo-
tion Picture Engineers and the field of tele-
vision was added in 1850. The first Congress
was attended by scientists and engineers
from a number of countries in addition to
a large U.S. membership.

Subsequent Congresses were held in Paris
in 1954, London in 19856, Cologne in 1958,
Washington in 1960, The Hague in 1962, Zu-
rich in 1965, and Stockholm in 1968.

With each meeting, the International Con-
gress on High-Speed Photography has grown
in stature and prestige, and is ever influenc-
ing additional countries who are now realiz-
ing the significance of these meetings,

GENERAL STATEMENT

High-speed photography and associated in-
strumentation techniques may be classed
among the newer sciences for the analysis
of motion and recording of data. There are
thousands of high-speed cameras in use to-
day where there were practically none in use
30 years ago. New applications in industrial
research and development, in science, and in
the military agencies are being found daily.

This ability to magnify time is an invalu-
able tool for the scientist and engineer, not
only in the vital area of national defense,
but in practically every phase of everyday
living as well. The efficient combustion of
gasoline in our modern high-compression
engines, complex interaction of the parts of
our high-speed machines, the dependable
operations of our automatic dial telephones
are but a few of the many problems in which
high-speed photographic instrumentation has
played a major role. Aircraft designers de-
pend heavily on high-speed photographic in-
strumentation to study mechanical, elec-
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trical, and aerodynamic problems. The air-
craft propeller was perfected as a result of
high-speed photography study. Jet engines
are being studied for burning characteristics,
temperatures, and other parameters in order
to make them more efficient and powerful.

In the field of medicine, high-speed pho-
tography has been used for studies of the
heart, larynx, eardrum, and for the study
of muscular reaction rates and bodlly func-
tion. The use of high-speed microphotog-
raphy in the studies of the blood represents
a major research breakthrough.

COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION

Your committee reported a similar resolu-
tion, Senate Concurrent Resolution 756 (86th
Congress), when the International Congress
last met in the United States in 1960.

Your committee has received no objections
to adoption of Senate Concurrent Resolution
12.

CONCLUSION

High-speed photography continuously in-
creases in complexity, as well as importance
in our world, since each year its application
to science goes forward at an accelerated pace.
As a tool in science, high-speed photogra-
phy is constantly alerted to the needs in the
study of the whole universe in its infinite
space or infinitesimal objectivity. Funda-
mental data in many fields or research
throughout the world require observations
and measurements that would be impossible
without the unilateral growth in high-speed
photographic techniques.

The Soclety of Motion Picture & Television
Engineers is once again sponsoring the In-
ternational Congress on High-Speed Photog-
raphy to be held in Denver, Colo., August
1970, for the ninth Congress in the series.
The SMPTE is fully appreciative of the im-
portance of assuring that this International
scientific meeting is conducted In a manner
which will bring credit and enhanced pres-
tige to the United States as the host nation.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

- Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it stand
in adjournment until 12 o'clock noon to-
mMOoITrow.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were commu-
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Geisler,
one of his secretaries.

PREPARING FOR THE FUTURE
OF AIR TRANSPORTATION—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT (H.
DOC. NO. 91-130)

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the follow-
ing message from the President of the
United States, which was referred to the
Committee on Commerce:
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To the Congress of the United States:
PREPARING FOR THE FUTURE OF AIR TRANSPORTA=-
TION

Years of neglect have permitted the
problems of air transportation in Amer-
ica to stack up like aireraft ecircling a
congested airport.

The purpose of air transportation is to
save time. This purpose is not served
when passengers must wait interminably
in terminals; when modern jet aircraft
creep at five miles per hour in a long line
waiting for takeoff; when it takes longer
to land than it takes to travel between
cities; or when it takes longer for the air
traveler to get to an airport than it does
to fly to his destination.

In the tenth year of the jet age, more
intercity passenger miles were accounted
for by air than by any other mode of
common carriage. In 1968, scheduled
airlines logged over 150 million passenger
trips, triple that of a decade ago: at the
same time, the non-airline aircraft fleet
almost doubled and the use of air freight
quintupled. That rate of increasa i

can be accommeodate
for it now. "

The growth in the next deraten
more orderly. It must be ﬁnanced more
fairly. It must be kept safe. And it must
not permit congestion and inadequate
facilities to defeat the basic purpose of
air transportation: to save time.

Air travel is a convenience hundreds of
thousands of people take for granted—
a means of commerce that millions de-
pend upon for their goods and services.
In a nation as large as ours and in a
world grown suddenly small, flight has
become a powerful unifying force. The
ability to transport people and products
by air—safely, surely and efficiently—
is a national asset of great value and an
international imperative for trade and
travel.

That ability is being challenged today
by insufficiencies in our nation’s airports
and airways. The demand for aviation
services is threatening to exceed the ca-
pacity of our civil aviation system. Un-
less relieved, this situation will further
compromise the convenience of air
transportation, erode its efficiency—and
ultimately—require more regulation if
the enviable safety record of the airplane
as a means of public and private trans-
portation is to be preserved.

The challenge confronting us is not
one of quality, or even of technology.
Our air traffic control system is the best
in the world; our airports among the
finest anywhere. But we simply do not
have the capacity in our airways and
airports ample to our present needs or
reflective of the future.

Accordingly, the Secretary of Trans-
portation is submitting to the Congress
today legislative proposals to provide the
resources necessary to the air transpor-
tation challenges facing us. These pro-
posals are responsive to the short-term
as well as the long-range opportunities
for civil aviation progress.

IMPROVING OUR AIRWAYS

To provide for the expansion and im-
provement of the airway system, and for
a high standard of safety, this Admin-
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istration proposes that the program jfor
construction of airways facililies and
equipment be increased to about $250
million annually for the next ten years.
This is in sharp contrast to the average
of $93 million appropriated in each of
the past ten years, and is responsive to
the substantial expansion in the opera-
tion and maintenance of the air traffic
system in the next decade.

While this will provide for the needs
of the 'T0s, development for the 1980s
and beyond cannot be neglected. Tech-
nology is moving rapidly and its adapta-
tion to provide future solutions must
keep pace. Consequently, this program
includes a provision for a doubling of de-
velopment funds.

BUILDING AND IMPROVING AIRPORTS

The proposed airport program consists
of both an expanded planning effort and
the provision of additional Federal aid
for the construction and improvement of
airports. The airport systems planning
we contemplate at both the Federal and
local level will begin a new era of Fed-
eral, State and local cooperation in shap-
ing airport development to meet national
and local needs.

I propose Federal aid for airport devel-
opment in fiscal 1970 of $180 million and
in fiscal 1971 of $220 million, with con-
tinued expansion leading to a total of
two and one-half billion dollars in the
next ten years. Together with matching
grants on a 50-50 basis with State and
local governments, this strongly in-
creased program will permit financing
of five billion dollars in new and ex-
panded airfield jacilities.

The proposed fiscal year 1970 program
of $180 million would help finance the
development of airfield facilities, the
conduct of airport systems planning, and
airport planning and development activi-
ties carried on by States.

Of the $180 million.

—$140 million would be available for
grants to air carrier and general avi-
ation airports, with a primary ob-
jective of alleviating congestion in
the most heavily used air terminals.

—$25 million in grants would be avail-
able to aid in the development of
airfields used solely by general avia-
tion.

—$10 million would be available in
grants fo planning agencies to as-
sist them in conducting airport sys-
tems planning.

—$5 million would be available for
grants to States to carry on airport
planning and development activi-
ties.

Airport terminal buildings are a re-
sponsibility of local airport authorities.
The Administration’s legislative pro-
posal suggests ways in which those au-
thorities can meet that responsibility.

IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION

In all planning for airways and air-
ports, it will be the policy of this Admin-
istration to consider the relation of air
transportation to our total economic
and social structure.

For example, existing jetports are
adding to the noise and air pollution in
our urban areas. New airports become
a nucleus for metropolitan development.
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These important social and conserva-
tion considerations must be taken into
greater account in future air systems
development.

In addition, airport planners must
carefully consider the opportunity for
business growth and the availability of
labor supply. The presence of airport fa-
cilities is both a follower of and a har-
binger of business and job development.

Most important, government at all
levels, working with industry and labor,
must see to it that all aviation equip-
ment and facilities are responsive to the
needs of the traveler and the shipper
and not the other way around. Trans-
portation to airports, whether by public
conveyance or private vehicle, is as
much a part of a traveler's journey as
the time he spends in the air, and must
never be viewed as a separate subject.
A plane travels from airport to airport,
but a person travels from door to door.
I have directed the Secretary of Trans-
portation to give special attention to all
the components of a journey in new
plans for airways and airports improve-
ments.

FINANCING AIR TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES

The Federal Government must exert
new leadership in the development of
transportation, in the integration of the
various modes, and in supporting pro-
grams of national urgency.

However, the added burden of financ-
ing future air transportation facilities
should not be thrust upon the general
taxpayer. The various users of the sys-
tem, who will benefit from the develop-
ments, should assume the responsibility
for the costs of the program. By appor-
tioning the costs of airways and airports
improvements among all the users, the
progress of civil aviation should be sup-
ported on an equitable, pay-as-we-grow
basis.

At present, the Treasury obtains reve-
nues, generally regarded as airways user
charges, from airline passengers who pay
a five per cent tax on the tickets they
buy, and from the operators of airceraft
who pay a tax at the effective rate of two
cents a gallon on aviation gasoline. The
revenues obtained from these taxes are
not applied directly to airways expendi-
tures. They are either earmarked for
other purposes or go into the general
fund of the Treasury.

I propose that there be established a
revised and expanded schedule of taxes
as follows, the revenues from which
would be placed in a Designated Account
in the Treasury to be used only to defray
costs incurred in the airport and airway
programs:

—A tax of eight percent on airline

tickets for domestic flights.

—A tax of $3 on passenger tickets for
most international flights, begin-
ning in the United States.

—A tax of five per cent on air freight
waybills.

—A tax of nine cents a gallon on all
fuels used by general aviation.

This new tax schedule would gen-
erate about $569 million in reyvenues in
fiscal year 1970, compared with the reve-
nues of $295 million under existing taxes.

To sum up:

—For the airline passenger, the pro-
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posed legislation would save his time
and add to his safety.

—For the air shipper, it would expe-
dite the movement of his goods,
thereby permitting him to improve
his services.

—For the private aircraft owner, it
would provide improved facilities
and additional airports.

—For the airline, it would permit
greater efficiencies and enable the
carrier to expand its markets by
providing greater passenger con-
venience.

In short, the airways and airports
system which long ago came of age will
come to maturity. Those who benefit
most will be those who most bear its cost,
and the Nation as a whole will gain from
aviation's proven impetus to economic
growth.

The revenue and expenditure programs
being proposed are mutually dependent
and must be viewed together, We must
act to increase revenues concurrently
with any action to authorize expendi-
tures; prudent fiscal management will
not permit otherwise.

These proposals are necessary to the
safety and convenience of a large por-
tion of our mobile population, and I
recommend their early enactment by the
Congress.

RICHARD NIXON.

THE WHITE HOUSE, June 16, 1969.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United States
submitting sundry nominations, which
were referred to the appropriate com-
mittees.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—EN-
ROLLED BILL SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled bill (H.R. 4622) to amend sec-
tion 110 of title 38, United States Code,
to insure preservation of all disability
compensation evaluations in effect for
twenty or more years, and it was signed
by the Acting President pro tempore.

ARMS TALKS URGED BY REPRE-
SENTATIVE ANDERSON

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I wish to
call to the attention of the Senate a very
important speech which my colleague
from Illinois, Representative Jounx B.
ANDERSON, is delivering this morning in
the House of Representatives on the sub-
ject of arms talks. Representative Ax-
DERSON is the chairman of the Republi-
can Conference in the House of Repre-
sentatives, and he is a member of the
Joint Atomic Energy Committee. He is
certainly one of my most respected col-
leagues in Congress.

I think note should be taken of what
he has to say, and I trust it will be by
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all Members of Congress, as well as by
the administration.

Representative Awperson said that
both the Soviet Union and the United
States stand today at a very critical
juncture in the arms race, “one from
which there may be no return.” He said
both countries were testing a new weap-
on known as MIRV, the multiple inde-
pendently targetable reentry vehicle, and
in his words, “The deployment of MIRV
would signal a new escalation in the arms
race, one which may be irrevocable.”
He said the administration should con-
sider proposing to the Russians an im-
mediate and mutual moratorium on
MIRV testing while seeking a formal
arms agreement in Geneva.

Mr. President, it is to be noted that
Representative ANDERSON is not calling
for a unilateral cessation of testing by
the United States, but that we should
call for a mutual understanding and
moratorium on MIRV testing.

Representative AnpErsonN said:

I would hope that this administration
would exhibit a sense of urgency regarding
these talks and weigh the consequences of
further delay.

He went on to praise President Nixon
for calling for new initiatives in the con-
trol of arms in his recent Air Force Acad-
emy speech. In the words of Representa-
tive ANDERSON:

I think the time has come to take these
initiatives before it is too late.

Representative Awperson quoted Mr.
Nixon who said at the Air Force Acad-
emy:

I believe we must take risks for peace—
but calculated risks, not foolish risks.

Commenting on this, the Illinois Re-
publican said:

I sincerely belleve we must always be will-
ing to take risks for peace because risking
war in a nuclear age is akin to suicide. But
at the same time, I agree with the President
that the risks we take for peace must be well-
calculated rather than foolish since foolish
risks In the interests of peace could be
equally suicidal in effect.

He went on to say that while our
strong defensive posture remains the
best deterrent to war, “it does not logi-
cally follow that the larger our nuclear
arsenal, the more secure the peace.” He
explained that both we and the Russians
already have a large overkill capacity
and that, “the time has come to call a
halt to this insane nuclear version of
keeping up with the Joneses.”

Mr. President, I think this message is
exceedingly important. It is consistent
also with the strong feelings evidenced by
Members of this body. I believe we should
get these talks underway at the earliest
possible moment.

I was encouraged by a report in the
Washington Post this morning which
stated that possibly a target date of July
31 has been established. Obviously, it is
necessary for us to adequately prepare
for these important talks and it is neces-
sary that we consult with our allies in
Western Europe who are concerned about
these talks. I have just recently returned
from a NATO meeting in Brussels, and
in conversations there it is eclear that as
long as we keep them acquainted with
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what we are doing and consult with them,
they are exceedingly anxious to see if the
escalation of terror that is now being
carried on by both sides cannot somehow
be moderated.

Therefore, I point with considerable
pride to the important message given by
my colleague from Illinois; Representa-
tive Joun B. ANDERsoN, this morning in
the House of Representatives.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
for 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Alaska is recognized for 10 minutes.

THE CANADIAN COMMUNICATIONS
SATELLITE SYSTEM

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I would
like to draw the attention of this distin-
guished body to a remarkable project
voted into law last Friday by the Cana-
dian Parliament.

Their action is quite remarkable for
what it will do through the utilization of
modern communications tools. The proj-
ect is the Canadian communieations sat-
ellite system—called Telesat.

I cannot praise this Canadian action
enough for it represents the courage and
vision to go out and to do what so many
countries have been talking about doing.
The Canadian Government is actually
going to provide telephone and television
service, not only to their urban areas,
but to the most remote and far-reaching
boundaries. Yes, they will provide this
service now, through the use of new sat-
ellite technology rather than waiting a
score of years to provide this same serv-
ice through ordinary terrestrial means.

The Canadians are to be complimented
even beyond this, for they hope to pro-
vide this new and advanced service at a
lesser cost than is presently being
charged in more urban areas.

Many have discussed and proposed the
utilization of satellites as a method of
bringing culture and education to the
more remote areas of our globe. These
discussions to place more people in the
mainstream of communications are tak-
ing place in France, India, Brazil, Mexico,
Japan, Indonesia, Germany, and Africa.
The Council of Europe has a special com-
mittee working in Strasbourg for a simi-
lar purpose.

We, in the United States, have been
moving toward the development of these
educational and cultural tools. Unfor-
tunately, our efforts have not been ex-
tensive or aggressive enough to bring
to the people of this Nation the full
fruits of existing communieations tech-
nology.

Again I cannot praise the Canadian
leadership sufficiently. The foresight of
Prime Minister Pierre Trudeau and his
Communications Minister Eric W. Kier-
ans will oring about in a few short vears
the most modern audiovisual and cul-
tural aids to serve all Canadian citi-
zens between three oceans: Atlantic,
Pacific, and Arctic.
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My testimony to the Canadian fore-
sight can be made only by a comparison
to what we Americans are not doing in
the same area.

Canada is not the only country with
difficult terrain. Canada is not the only
country with remote communities lying
hundreds of miles apart. Canada is not
the only country whose citizens, because
of geographic circumstances, are educa-
tionally, culturally, and medically de-
prived.

No, Canada is not the only country.
The United States has as many liabili-
ties. This disenfranchisement exists in
my own State of Alaska more than
others; but it also exists in most of the
rural areas of our Nation.

Our Nation, the United States of
America, has made available the rockets,
the miniaturization of electronics, the
remarkable reliability of manmade
tools in outer space. It is our Nation
that established by law a corporation,
Comsat, to provide space communica-
tions to those in the world who would
join us in this enterprise. The United
States provided the means, the tools, the
material resources. The American tax-
payer, directly and indirectly, has con-
tributed millions of dollars to communi-
cations technology.

Our investment in this technology has
not as yet brought the proper return.
We have yet to enjoy the full benefits of
a technology we have already paid for.
We have yet to experience the full bene-
fit of a domestic satellite system and
the cost savings that can be enjoyed by
all our citizens.

One can only reflect on when these
benefits will become broadly available
to our citizens. We can only hope that
some day soon the biomedical commu-
nications from the Lister Hill National
Center will be made to all our doctors
on all the islands of Hawaii, throughout
the State of Alaska, and in the most
northern reaches of Maine, Wisconsin,
Montana, Idaho, and other States.

The American public in general, and
Alaskans specifically, have long endured
inadequate service, inadequate when
compared to that which advanced tech-
nology could readily make available.

How many more Alaskans and Ameri-
cans must die before rural doctors have
equal access to banks of modern diag-
nostic and therapeutic information?

How much longer must Alaskans be
the only Americans not to watch by live
transmission the space exploits for which
they, too, have contributed their tax
dollars?

How muech longer must Alaskan chil-
dren be the only American schoolchil-
dren who cannot be afforded the experi-
ence of educational television program-
ming.

How much longer must Alaskan busi-
ness and other rural businesses through-
out the Nation be subjected to unfair
competition in the form of punitive, ex-
orbitant telephone rates?

Let us hope that this Congress will
reexamine those laws which today frag-
mentize responsibilities and permit not
only the Alaskan public but the Ameri-
can people to go without the fruits of its
own labor.
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Mr. President, I am most encouraged
by two developments in recent days that
seem to indicate an awakening to both
the Alaskan problem and the opportuni-
ties offered for satellite communications
in our Nation.

First, in response to my inquiry, the
Chairman of the U.S. delegation to the
Intelsat conference, the Honorable Wil-
liam W. Scranton, has advised me that
the United States would not object to
Alaska’s sharing in the benefits of the
Canadian satellite, assuming of course
that the Canadians might have an inter-
est in permittinrg Alaska to share in its
program.

I believe that this represents the new
administration’s first policy statement
on the subject of international use of
regional satellites.

Ambassador Scranton says in his let-
ter:

We are asking that member countries be
free to establish satellites outside the Intel-
sat system to carry domestic traflic, with no
qualifications except technical coordination
with Intelsat. Under this concept of the
definitive arrangements, there would be no
obstacle to transmission of domestic traf-
fic between Alaska and the rest of the United
States via the Canadian satellite assuming
this was arranged with the approval of the
authorities of both countries.

I stand here to praise this new depar-
ture by the present administration. I
think it is more realistic and offers a
greater diversity of opportunity in sat-
ellite communications.

In view of this new policy, and on
behalf of my constituency, I hope in the
next few weeks to formalize a request
to the Canadian Government—and my
own State government—a request and a
hope that the Canadian Government will
entertain the possibility of letting its sat-
ellite serve the needs of my great State
under some contractual arrangement.

Such an arrangement would not only
bring Alaskan communications into the
20th century, but, such an arrangement
would also serve to bind more closely
our mutual constituencies into a new
North American experience.

The benefit to Alaska of such an ar-
rangement would be remarkable. The
impact would be similar to the one in
Canada.

Satellite communication could have
an impaect on rural Alaska, such as the
Canadians expect their satellite to have
in rural Canada, to the degree that we
could leap into a new generation in terms
of the education and accumulation of
the tens of thousands of Eskimos, Aleut,
and Indian people who live in remote
Alaskan villages—and who, for that re-
moteness, pay huge and unnecessary
penalties.

Mr. President, I think it would em-
bellish the lives of all Alaskans, not only
rural Alaskans but also urban Alaskans.

The second development that gives
Alaskans encouragement is a proposal
by the American Broadcasting Co. to pro-
vide direct television communications
with Alaska through the use of the Ap-
plications Technology Satellite—ATS 1.

At a meeting last Friday, called by
NASA, ABC proposed that a portable
station be moved to Alaska to provide
Alaskans with their first direct TV link.
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I commend ABC for this proposal and
feel confident that it will receive serious
attention by NASA.

We have an even more urgent need,
however, that meshes well with what
ABC has proposed. On July 16, this Na-
tion plans to send three men to the
moon on one of the most important ad-
ventures in the history of man. That
event will be witnessed by most Ameri-
cans and almost everywhere else in the
world. Almost everywhere in the world,
except Alaska.

In 1968, our Nation arranged to have
the Olympic games seen in Japan, the
Pope’s visit to Bogota seen in Europe,
and the World Series seen in Puerto
Rico—all by portable ground station de-
ployment and use of the ATS satellites.

It would certainly be a fitting use of
this capability if our Nation were to ar-
range for Alaskans to see an event that
for significance and drama will never oc-
cur again: man's first landing on a celes-
tial body other than the earth.

I have asked NASA to undertake such
a project. I have contacted owners and
operators of ground stations to defermine
availability. I have contacted the U.S.
Navy to see whether some arrangement
can be made with shipboard reception
equipment. I plan to co everything I pos-
sibly can in the weeks ahead to bring
Alaskans the opportunity of seeing di-
rectly, as other Americans will, man's
first landing on the moon.

This is an immediate need. However,
our long-range requirement is similar to
the one the Canadians acted upon this
week. Their action will be a major land-
mark in world communieations.

Our Canadian neighbors have taken a
major step forward. I congratulate them
and wish them well. I am pleased and
honored that our President has no ob-
jection to Canada's use of our rockets to
launch their satellite.

However, Mr. President, I would hope
that our Government would aggres-
sively—and I mean aggressively—and in
haste tender the availability of this
rocket as soon as possible in order to im-
plement what I think is a great program
on the part of Canada. I hope that
Alaska will have an opportunity to have
access to that satellite.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp my
letter to Dr. Paine, of NASA; the corre-
spondence I have had with Ambassador
Scranton, and the proposal of the Amer-
ican Broadcasting Co.

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

JunE 12, 1969.
Dr. THOMAS O, PAINE,
Administrator, National Aeronautics and
Space Administration, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. PAINE: Could you please exam-
ine the possibility of NASA performing a
unlque publlc service for Alaska, one which
would have more impact on the people of
my state than anything that has yet oc-
curred in the field of Alaska communications.

When the moon landing takes place in
July the people of Alaska, under present cir-
cumstances, will be the only Americans un-
able to witness the event via television as it
occurs. I would imagine that citizens of other
countries will also be able to see the moon
landing.

If NASA would arrange for the location of
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four mobile ATS television reception sta-

tions in the Anchorage, Fairbanks, Sitka and

Juneau areas, and if NASA would further ar-

range a relay to these stations via satellite,

the majority of the people of my state could
then witness at first hand one of the most
historic events in human history.

Please be assured of the complete coopera-
tion and support of my office and of all
Alaskans to help NASA arrange this experi-
ment.

Sincerely,
MIEE GRAVEL.
May 26, 1969.

Hon. WiLLiAM W, ScRANTON,

Chairman of the United States Delegation to
the Intelsat Conference, Department of
State, Washington, D.C.

Dear Me. CHAIRMAN: Permit me to con-
gratulate you on your assignment as the
President's principal American representative
to the vitally important Intelsat Conference.

I am personally very interested in efforts
to establish a definitive agreement, and am
most anxious that the final agreement be
such as to allow the State of Alaska to have
access to all communications satellites which
can be exploited for cultural and educa-
tional transmissions as well as for commer-
cial, subscriber communications.

The broad applications for long-distance
communications go well beyond the notions
of traditional communications. The remote-
ness of some Alaskan area precludes & rigid
Intelsat definition of satellite exploitation if
this rigldness would force Alaskans to go
without modern audio-visual and telephonic
facilities.

For example, should the Canadian TELE
SAT system provide portions of Alaska access
to modern communications faster and more
economically than another space project,
then Alaska should be able to opt for this
access. I single out TELESAT since, for the
moment, its planned coverage of neighboring
Yukon and British Columbia is the only cov-
erage which could, with appropriate agree-
ments, be a rapid step forward for Alaska in
modern communications.

At the moment my state has the worst
communications system under the Ameri-
can flag. While I can understand the cir-
cumstances that developed this situation,
I do not think it is proper to sanction any-
thing less in the way of improvements than
technology can make available.

I would appreciate the benefit of your
thinking on this problem and the opportu-
nities presented by recent technological
breakthroughs.

Sincerely,
MIxE GRAVEL.
DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., June 12, 1969,

Hon. MIKE GRAVEL,

U.S. Senate.

DEAR SENATOR GRAVEL: You asked in your
letter of May 26 for my thoughts on com-
munications with Alaska via satellite.

The proposals we have made for definitive
arrangements for INTELSAT would not in-
terfere with establishment of facilities for
satellite transmission to Alaska. We are ask-
ing for a broad scope of authority for the
INTELSAT organization so that it could
provide such satellite telecommunication
facilities as the parties to the agreement
may request, so there would be no obstacle
if at some later date something specific 1s
wanted from INTELSAT.

We are also asking that member countries
be free to establish satellites outside the
INTELSAT system to carry domestic traf-
fie, with no qualificatlons except technical
coordination with INTELSAT. Under this
concept of the definitive arrangements, there
would be no obstacle to transmission of do-
mestic traffic between Alaska and the rest
of the United States via the Canadian sat-
ellite, assuming this was arranged with the
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approval of the authorities of both countries.
Our proposals for the definitive arrangements
would also not prohibit satellite systems out-
side INTELSAT carrying international traf-
fic, such as traffic between Alaska and Can-
ada, on the Canadian satellite, but would re-
guire a determination by the INTELSAT
Governing Board that such use of the out-
side system would not be economically dam-
aging to INTELSAT.

There is, of course, no barrier in the IN-
TELSAT arrangements to use of the INTEL-
SAT system by Alaska today, and, as you
are no doubt aware, ComSat plans and the
FCC has approved an earth station, to be
located north of Anchorage for that purpose.
(ComSat's release of June 4 announcing the
award of a contract for construction of the
station said it is to be completed in the late
summer of 1970.) I assume this will be
helpful, though it of course does not solve
the problem of onward transmission to re-
mote areas,

Sincerely,
WirLiam W, SCRANTON,
Chairman, U.S. Delegation,
INTELSAT Conference.

AMERICAN Broapcasting Co., INC.,
New York, N.¥.

PROPOSED SATELLITE TRANSMIssION TEST TO
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA

In its Initial satellite fillng In Septem-
ber of 1965, and in each of lts subsequent
submissions in Docket 16495, American
Broadeasting Company has urged the Fed-
eral Communications Commission to approve
the positioning of a synchronous satellite to
be used for radio and television program dis-
tribution purposes. Like NBC, CBS, and the
Ford Foundation, ABC has argued that a
dedicated television distribution system has
numerous advantages over a multipurpose
system.

To demonstrate that a satellite system for
program distribution purposes is entirely
feasible and reliable and that 1t could be
placed in operation almost immediately, ABC
herewith proposes that ATS-1 be utilized,
under NASA's auspices, for a period of three
to six months to provide instantaneous news
and public affairs programming to the three
television stations in Anchorage, Alaska, an
area entirely dependent at present on de-
layed telecasts for national and international
news developments. To that end ABC would
welcome the cooperation and participation
of the other television networks, commercial
and educational, in the experimental pro-
gram here envisaged.

ABC's technical advisers (Hughes Alrcraft
Company) are confident that such a test
program, over a period of three to six months,
would fully demonstrate the feasibility and
reliability of synchronous satellites for pro-
gram distribution purposes—without elab-
orate and costly ground receiving terminals,
In addition to test data thus obtalnable
from the experimental transmissions here
proposed, there would be substantial public
interest benefits in thereby providing direct
reception (news and public affairs) to the
people of Alaska, an area wholly dependent
on delayed video broadcasts for news hap-
penings elsewhere.

The technical details for the test system,
utilizing ATS-1, which is here being pro-
posed for NASA's consideration, is outlined
in essential respects in the engineering state-
ment attached hereto. It will be noted that
the required equipment is now in use at the
Island of Barbados and that it can be moved
to Alaska and be ready for operation by Sep-
tember 1969. To meet the September date,
a go-ahead is needed by about July 1.

The costs for the experimental program
would be between $125,000 and $250,000 for
the three to six months period. If the neces-
sary authorizations are obtained, ABC pro-
poses to share these costs with other net-
works who desire to participate.
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ARMS LIMITATION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
have listened to what the distinguished
junior Senator from Illinois (Mr. PERCY)
said today about a speech which Repre-
sentative Joun B. ANDERSON, chairman
of the Republican Conference in the
House of Representatives, is giving today
on the floor of the House.

As I read the press release, it indi-
cates that Representative ANDERSON,
who is also a member of the Joint Atomic
Energy Committee, said that both the
United States and the Soviet Union
stand at a very critical juncture in the
arms race, “one from which there may be
no return,” and urges the Nixon admin-
istration to move immediately to the
negotiating table with the Russians to
discuss strategic arms limitations.

Mr. President, Representative ANDER-
son states in his news release:

I would hope that this administration
would exhibit a sense of urgency regarding
these talks and weigh the consequences of
the delay.

Later on he indicates that while our
defensive posture remains strong and is
the best deterrent to war, it does not
logically follow that the larger our nu-
clear arsenal the more secure the peace.

Mr. President, I commend the distin-
guished Representative from Illinois for
the leadership he is showing in urging
that arms limitations or an arms freeze
be the subject of prompt negotiations
with the Soviet Union.

It is my belief that if something is not
done along this line, and if the delay is
too long, the end result will be contrary
to what the administration has stated
time and time again that it wishes to
achieve. If we start a new strategic arms
race, linking the ABM with the MIRV
and other systems which will be de-
veloped, the Soviet Union will not stand
by but will react and both nations will be
carried along by the momentum to their
common detriment.

When the Soviet Union reacts, we will
react; and the end result will be not
the spending of between $10 billion
and $20 billion, as the initial sum cover-
ing 12 sites, but tens and tens of billions
of dollars on both sides. In the end, we
will be just where we are now. In the
meantime, our cities may well burn from
neglect; our people will become more
discontented and concerned; our young-
er citizens more restless. We will have
bought something which will not have
amounted to a great deal, while at the
same time we will have contributed to
political instability at home.,

I have said several times that what we
need is not one priority over another
but a sense of balance between domestic
and international defense needs. Al-
though we may have the most expensive
offensive and defensive weapons systems,
if we do not have stability at home, we
will not have much of anything. What
we need is not so much a list of priorities,
but a recognition that these arms prob-
lems will not go away, but must be faced
up to in negotiations. As far as now
being the time is concerned, in my opin-
ion the time is long overdue.

Secretary of State Rogers, in his press
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conference several months ago, said
negotiations would get underway in late
spring—late spring is almost gone—or
early summer—and early summer is
almost upon us. The latest I have read
is that there may be a conference in
early fall, perhaps before that, but
nothing definite has been indicated.

If we want to break the mad momen-
tum which may develop if we start
building an ABM system—which is un-
proven, untried, and whose cost is not
known—we must make the effort. If we
do not we will only be opening a box of
ills which will plague us many, many
months from now, and we will give much
less in the way of hope to our citizens,
both young and old.

I am delighted that an outstanding
Republican in the Senate, the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Ken-
tucky (Mr. Coorer), has taken the lead
in this matter in this body, just as an-
other Republican, Representative Jorw
B. AnpeErson, of Illinois, has taken it in
the other body. I wish them both well, I
want to assure them of my full support
in achieving their objective.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I would like to as-
sociate myself with the words of the
distinguished majority leader.

Today we face an obvious credit
crunch in the United States, and pos-
sibly also a currency crunch in Europe.
If we are going fo continue the arms
race at a scale of $80 billion a year, and
add to that that we need billions more
for new weapons systems, I think it clear
that in the not too distant future we
could have a financial crisis in the United
States.

The way to stop these gigantic ex-
penditures is through arms control
agreement, more than any other pos-
sible method.

I hope that all Americans will take
note of the measured, quiet way this
matter has been presented to the Sen-
f.tedtoday by the distinguished majority

eader.

ADMIRAL RICKOVER WARNS SO-
VIET TRIES TO NEUTRALIZE PO-
LARIS

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I should like to call to the attention
of the Congress an important exchange
of letters between Senator Henry M.
Jackson and Vice Adm. H. G. Rickover
on the future effectiveness of our Polaris
forces.

As my colleagues know, Admiral Rick-
over is a distinguished, creative contribu-
tor to our national safety and freedom.

In his reply to Senator JAcKson's in-
quiry, Admiral Rickover has given us a
timely warning of the possible vulner-
abilities of our Polaris submarines in the
mid-1970’s time period.

I ask unanimous consent that the ex-
change of letters be printed in the Rec-
ORD.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
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U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, D.C., June 5, 1969.
Vice Admiral H. G. RICKOVER,
Naval Ships Command,
Department of the Navy,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr ApMimaL Rickover: I have read your
April 25, 1969 letter to Senator Pastore with
great interest. As usual, you have reduced a
complicated issue to a few basic questions.

There is one subject vital to this issue in
which I know the American people will
respect your judgment—nuclear submarines,
and in particular, our POLARIS submarines.

I would appreciate your assessment of the
effectiveness of our POLARIS forces after
1972 in light of the remarkable advances
recently made by the Soviet Union in their
submarine and anti-submarine capability.
I am particularly interested in your views
concerning the ability of our deployed
POLARIS submarines to survive a planned
attack by Soviet anti-submarine forces in the
mid-T0's time frame.

I would hope your response can be written
in such a way that the American people can
have the benefit of your views.

Sincerely yours,
HENRY M, JACKSON,
U.S. Senate.

U.S. Aromic ENERGY COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., June 12, 1969.
Hon. HENRY M. JACKSON,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAR SENATOR JACKSON: This Is In response
1o your letter of June 5, 1969, asking for my
views concerning the ability of our POLARIS
submarines to survive a planned attack by
Soviet antisubmarine forces in the mid-
1870’s time frame.

Let me first say that based on the best
evidence available, I believe that today our
POLARIS submarines are safe from a mas-
slve, neutralizing blow. Further, I am not
aware of any valid information indicating
that the Soviets possess a means to track
and destroy our POLARIS submarines while
they are on station. However, there is no
assurance that this situation will prevail for
long.

There is, in fact, evidence that the Soviets
are actively engaged in a determined effort
to acquire the capability to neutralize or
destroy our POLARIS force. They have de-
veloped and they continue to develop faster
and quieter submarines. They are experi-
menting in all phases of submarine and
antisubmarine warfare—we are not. In fact,
during the past year alone they have de-
veloped several mew types of nuclear sub-
marines; we have developed only one new
type in ten years. It is clear that a major
objective of their naval programs is to in-
validate our own POLARIS system.

Given the recent Soviet progress in under-
sea warfare and the sheer magnitude of their
nuclear submarine program, the conclusion
is inevitable that, unless we are willing to
match their effort, they will surpass us in
this field during the 1970's.

Of course, in the present era of rapid tech-
nological change accurate prediction of
future military developments is difficult, if
not impossible, even for such a relatively
short period as five to ten years. It is equally
dificult to predict the outcome of future
military engagements, since these are de-
pendent on successful exploitation of the
latest technological advancements. All we
can do is learn what we can of the progress
being made by other nations in the areas re-
lated to submarine and antisubmarine war-
fare and then to compare this with our own
Progress.,

The Soviets now have by far the largest
submarine force in the world—about 375
submarines, all built since World War IT. We
have 143, including 61 diesel submarines most
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of which are of World War II vintage. Thus,
they have a net advantage of about 230 sub-
marines. It is estimated that by the end of
1970 they will have a numerical lead even
in nuclear submarines.

In the single year 1968, the Soviets put to
sea a new type ballistic missile nuclear-
powered submarine as well as several new
types of nuclear attack submarines—a feat
far exceeding anything we have ever done. It
is estimated that by 1974 they will have
added about 70 nuclear-powered submarines
to their fleet, whereas we will add but 26—
thus further increasing their numerical su-
periority. As for ballistic missile submarines,
the BSoviets have undertaken a vigorous
building program to equal or surpass our
POLARIS fleet of 41. At least seven of their
new POLARIS-type submarines have been
completed, and they now have the capability
of turning out one a month. We have no
POLARIS submarines under construction or
planned. We must assume that by the 1973-
1974 time period they will be up to us.

To achieve this, the Soviets have greatly
expanded and modernized their submarine
building and repair facilitles. Just one of
their numerous submarine building yards
has several times the area and facilities of
all U.S. submarine yards combined. They use
modern assembly line technigues under cov-
ered ways, permitting large-scale production,
regardless of weather conditions.

The progress made by the Sovlets over the
past few years in nuclear submarine design,
construction, and operation could only have
been accomplished through the efforts of a
large group of highly competent technical
personnel. We must assume the talents and
efforts of this group will continue to provide
the Soviets with additional advances in nu-
clear submarines.

The superiority of a given weapon system
is never static. The history of warfare is an
ever-changing contest between weapon and
counterweapon. Whenever man invents a
new weapon, two things happen immediately.
First, his potential adversaries start to de-
velop a counterweapon. Second, improve-
ments are made in the original weapon to
make it even more effective. This was the
case with the bow and arrow, gunpowder,
battleships, airplanes, rockets, ete.

The battleship is a good example. In 1907
when the British DREADNOUGHT, the
world’s first modern battleship put to sea it
was hailed as “invincible.” It had armor
plate thick enough to stop any naval shell
then in existence. Soon afterward other
countries built their own battleships with
large guns and heavy armor. The British
then developed the destroyer to protect the
battleship by firing torpedoes against oppos-
ing battleships. The other side, of course,
soon had its own destroyers. The battleship
then was given the capability of carrying air-
planes to increase its range of visibility; this
added the new element of air power to the
battleship.

Although it became evident during World
War I to farseeing officers like General Billy
Mitchell that aircraft constituted a new and
formidable weapon agalnst the battleship,
it nevertheless took a long time for those who
had faith in the battleship to accept this and
prepare against the danger. Even as in 1907
it was impossible to predict how long the
battleship would remain “invinecible,” so is
it today impossible to predict how long the
POLARIS submarine will remain invulner-
able.

As In the case of the battleship, the com-
petition between the submarine and its foes
has seesawed since the former proved its
worth in World War 1. As advances have been
made in submarine design since World War
I, progress has also been made in developing
antisubmarine warfare.

Submarines have the protection of the
ocean depths., When submerged they cannct
be seen by the human eye or by radar. The
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only way we know at present to detect a sub-
merged submarine is by the sound it makes,
For years, groups of scientists and engineers
bhave tried to make submarines quieter, while
other groups have worked just as hard to de-
velop more sensitive listening devices. This
technological battle continues.

With the advent of nuclear propulsion, the
submarine has been able to operate sub-
merged at high speeds for long periods of
time; this gave the nuclear submarine the
edge. However, great strides are being made
in the mobility of antisubmarine forces and
in their capability to detect and destroy sub-
marines. In fact, the nuclear attack subma-
rine itself is now being used as an antisub-
marine weapon.

We do not know, of course, how these de-
velopments will work under actual war con-
ditions; nor do we know how effective our
POLARIS submarines would be in an en-
counter with an enemy antisubmarine force
—Dbe it air, surface, or subsurface-—or how ef-
fective our own antisubmarine forces would
be against the latest Soviet nuclear subma-
rines,

The answer to your question concerning the
survivability of our POLARIS submarines in
the mid-1970's depends on whether we can
regain the advantage we had in the past. Will
our progress in undersea warfare during the
1970’s match that of the Soviet Union? Can
we assume that our POLARIS system will be
the first weapon in history to remain in-
vulnerable? The developments I have cited
should caution us against making such an
assumption,

As I pointed out in my April 25, 1969, let-
ter to Senator Pastore (Page 54226 of the
Congressional Record, April 29, 1969), the
Soviet Union is embarked on a program
which reveals a singular awareness of the im-
portance of sea power and an unmistakable
resolve to become the most powerful mari-
time force in the world. As a result of the
Cuban missile crisis, the Soviet leadership
resolved never again to be placed in a posi-
tion where they would have to negotiate
from weakness—in that case lack of strategic
and naval superiority. They have publicly
avowed their goal to become preeminent in
sea power, and all evidence indicates they
are proceeding with competent speed. This is
especially true in their undersea warfare
forces, They have openly stated that these
are to be the major arm of their fleet,

To recapitulate: I believe that while today
our POLARIS fleet is safe from a planned at-
tack by the Soviets, there is sufficient evi-
dence concerning their progress in this field
to cause doubt by the mid-1970's. We must
increase our own efforts if we expect our
POLARIS fleet to remain the deterrent it now
is.

Respectfully,
H. G, RICKOVER.

REGARDING COMPLETE FINANCIAL
DISCLOSURES

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
nowadays we read almost daily of some
Member of Congress reporting his finan-
cial holdings and then stating he will
withhold his vote on any legislation
which might directly or indirectly in-
fluence the value of stock or bonds owned
by him. Also, I understand that some
legislative proposal has been introduced
compelling every Member of the Congress
to publicly disclose his financial status.

Mr. President, for 12 years prior to the
time I was elected to my first term in the
Senate, Senator John W, Bricker, of
Ohio, was a Member of this body. He had,
in faect, been Republican candidate for
Vice President, had served for three
terms as Governor of Ohio, and prior to




June 16, 1969

that as attorney general of my State. He
had never been defeated for any public
office he sought.

In 1958 I was nominated at the Demo-
cratic primary as his opponent. I learned
that he had organized his law firm, then
Bricker, Marburger, Barton, and Eckler,
in January 1947, coincident with his be-
coming U.S. Senator, In my candidacy
for election in 1958, I denounced my op-
ponent in speeches in 73 of 88 Ohio coun-
ties, charging him with misrepresenting
Ohio and with a direct conflict of interest
in that his law firm represented the
Pennsylvania Railroad and in that the
most important legislative enactment
during his 12 years as Senator was the
creation of the great St. Lawrence Sea-
way. Officials of his client, the Pennsyl-
vania Railroad, along with other railroad
officials throughout the Middle West, vio-
lently opposed the St. Lawrence Seaway.
Every Ohio Member of both branches of
the Congress, Republican and Democrat,
except Senator Bricker voted in favor of
the St. Lawrence Seaway. Senator Brick-
er expressed violent opposition to it and
voted against it.

In denouncing him for this and for
heading a law firm which he created and
established and which was one of the
most affluent law firms in Columbus,
Ohio, I denounced the fact that he had
directed his salary check as Senator to
be mailed to his Columbus law firm. In
my campaign I promised that I would
withdraw altogether from the practice
of law if elected and, in addition, that I
would publicly disclose my financial
holdings so that Ohio citizens could judge
for themselves whether or not I was in-
volved in a conflict of interest and
whether I would ever vote for personal
and selfish reasons rather than for what
I believed was in the public interest.

On December 15, 1958, I closed my law
office and dissolved my law firm. Since
that time I have not practiced law either
directly or indirectly.

Then early in 1959, in a public letter
to Hon. Felton M. Johnston, then Sec-
retary of the Senate, I fully disclosed
my financial holdings and mailed copies
of that statement to Ohio newspapers,
radio, and television stations.

Mr. President, since that time, I have
directly after the convening of every
session of the Congress early in January,
mailed to the Secretary of the Senate a
complete statement of my financial
holdings and also a certified copy of my
income tax return for the preceding year.
I have done this every year. I did it
again last January.

It happens I am the very first Mem-
ber of either branch of the Congress in
the history of the Republic to fully dis-
close his net earnings for the preceding
year, including, of course, the total
amount received not only as interest on
bonds but also as dividends on stocks,
and including any fees received for
speeches delivered outside of my State.
Of course, I do not accept fees for
speeches made within my State.

Mr, President, I am not about to refuse
to vote on any issue before Congress, or
to vote “present” on any issue, because
I have disclosed my holdings, and the
public may judge for itself whether or
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not I am ‘motivated by any finanecial
interest.

It happens that my financial holdings
include a number of thousands of shares
of stock in oil-producing companies, such
as Occidental Petroleum and Phillips
Petroleum, and over the years I have
profited by holding these stocks. But, as
a member of the Committee on Ways and
Means of the House of Representatives,
and also as a Senator, I have on every
opportunity that has been afforded me
voted either to reduce the 271%-percent
depletion allowance for oil and gas pro-
ducing companies, or, as on at least one
occasion as a member of the Ways and
Means Committee, to eliminate it alto-
gether. I expect to so vote in the future.

Mr. President, all the annual lefters I
mailed to the Secretary of the Senate
were made public by him at my request.
These have been published in Ohio
newspapers.

Mr. President, I shall now read the
letter I mailed in March 1959 to Hon.
Felton M. Johnston, then Secretary of the
Senate, and the most recent letter I
mailed on January 6, 1969, to Hon. Fran-
cis R. Valeo, Secretary of the Senate,
wherein I made a complete report of my
income for 1968 and my financial hold-
ings as of January 1969, All annual let-
ters I have sent from 1959 to last Janu-
ary are on file with the Secretary of the
Senate.

My letter of March 26, 1959, was as
follows:

MarcH 26, 1959.
Hon, FerLton M. JOHNSTON,
Secretary of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr MR. JoENSTON: It is my personal be-
lief that I should file with you a statement
disclosing my financial holdings.

It happens that I own some stock in sugar
companies, and I now learn that leglslation
relating to sugar imports, etc.,, will be con-
sldered in the Committee on Agriculture, of
which I am a member.

Therefore, I have concluded to sell this
stock and I am communicating with my
broker. This will cause me a financial loss,
but as I own 154 shares in one sugar com-
pany and 100 in another sugar company, I
shall accept thils loss and would prefer to do
s0. Presently I have not formed final judg-
ment as to my vote other than that I shall
vote according to my conscience.

I am filing a statement which you may
make publie, should you so desire, in order
that anyone interested may judge in the fu-
ture whether there is any confiict of interest
influencing my action and votes as United
States Senator.

You may depend upon it, I will never cast
a selfish vote. I will continue to work and
vote in the public interest, in accord with my
best judgment.

Another reason I think I should disclose
these holdings is that I am receiving form
letters and circulars urging me to vote to
retain the present 2714 % depletion allow-
ance for oll and gas corporations.

The facts are, that as a member of the
Ways and Means Committee of the House of
Representatives, I voted to reduce this de-
pletion allowance from 271; % to 15%. I have
not changed my views, Should there be a
vote on this issue in the Senate, I would
vote against retaining this 27 % depletion
allowance.

The fact that from time to time I, like
other corporate stock holders, receive form
letters, or circulars, along with the dividend
checks, urging me to write my Congressman,
expressing views coinciding with the views of
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the corporation officials, is an additional rea-
son causing me to feel I should make a finan-
clal disclosure.

A substantial portion of stock I own was
purchased by me before I went overseas in
World War II.

Although this may embarrass members of
my family and me, I report as follows:

In addition to some U.S. Government
bonds, I also own some real estate in Cuya-
hoga County and some acreage in California
and Mississippl, on which there is an oil
lease. I own the following shares of stock: 997
Monsanto Chemical, 1465 Plymouth Oil, 450
Radio Corporation of America, 700 Mission
Development, 466 Ashland Oil and Refining,
600 W. R. Grace & Co., 304 Socony Mobil, 300
Phillips Petroleum, 100 General Fireproof-
ing, 200 Atlantic Refining, 180 Mission Cor-
poration, 100 Sinclair Oil, 310 Getty Oil, 154
South Porto Rlco Sugar, 120 Pure Oil, 100
Cuban American Sugar, 200 Robbins &
Mpyers, 100 United Fruit, 100 Monterey Oil,
200 British Petroleum, 100 Equity Oifl Com-
pany, and a few shares of bank and other
stocks, preferred and common.

May I add that directly after I was ap-
pointed to membership on the Committee
on Aeronautical and Space Sclences, I sold
all shares of Pan American World Airlines I
had owned, and in January, I cancelled an
order to purchase shares in another air line
stock.

Very sincerely yours,
STeEPHEN M. YoUNG.

My letter to Mr. Valeo, written January

6 of this year, reads as follows:
U.S. SENATE,
ComMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS,
January 6, 1969.
Hon. Francis R, VALEO,
Secretary of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr MR. SECRETARY: Early in 1959 directly
following taking the oath of office as U.S.
Senator and to keep a campaign pledge made
in denouncing Senator Bricker for conflict of
Interest in remaining as head of his law firm
representing the Pennslyvania Railroad Com-~
pany and other rallroad corporations and
then voting as Senator against the Bt. Law-
rence Seaway, I fulfilled my pledge to com-
pletely withdraw from the practice of law and
to disclose my financial holdings and status.

In filing with your office a complete state-
ment of my financial holdings I became the
very first member of either branch of the
United States Congress to make full and
complete disclosure of my financial status.

The purpose of this letter is to fully dis-
close my income for the entire year of 1968
and my present financial status including all
of my assets and all of my indebtedness.
Therefore, citizens are in position to judge
accurately whether or not at any time there
was, and whether there is, any conflict of in-
terest and whether for selfish personal ag-
grandizement I yielded to some improper de-
mands and voted or conducted myself as a
Senator of the United States at any time
other than for the best interests of citizens
I represent and of our Nation.

Mr. Secretary, I make the following com-
plete financial disclosure. This is true and
correct, and directly after the joint income
tax return I shall file with the Internal Reve-
nue Service for the year 1968 has been pre-
pared and filed I shall mail you a copy to be
attached to this letter.

During the year 1968 my income was as
follows:

Salary as U.S. Senator

Amount received from interest on
government and other bonds
and dividends on stock hold-
ings In excess of interest paid
out on loans with stocks and
bonds as collateral

Total income from long and short
term capital gains on stocks

$30, 000. 00

12,016.12
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and bonds sold in excess of
long and short term capital
losses incurred on sale of stocks
45, 860. 68
Net amount received as honoraria
for speeches outside Ohio.
Total net income for 1968
before making required
deductions for Federal] ———
and state taxes 89, 376. 80

You will note not one cent was received by
me for legal fees. For many years I engaged
in the practice of law in Ohio and tried law
suits also in some other states. My law prac-
tice was very lucrative and satisfying as my
financial records and income tax returns
over the years disclose.

I withdrew from my law firm December 15,
1958.

In addition to the net income received in
1968 I report financial holdings as follows:

Real estate—Residence in Washington,
D.C. and equity in dwelling in Florida, real
estate In Ohio and Mississippi. Total valua-
tlon—£90,000.

Life Insurance—Substantial amount paid
up life insurance including $10,000 GI World
‘War policy—total value in excess of $50,000.

Personal property—Including paintings,
Jewelry, furniture and 1969 Oldsmobile
Cutlass—Estimated vaJue—#25,000.

Bonds—As of January 1, 1969, I own U.S:
Government bonds and bonds of W, R. Grace
& Co., Gulf & Western Industries, Lerner
Btores, Radio Corporation of America, Ten-
neco, Inc.,, Lucky Stores, Inc. and Offshore
Co. with a total value of approximately
$120,000.

Preferred and common stocks as follows:
100 Ashland Oil & Refining Co.; 200 Atlantic
Richfield; 100 Boston Edison; 200 British Pe-
troleum; 200 Continental Airlines; 400 Con-
tinental Oil; 400 Delta Airlines; 100 Federal
Pacific Electric Co.; 314 ITT Consumer Serv-
ices; 300 Lamb Communications; 4429 Lucky
Stores; 17 Murphy Oil Corp.; 751 Monsanto
Chemical; 300 Northern Pacific Rwy.; 202
©Occidental Petroleum; 100 Offshore Co.; 1200
©Ohio Radio Inc.; 500 Pacific Petroleum Ltd.;
1300 Phillips Petroleum; 100 Radio Corpora-
tion of America; 1550 Robbins & Myers; 300
Safeway Stores; 200 G.D. Searle; 156 Seilon,
Inc.; 100 Sinclair Oil; 600 Stauffer Chemical;
600 Steel Co. of Canada; 2100 Tenneco, Inc.;
100 Trans World Airlines; 200 Winn-Dixie
Stores.

Regarding stocks and bonds I own In oil
producing corporations I report that fre-
quently in letters or statements accompany-
ing dividends, officials of oil producing com-
panles suggest “write your Congressman and
urge that he vote to retain the present 27% %
depletion allowance for oll and gas producing
corporations.” I am not about to do that.
As a member of the Committee on Ways and
Means of the House of Representatives in the
81st Congress, I voted to abolish this deple-
tion allowance. I have not changed my views,
As Benator I have repeatedly voted and
spoken against this depletion allowance and
hope to have an opportunity again this year
to vote to reduce this to 15% or to eliminate
it entirely. As my views on this subject are a
matter of record, there is no reason I should
sell oll stock I own.,

Indebtedness—I owe no man or any corpo-
ration any unsecured loan, I do owe current
bills to Ohio and Washington stores in a sub-
stantial amount, some representing recent
purchases. Also, to Samuel Ready Boarding
School, Baltimore, approximately $1100 for
balance tuition for adopted daughter.

I am indebted to the Union Commerce
Bank of Cleveland approximately $348,000,
This indebtedness is secured by deposit of
collateral.

The foregoing statement is just, true and
correct and includes representing all the as-
sets and liabilities and the entire financial
status of Mrs. Young and me,

1, 500. 00
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Mr. Secretary, you, of course, have my per-
mission to make this statement public if you
wish. It is my intention to follow my custom
of reporting it in the Congressional Record.

Sincerely,
StepHEN M. YOUNG.

Mr. President, I feel that this is a mat-
ter for every Member of Congress to de-
termine for himself. I have recently read
newspaper accounts of proposed legisla-
tion to make such action mandatory. I
did it because I had promised the people
of Ohio that I would do so. I fulfilled my
promise to the people.

I have been a recipient recently of en-
closures with dividend checks from Oc-
cidental Petroleum and some other com-
panies urging me to write to my Con-
gressman and tell him that we must
retain this 2714 percent depletion allow-
ance. I take pride in answering most cor-
respondence, but I think I shall not an-
swer those letters.

Mr, President, I yield the floor.

NO PROGRESS AT MIDWAY

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, contrary
to President Nixon’s rhetorical state-
ment that he and President Thieu
“opened wide the door to peace"” at Mid-
way, the disheartening, inadequate re-
sults of that meeting appear to have left
the door barely ajar.

The President went into the confer-
ence with a handful of aces and came
out with deuces; he had a chance to
break the Paris stalemate by putting
Saigon’s leaders on notice that they
might have to share power in an interim
government composed of all political
elements in South Vietnam; instead he
apparently bowed to Thieu's own vested
interest in things as they are.

As Joseph Kraft observes in an article
entitled “Reaction to Midway Raises
Doubt About Nixon Strategy,” published
in a recent issue of the Washington Post,
the meeting’s outcome “meant absolute
rejection of the Vietcong demand for
elections run by a provisional coalition
government.”

Because the Vietcong regards this as
a bargaining prerequisite, the results of
the Midway meeting were wholly inade-
quate. The National Liberation Front in-
dicated as much when it quickly an-
nounced the formation of a “provi-
sional” government, which Mr. Kraft
correctly interprets as a pointed slap
at President Thieu and “a step back-
ward” for the Paris negotiations.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Kraft's column to which I have referred
be printed at this point in the Recorbp.

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

REACTION TO Mimway Raises Doust ABOUT
NIXON STRATEGY
(By Joseph Kraft)

President Nixon came home from the Mid-
way Islands conference with a blare of self-
praise for having “opened wide the door to
peace.” Not surprisingly, the other side
thereupon, slammed the door in his face.

That is the true meaning of the establish-
ment by the Communists of a Provisional
Revolutionary regime for South Vietnam.
And it raises the question of whether the
President should not revise the Vietnam
peace strategy he has so far been following.
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So far the strategy has been to play a big
game with little chips. The big game is a
peace settlement arranged through negotia-
tions between the Saigon government and
the National Liberation Front, or Vietcong,
on the political future of South Vietnam.
Mr. Nixon has never been drawn from that
objective by the siren songs of Saigon about
the possibility of winning a military victory.
To his great credit, and unlike President
Johnson, he has always concentrated on
moving along the Paris peace talks.

But Mr, Nixon, lilke Mr. Johnson before
him, has been willing to pay only the small-
est price for political settlement. And the
Midway conference provided evidence that
the President’s offer was small to the point
of being a mere tip or gratuity.

As political bait to the other side, Mr, Nix-
on offered the Vietcong a chance for legiti-
mate participation in the future politics of
South Vietnam. But the means of entry was
to be through free elections supervised by
some vague kind of commission. That meant
the election would almost certainly be run
by the present Saigon government of Presi-
dent Thieu. It meant absolute rejection of
the Vietcong demand for elections run by a
provisional coalition government.

As military bait, the President offered
eventual withdrawal of American troops
from South Vietnam. But he set withdrawal
in motion with a tiny installment—25,000
men. He geared future withdrawals to three
conditions—including a reduction of vio-
lence by the other side—which Hanoi had
previously rejected. And he absolutely re-
fused suggestions for a withdrawal plan that
would lead to evacuation of all American
troops in a relatively short period.

As predicted in many guarters including
this space, the other side reacted to the
offers just about as negatively as possible.
The formation of the Provisional Revolu-
tionary government is a direct hit at Mr.
Nixon’s partner in the Midway meeting—
President Thieu of South Vietnam. The pro-
visional government in effect denies the
legitimacy of the Saigon governments., Its
formation represents a major effort by the
other side to weaken and lsolate the Thieu
regime,

While that effort goes forward, the other
side will be using the Parls talks less as a
negotiation center than as a forum for
propaganda against the Salgon government.
That is why Tran Buu Kiem, who used to be
the Front’s principal Paris negotiator, goes
home for reassignment, leaving the Paris
talks to Madame Nguyen Thi Binh, a purely
mechanical sayer of Communist jargon. And
thus the formation of the provisional govern-
ment means a step backward for the Parls
talks Mr. Nixon has been trying so hard to
set in motion.

That dour message seems to be reinforced
by military action. Not only has the other
side stepped up activities since Midway, but
enemy troops formerly stationed in Cam-
bodia have been moved across the border
into South Vietnam. Hanoi seems to be say-
ing in the most unambiguous way possible
that the President’s measly offer is not being
met by reciprocal troop withdrawal.

The immediate upshot of all this will prob-
ably be a propaganda gain for our side. It
will look to the world as though Mr. Nixon
held out the hand of peace, and got from the
other side the wet mitten across the chops.

In these circumstances, there will be strong
temptation for the President to stick with
the policy he has followed up to date, His
advisers will tell him that the new provi-
sional government is a bogus affair without
much appeal in South Vietnam. They will go
through the usual stuff about how the other
side is at the end of its strength. And they
will say that if he hangs in there, the other
side will see the folly of its present ways, and
pick up, in time, the thread of the Paris
talks,
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The trouble with that approach is that in
the meantime the senseless war will go on,
with Americans dying by the hundreds. To
me, anyhow, i1t makes sense for the President
to think hard about proposals for an interim
Saigon government and a more rapid Ameri-
can withdrawal. For the clear lesson of what
has happened is that the big game can only
be played with big chips.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the following
letters, which were referred as indicated:

ProprosSeED LEGISLATION To PROVIDE FOR INSURED
OpPERATING Loans, INcLUDING LOANS TO
Low-INcoME FARMERS AND RANCHERS AND
ror OTHER PURPOSES

A letter from the Under Secretary, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to amend the Consoli-
dated Farmers Home Administration Act of
1961, as amended, to provide for insured
operating loans, including loans to low in-
come farmers and ranchers, and for other
purposes (with accompanying papers); to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS PER-
TAINING TO THE DISPOSAL OF SURPLUS MILI-
TARY SUPPLIES, EQUIPMENT, AND MATERIEL,
AND FOR EXPENSEs INVOLVING THE PRODUC-
TION OF LumBER AND TimsBer PrRODUCTS
A letter from the Assistant Secretary of De-

fense, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report

of receipts and disbursements pertaining to
the disposal of surplus military supplies,
equipment, and materiel, and for expenses
involving the production of lumber and tim-
ber products (with an accompanying report);
1o the Committee on Appropriations.

REPORT ON THE KICEAPOO TRIBE OF OKLAHOMA
Case BEFORE THE INDIAN CraiMs CoMuis-
SION

A letter from the Chairman, Indian Claims
Commission, reporting, pursuant to law, on
final judgment and findings of fact in docket
No. 318, The Kickapoo Tribe of Oklahoma,
Plaintiff, v. The United States of America,
Defendant (with accompanying papers); to
the Committee on Appropriations.

ProroseDp LEGISLATION To PROVIDE FOR THE Ex-
PANSION AND IMPROVEMENT OF THE NATION'S
AIRPORT AND AIRWAY SYSTEM, FOR THE Im-
POSITION OF AIRPORT AND Amway User
CHARGES, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES

A letter from the Secretary of Transporta-
tion, transmitting a draft of proposed legis-
lation to provide for the expansion and im-
provement of the Nation’s airport and air-
way system, for the imposition of airport and
airway user charges, and for other purposes
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

REPORTS OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the study of the indirect cost
of federally sponsored research, primarily
by educational institutions (with an accom-
panying report); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the administration and ef-
fectiveness of the work experience and
training project in Becker and Mahnomen
Counties, Minn., under title V of the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964, Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee on
Government Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on improvements in the man-
agement of Government parking facilities, by
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the General Services Administration (with
an accompanying report); to the Committee
on Government Operations.

RerorT OF Prorosep Fiscar Year 1970
AwArRDs—WATER RESOURCES RESEARCH ACT,
TrTLE IT

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of the
Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report of a list of 36 projects selected for
funding through grants, contracts, and
matching or other arrangements with educa-
tional institutions, private foundations or
other institutions, and with private firms,
under title II of the Water Research Act,
fiscal year 1970 (with an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs,

Prorosep LecisraTioN To EXTEND THE CoM-
PULSORY PATENT LICENSING AUTHORITY

A letter from the Chairman, Atomic Energy
Comumission, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to amend the Atomic Energy Act
of 1954, as amended, to extend the compul-
sory patent licensing authority (with ac-
companying papers); to the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy.

ResoLUTION ADOPTED BY THE JUDICIAL CoON-
FERENCE OF THE UNITED STATES PERTAINING
TO JuUpICIAL ETHICS

A letter from the Director, Administrative
Office of the United States Courts, transmit-
ting, for the information of the Senate, a
resolution adopted on June 10, 1969, by the
Judicial Conference of the United States,
pertaining to judicial ethics; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

ProrosEp LEGISLATION To EXTEND, CONSOLI-
DATE, AND IMPROVE PROGRAMS FOR ELEMEN-
TARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION

A letter from the Secretary of Health, Ed-
ucation, and Welfare, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to extend, consolidate,
and improve programs for elementary and
secondary education, and for other purposes
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare.

REPORT ON THE RAILROAD RETIREMENT BOARD,
FiscarL Year ExpEp JUuNE 30, 1968

A letter from the Chairman, Railroad Re-
tirement Board, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a copy of the Railroad Retirement Board
1968 Annual Report for the fiscal year ended
June 30 (with an accompanying report); to
the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, ete., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as
indicated:

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore:

A House joint memorial adopted by the
Legislative Assembly of the State of Oregon;
to the Committee on the Judiciary:

“House Jomwt MEMORIAL 16

“To the Honorable Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America, in Congress assembled:

“We, your memorialists, the Fifty-fifth Leg-
islative Assembly of the State of Oregon, in
legislative session assembled, most respect-
fully represent as follows:

“Whereas the people of the United States
of America do not elect their own President
but instead elect members of an electoral
college who, according to the Constitution of
the United States, have the supreme power
to elect a President of their own choice; and

Whereas the electoral college stands be-
tween the people and the expression of their
choice of a President; and

“Whereas the will of the people may be
disrupted or denied by the electoral college,
which event would certainly lead to a crisis
in our nation: now, therefore,
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“Be It Resolved by the Legislative Assem-
bly of the State of Oregon:

“*(1) The Congress of the United States is
memorialized to propose an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States which
would accomplish the following:

“(a) Abolish the electoral college.

“(b) Create a system for the direct elec-
tion of the President of the United States by
all the qualified voters of the nation.

“{¢) Require that the successful candidate
must receive no less than 40 percent of all
the votes cast for President to be elected;
however, in the event no candidate received
40 percent of all the votes cast for President,
then the two candidates receiving the highest
number of votes cast would be candidates in
a second election and the candidate receiving
the highest number of votes in the second
election would be adjudged successful.

“(2) A copy of this memorial shall be sent
to the presiding officer of the Senate and of
the House of Representatives of the United
States and to each member of the Oregon
Congressional Delegation.

“Adopted by House April 11, 1969,

“WintonN L. HUNT,
“Chief Clerk of House.
“ROBERT F., SMITH,
“Speaker of House.

“Adopted by Senate May 20, 1969,

“E. D. PorTs,
“President of Senate.”

A Senate joint resolution adopted by the
Legislature of the State of Alabama; to the
Committee on Armed Services:

“SENATE JOoINT REsSoLUTION 5

“Whereas the pay of active members of
the armed forces of the United States is re-
computed at certain intervals in order to
reflect the rise of the cost of living index and
career military personnel have labored under
the bellef that their retirement pay would be
recomputed at the same time and in the same
manner as is the pay of active military
personnel; and

“Whereas retired members of the armed
forces have served their country in time of
need, and richly deserve to receive the
amount of pay upon which they have relied
and confidently belleved would be paid; now
therefore

“Be it resolved by the Legislature of Ala-
bama, both Houses thereof concurring, That
the Congress of the United States be me-
morialized to enact such measures as may be
necessary to provide that the pay of retired
military personnel be recomputed on the
same base and at the same time, as is the pay
of active members of the armed forces.

“Resolved further, That each member of
Alabama’s Congressional Delegation be urged
to give this matter his consideration and
support.

“Resolved also, That a copy of this resolu-
tion be sent to the Congress of the United
States, to each member of Alabama’s dele-
gation in Congress and to the chairmen of
the House and Senate Armed Forces Com-
mittees.

“Attest:

“McDoweLL LEE,
“Secretary of Senate.”

A House joint resolution adopted by the
Legislature of the State of Alaska; to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry:

“Housg JoINT REsoLuTION 53

“Joint resolution urging the passage of S.
413, authorizing the Secretary of Agriculture
to cooperate with and furnish assistance to
states, local governments and others in es-
tablishing a system for prevention and con-
trol of fires in rural areas,

“Be it resolved by the Legislature of the
State of Alaska:

“Whereas in 1967, by sampling 24 states,
the National Fire Prevention Association de-
termined that Alaska had the greatest num-
ber of deaths by fire per million population,
79, and the second largest amount per person
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fire loss, $13.42, which is $6.40 above the
sampling average; and

“Whereas the average number of fire fa-
talities per 100,000 population over a five-
year period in Alaska shows that the native
population suffered almost three times the
fatalities of the nonnative population; and

“Whereas a substantial proportion of the
fires in Alaska occurred in rural areas or in
towns and villages of under 5,500 population
where most of the native population resides
and there are few, if any, fire prevention
programs and there is very little firefighting
equipment; and

“Whereas S. 413 authorizes the Secretary
of Agriculture to cooperate with and furnish
financial and other assistance to states, pub-
lic bodies and organizations in establishing
a system for the prevention, control, and
suppression of fires in rural areas and in
towns of under 5,500 population; and

“Whereas the program set forth in the
bill would be a great benefit to the people
of this state and would serve to drastically
reduce the tragic loss of human life and
property by fire;

“Be it resolved that the Sixth Legislature
of the State of Alaska supports S. 413 and
respectfully urges that Congress pass it.

“Coples of this Resolution shall be sent to
the Honorable Richard B. Russell, President
Pro Tempore of the Senate; the Honorable
John W. McCormack, Speaker of the House;
the Honorable Allen J. Ellender, Chairman
of the Senate Agriculture and Forestry Com-
mittee; the Honorable W. R. Poage, Chair-
man of the House Agriculture Committee;
and to the Honorable Ted Stevens and the
Honorable Mike Gravel, U.S. Senators, and
the Honorable Howard W. Pollock, U.S. Rep-
resentative, members of the Alaska delega-
tion in Congress.

“Passed by the House, April 19, 1969.

“JaLMAr M. KERTTULA,
“Speaker of the House.
“Attest:
“CoNSTANCE H. PADDOCE,
“Chief Clerk of the House.
“Passed by the Senate April 25, 1969.
“Brap PHILLIPS,
“President of the Senate,

“Attest:

“BETTY HANIFAN,
“Secretary of the Senate.

“EerrH H. MILLER,
“Acting Governor of Alaska.”

A House joint resolution, adopted by the
Legislature of the State of Alaska; to the
Committee on Commerce:

“Hovuse JoINT RESOLUTION 10
“Joint resolution relating to the establish-
ment of a cabinet level office of fisherles

“Be it resolved by the Legislature of the
State of Alaska:

“Whereas the production, development, and
protection of our nation's fisheries resources
is of paramount concern to all the inhabit-
ants of the United States; and

“Whereas Alaska’s Involvement in the na-
tion’s fishing industry is critically important
since 64 per cent of the fish-rich United
Btates continental shelf is In Alaska; and

“Whereas the United States finds itself
with an increasing number of foreign fleets
off its shores, competing effectively with our
fishermen and making appreciable dents in
our offshore resources; and

“Whereas there exists a multiplicity of
effort between federal agencies, armed service
branches, and private Industry,yet the United
States lacks the singleness of purpose that
will push us to the fore in developing our
oceans and solving our fisherles problems;
and

“Whereas our nation's vast fisherles re-
sources constitute a rich source of protein,
not only for our own nation’s use. but which
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is counted on now and in the future by the
hungry countries of the world;

“Be it resolved that the Legislature of the
State of Alaska urges the Congress of the
United States to formulate a national fish-
eries policy and establish a cabinet level
office to administer it.

“Coples of this Resolution shall be sent to
the Honorable Richard M. Nixon, President
of the United States; the Honorable Richard
B. Russell, President Pro Tempore of the
Senate; the Honorable John W. McCormack,
Speaker of the House of Representatives; the
Honorable Walter J. Hickel, Secretary of the
Department of the Interior; and to the Hon-
orable Ted Stevens and the Honorable Mike
Gravel, U.S. Senators, and the Honorable
Howard W. Pollock, U.S. Representative,
members of the Alaska delegation in Congress.

Passed by the House April 12, 1969.

“Jarmar M. KERTTULA,
“Speaker of the House.
“Attest:
“ConNsTANCE H. PADDOCK,
“Chief Clerk of the House.
“Passed by the Senate April 23, 1969.
“BrAD PHILLIPS,
“President of the Senate.

“Attest:

“BETTY HANIFAN,

“Secretary of the Senate.

“KerrH H. MILLER,
“Acting Governor of Alaska.”

A House joint resolution, adopted by the
Legislature of the State of Alaska; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs:

“Housg JOINT RESOLUTION 60

“Joint resolution wurging the passage of
S. 04, establishing the Baranof House and
dock as a national historic site
“Be it resolved by the Legislature of the

State of Alaska:

“Whereas the ravages of time, weather and
man have destroyed many of the relics of our
nation's rich historical heritage; and

“Whereas Kodiak, Alaska is the site of
the oldest permanent settlement in Alaska
and the site of the first Russian-American
colony in the western world; and

“Whereas the Baranof House, located In
Kodiak, is the oldest structure on the entire
west coast of the United States; and

“Whereas for the past 20 years, a small
but determined group of people have been
struggling to preserve the Baranof House
from destruction by fire, termites, flood and
the overzealous bulldozer blade of an urban-
renewal project; and

“Whereas the house is a popular tourist
attraction and serves as & museum display-
ing many of the items from the earthquake
damaged museum of former years; and

“Whereas, in January of this year, Senator
Mike Gravel of Alaska introduced S. 94 to
establish the Baranof House and dock as a
national historic site, which designation
would assure the development of the site
under the National Park Service, and would
represent the ultimate alm of those who
have worked so hard for so0 many years to
preserve the structure for the cultural bene-
fit of the people of Kodiak, the state and the
nation; and

“Whereas every other avenue for the pres-
ervation of the priceless antiquity has been
explored and tried but to little avail;

“Be It resolved that the Sixth Legislature
of the State of Alaska respectfully urges
congressional action on, and passage of, S. 94.

“Coples of this Resolution shall be sent
to the Honorable John W. McCormack,
Speaker of the House; the Honorable Richard
B. Russell, President Pro Tempore of the
Senate; the Honorable Henry M. Jackson,
Chairman of the Senate Interior and In-
sular Affairs Committee; and to the Honor-
able Ted Stevens and the Honorable Mike
Gravel, U.S. Senators, and the Honorable
Howard W. Pollock, U.S. Representative,
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members
Congress,
“Passed by the House April 18, 1969.
“JaLmAR M. KERTTULA,
Speaker of the House.
“Attest:
“ConNsTANCE H. PADDOCK,
“Chief Clerk of the House.
“Passed by the Senate April 20, 1969.
“BRAD PHILLIPS,
“President of the Senate.
“Attest:
“BETTY HANIFAN,
“Secretary of the Senate.
“KErTH H. MILLER,
“Acting Governor of Alaska.”

A Senate concurrent resolution, adopted
by the Legislature of the State of Louisiana;
to the Committee on Finance:

“SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 45

A concurrent resolution to memorialize Con-
gress to provide for federal financing of
welfare and public assistance programs in
this and other states, and for federal legis-
lation to accomplish this purpose

“Whereas, the welfare and public assist-
ance programs of Louisiana have had as their
goal the providing of a decent standard of
living and promoting self-reliance, so that
reciplents will be able to provide for them-
selves without assistance, and

“Whereas, the strain of providing for an
extensive welfare program such as we have
in Loulsiana has resulted in an onerous cost
to the state and its taxpayers, and increasing
costs of living and pressing state needs have
made this even more burdensome as of late,
and

“Whereas, it is the consensus of opinion
that there should be uniform welfare stand-
ards throughout the nation to deal with this
problem, and

“Whereas, the federal government has been
and is constantly making new requirements
which the state must follow, causing great
hardship to this and other states, and

“Whereas, the resources of the federal gov-
ernment are much greater than those of any
state, and

“Whereas, recent decisions of the United
States Supreme Court have held that a state
may not set up its own residence require-
ments, thus further aggravating the costs
and burden of providing for the needs of
our own citizens, and

“Whereas, with the mobility of the popu-
lation, many welfare recipients are persons
who have recently entered the state, and

“Whereas, If the federal government and
its agencies persist in creating welfare bur-
dens for the states, they should be prepared
to bear the cost of such programs, and

“Whereas, in a Natlonal Association of
Businessmen survey, it was shown that on
the average, each person taken off welfare
rolls and placed in a steady job will con-
tribute $10,000 per yvear to the gross national
product, pay about $241 per year in federal
taxes and about $36 per year in state taxes,
increase purchasing power by $3400 a year,
and reduce unemployment and welfare and
support costs by $1342 per year.

“Therefore, be it resolved by the Senate
of the Legislature of Louisiana, the House
of Representatives concurring herein, that
the Comgress of the United States is hereby
memorialized to act on the following meas-
ures, and that the Louisiana delegation of
the Congress of the United States is hereby
urged and requested to take such steps as
are deemed necessary in effectuating the fol-
lowing:

“(1) The federal government shall bear the
cost of financing all state welfare programs
not only in Louisiana but in all other states
and make it possible for able-bodied citizens
to no longer be dependent upon welfare ben-
efits by securing meaningful employment.
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“(2) Congress and the national adminis-
tration shall adopt such laws, regulations
and procedures as to encourage persons to
seek gainful employment and thus to elimi-
nate those laws, regulations and procedures
which discourage welfare recipients from
being gainfully employed and encourage
them to remain on public assistance,

“(8) Congress adopt national standardized
laws and procedures supported completely
with federal funds to affect welfare assist-
ance programs in all states for aid to the
destitute, aged, disabled and dependent chil-
dren commensurate with existing needs.

“Be it further resolved that a copy of this
Resolution shall be transmitted to the secre-
tary of the United States Senate, the clerk
of the United States House of Representa-
tives, and to each member of the Louisiana
delegation of the Congress of the United
States.

“C. C. AYCOCK,
“Lieutenant Governor and President of
the Senate.
“JoruN 8. GARRETT,
“Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives.”

A House concurrent resolution, adopted by
the Legislature of the State of Louisiana;
to the Committee on Commerce:

“Housg CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 157

“A concurrent resolution to memorialize the
Congress of the United States to take what-
ever action is necessary for the reestablish-
ment of the United States Weather Station
at Alexandria, Louisiana
“Whereas, the federal government recent-

ly took actlon that resulted in the closing

of the United States Weather Station lo-
cated at Alexandria, Louisiana; and

“Whereas, the location of a weather sta-
tion at Alexandria provided a great protec-
tion to the well being and property of many
citizens in the central part of the state of
Louisiana from unexpected and unpredic-
table sudden weather disturbances; and

“Whereas, the need for such a weather
station was tragically demonstrated when
shortly after the closing of the old station,
extremely high winds and thunderstorms
struck the Alexandria area without warn-
irg, causing great property losses to the citi-
zens of the city and the surrounding com-
munities; and

“Whereas, Alexandria is ideally situated in
the central portion of the state from which
a weather station could provide a needed
service to many citizens throughout the cen-
tral portion of Louisiana.

“Therefore, be it resolved by the House
of Representatives of the Legislature of
Louisiana, the Senate thereof concurring,
that this Leglslature respectfully petitions
the Congress of the United States to take
whatever action is necessary for the rees-
tablishment of the United States Weather
Station at Alexandria, Louisiana.

“Be it further resolved that a copy of this
Resolution shall be immediately transmitted
to the presiding officers of the Senate and
the House of Representatives of the Con-
gress of the United States and to each mem-
ber of the Congress from this state.

“Approved:

“JoHN S. GARRETT,

“Speaker of the House of Representatives.

“C. C. AYCOCEK,
“Lieutenant Governor and President of
the Senate.”

A resolution adopted by the California-
Nevada Annual Conference of the United
Methodist Church, memorializing the Con-
gress to reject the ABM program; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

A resolution adopted by the Common
Council of Poughkeepsie, N.Y., listing per-
sons ineligible for voting membership on
the Model City Agency; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

A resolution adopted by the city of Frank-
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lin, Va., reaffirming its support for the recip-
rocal freedom of the States and the Federal
Government from taxation by the other;

A resolution adopted by the Greenville
County Council, Greenville, S.C., petitioning
the Congress to refrain from enacting legis-
lation which would make local government
bonds taxable;

A resolution adopted by the Association of
Indiana Counties, Ine. reaffirming its sup-
port for the reciprocal freedom of the States
and the Federal Government from taxation
by the other;

A resolution adopted by the Board of Su-
pervisors of the County of Sullivan, N.¥., me-
moralizing the Congress not to include mu-
nicipal bonds within the present tax reform
proposal;

A resolution adopted by the County Board
of Directors, Beaufort, S.C. reaffirming its
support for the reciprocal freedom of the
States and the Federal Government from
taxation by the other; to the Committee on
Finance; and

A resolution adopted by the City Council
of the city of Philadelphia, memorializing
the Congress of the United States to desig-
nate the birthday of the late President, John
Fitzgerald Kennedy, a national legal holiday;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE

As in executive session, the following
favorable report of a treaty was sub-
mitted:

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

Executive B, 91st Congress, first session,
two separate but related agreements between
the United States of America and the United
Mexican States, signed at Mexico City on
December 11, 1968, namely:

(1) an agreement concerning radio broad-
casting in the standard broadcasting band
(535-1605 kHz), and

(2) an agreement concerning the operation
of broadcasting stations in the standard
band (5635-1605 kHz), during a limited pe-
riod prior to sunrise (“pre-sunrise") and
after sunset (“post sunset’”) (Ex. Rept. No.
91-7).

REFORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:
By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee

on Forelgn Relations, without amend-
ment:

5. 856. A bill to provide for Federal Govern-
ment recognition of and participation in in-
ternational expositions proposed to be held
in the United States, and for other purposes
(Rept. No. 91-234); and

S.J. Res. 90. Joint resolution to enable the
United States to organize and hold a diplo-
matic conference din the United States in
fiscal year 1970 to negotiate a Patent Coop-
eration Treaty and authorize an appropria-
tion therefor (Rept. No. 91-233).

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee
on Commerce, without amendment:

S.1173. A bill to authorize the Secretary of
Commerce to employ aliens in a scientific or
technical capacity (Rept. No. 81-235).

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
INTRODUCED

Bills and joint resolutions were intro-
duced, read the first time and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota:
5.2406. A bill for the relief of Dr. Subash
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C. Vidyarthi; to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.
By Mr. STENNIS (for himself and Mrs.
SmrITH, by request):

S.2407. A bill to authorize appropriations
during the fiscal year 1970 for procurement
of alrcraft, missiles, naval vessels, and
tracked combat vehicles, research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation for the Armed
Forces, and to prescribe the authorized per-
sonnel strength of the Selected Reserve of
each reserve compoeonent of the Armed Forces,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

(The remarks of Mr. STENNIS when he in-
troduced the bill appear later in the RECORD
under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. SPARKMAN (for himself, Mr.
MonTOYA and Mr. BIBLE) :

S5.2408. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

(The remarks of Mr. SpargManN when he
introduced the bill appear later in the
Recorp under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. DODD:

S.2409. A bill for the relief of Czeslawa
Robak (Miss); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HARRIS (for himself and Mr.
CURTIS) ©

5.2410. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for the
valuation of a decedent’s interest in a closely
held business for estate tax purposes; to the
Committee on Finance.

(The remarks of Mr. Harris when he
introduced the bill appear later in the
Recorp under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. FONG:

S.2411. A bill for the rellef of Levani N.
Damuni;

5.2412. A bill for the relief of Pedro Dela
Cruz Aqui;

5.2413. A bill for the relief of Ewang Wu
Lee; and

S.2414. A bill for the relief of Editha
Espirito Rabara; to the Committee on the
Judiciary,

By Mr. LONG:

5. 2415. A bill to confirm title in St. Luc
Rlcard to certain lands in West Baton Rouge
Parish, La.; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. PASTORE:

S.2416. A bill to authorize appropriations
to the Atomic Energy Commission in accord-
ance with section 261 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, and for other
purposes; to the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy.

By Mr. ERVIN:

S.2417. A bill for the rellef of Milton M.
Rose (formerly Rosenberg);

S.2418. A bill for the relief of Emmanuel
Giovanni Dermitzis; and

S.2419. A bill for the rellef of Mrs. Clarise
del Socorro Perez de Soto; to the Committee
on the Judieciary.

By Mr. SPARKEMAN (for himself and
Mr. BENNETT) :

8.J. Res. 123, A joint resolution to extend
time for filing of Final Report on Mortgage
Interest Rates; to the Committee on Eunking
and Currency.

S. 2407—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO AUTHORIZE APPROPRIATIONS
DURING THE FISCAL YEAR 1970
FOR AIRCRAFT, MISSILES, NAVAL
VESSELS, AND TRACKED COMBAT
VEHICLES

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, as the
Senate knows, there is presently pending
before the Senate Committee on Armed
Services S. 1192, providing for the au-
thorization of funds for fiscal year 1970
for aireraft, missiles, naval vessels, and
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tracked combat vehicles. This measure
represents the recommendation as sub-
mitted by President Johnson under the
so-called Clifford budget.

I am introducing the authorization
proposal for fiscal year 1970 in the form
recommended by Mr. Laird, the Secre-
tary of Defense, setting forth certain
changes from that proposed in 8. 1192. I
might also add that over changes have
been announced since legislation was
prepared.

I would strongly emphasize, Mr.
President, that this measure is being in-
troduced for the purpose of maintaining
the legislative history on the authoriza-
tion legislation. The bill which will be
reported by the Senate Committee on
Armed Services will undoubtedly contain
changes not reflected in the attached
proposed legislation.

The introduction of this measure,
however, is necessary in order that we
have a complete record.

I ask unanimous consent that the two
letters of transmittal from the Depart-
ment of Defense be printed in the Rec-
orp at this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the letters
will be printed in the REcorb.

The bill (8. 2407) to authorize appro-
priations during the fiscal year 1970 for
procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval
vessels, and tracked combat vehicles,
research, development, test, and eval-
uation for the Armed Forces, and
to preseribe the authorized personnel
strength of the Selected Reserve of each
reserve component of the Armed Forces,
and for other purposes, introduced by
Mr. Stennis (for himself and Mrs. SmITH,
by request) was received, read twice by
its title, and referred to the Committee
on Armed Services.

The letters, presented by Mr. STENNIS,
follow:

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D.C., May, 14, 1969.
Hon. JOHN STENNIS,
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mer. CHAmRMAN: On April 15, 1969,
the Secretary of Defense transmitted a re-
vised proposal substituting for a previous
proposal “to authorize appropriations during
fiscal year 1970 for procurement of aircraft,
missiles, naval vessels, and tracked combat
vehicles, research, development, test, and
evaluation for the Armed Forces, and to
prescribe the authorized personnel strength
of the Selected Reserve of each Reserve com-
ponent of the Armed Forces, and for other
purposes,” which had been submitted on
January 14, 1969, by the previous Admin-
istration. This substitute proposal reflected
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ond method (contained in P.L. 80-500) re-
gquires that each Reserve component “be
programmed to attaln an average strength
of not less than” a certain specified strength
during this fiscal year.

In order to provide the Committee with
current Selected Reserve personnel strength
requests which may be accommodated to
either method of expression, I am enclosing
alternate drafts incorporating personnel
program revisions that have occurred since
the submission of January 14, 1969.

Sincerely,
Rocer T. KELLEY.

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D.C., April 15, 1969.
Hon. JoHN STENNIS,
Chairman, Commitiee on Armed Services,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DeArR MRr. CHAIRMAN: A draft of proposed
legislation “To authorize appropriations dur-
ing fiscal year 1970 for procurement of air-
craft, missiles, naval vessels, and tracked
combat vehicles, research, development, test,
and evaluation for the Armed Forces, and
to prescribe the authorized personnel
strength of the Selected Reserve of each Re-
serve component of the Armed Forces, and
for other purposes,” was submitted on Jan-
uary 14, 1969, as required by section 412(b),
Public Law 86-149, as amended. This pro-
posal was a part of the Department of De-
fense legislative program for the 81st Con-
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gress, under the previous Administration,
and the Bureau of the Budget had advised
on January 13, 1069, that enactment of the
proposal would be in accord with the pro-
gram of the President.

As you know, the Budget for fiscal year
1970 has been the subject of intensive review
since the inauguration of the present admin-
istration, This reexamination requires modi-
fication of the proposal, as previously sub-
mitted, to provide authorization of appro-
priations as needed for aircraft, missiles,
naval vessels, and tracked combat vehicles,
as well as fund authorization for each of the
research, development, test, and evaluation
appropriations in amounts equal to the
budget authority to be requested in the Pres-
ident’s revised budget for fiscal year 1970.
Authorization is also requested for the re-
vised appropriation for the Emergency Fund
for research, development, test, and evalua-
tion or procurement or production for the
Department of Defense.

A substitute proposal containing the re-
vised figures together with a table denoting
the differences between the amounts in-
cluded in this proposal and the original re-
quest is attached for your ready reference.

The Bureau of the Budget advises that
enactment of this revised proposal would
be in accord with the program of the
President.

Sincerely,
MeLviN R. LARD.

SUMMARY OF FISCAL YEAR 1970 AUTHORIZATION PROPOSALS FOR AIRCRAFT, MISSILES, NAVAL VESSELS, AND
TRACKED COMBAT VEHICLES—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION

[In thousands of dollars]

Title 1, procurement:
Aircraft:

y
MNavy and Marine Corps._. .

o R, R A O S e SR

Total, aircraft
Missiles:
Marine Corps..
Air Force.

Total, missiles. ........
Naval vessels (Navy)

Tracked combat vehicles:
Maril:le Corps. ... ...
Total, tracked combat vehicles
Total, title |

1,

Title 11, research, d

Air
Defense Age
Emergency fund, Defense___

Total, title 11

Grand lotal tites land N ... . . ...

Submitted
Jan, 14, 1969

Revised

Changes amounts

, 100
—305, 800
—465, 500

-390, 000
—13, 800

"307,600
—711,400
900

1,347, 660
865, 100
20,100 ...

1,794, 000

4,026, 860

20,100
1,486, 400
3,315, 460
2,631,400

~ 14,977,5%0 —1,236,300

1,822, 500
2,207, 100
594, 300
500, 200
50, 000

eeeiewoe-a. 23,151,660 —1,188,000

101 the t ted for

is to be derived by transfers from the Department of Defense slock funds,

q horization, $25,000,
: Eflhelansu;g%lueggﬂesley for authorization, $325,000,000 is to be derived by transfers from the Department of Defense stock funds,

revised requests for research, develop 1t,
test, and evaluation, but did not include re-
quests for strength authorizations for the
Selected Reserve of each Reserve component
of the Armed Forces as these programs were
still under review.

Further, in the course of discussion with
members of the Committee staff, it has be-
come clear that the Armed Services Commit-
tees may consider two methods of express-
ing the personnel strength authorization for
the Selected Reserve of each Reserve com-
ponent of the Armed Forces. The first meth-
od (expressed in Title III of S. 1192) would
provide that “each Reserve component . . .
be programmed to attain"” a prescribed num-
ber at the end of the fiscal year. The sec-

S. 2408—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO AMEND THE SMALL BUSINESS
ACT

Mr. SPARKEMAN. Mr, President, I am
today introducing a bill to amend the
Small Business Act to enlarge the scope
of a certificate of competency which the
Small Business Administration has au-
thority to grant small business bidders
for Government contracts.

Under the law as it now exists, a cer-
tificate of competency is conclusive evi-

in fiscal year 1969 Sentinel program and NOA,

dence that a small business bidder for a
Government contract has the plant and
manpower resources, necessary technieal
know-how, productive capacity, finan-
cial responsibility and credit rating to
perform the prospective contract work
concerning which the certificate has been
issued. The certificate as now interpreted
makes no determination with respect to
other factors of bidder responsibility,
such as past performance, integrity,
ethics, motivation, perseverance and




June 16, 1969

tenacity. This limitation on the scope of
the certificate of competency has caused
considerable confusion and difficulty in
a number of procuremént actions and
has greatly restricted the usefulness of
the COC. The purpose of this bill is to
enlarge the scope of the certificate to
include all elements of responsibility
such that when the Small Business Ad-
ministration has issued a certificate to a
small business firm bidding for a Gov-
ernment contract, all questions of
whether or not the bidder can and will
perform the prospective contract work
will have been answered in the affirma-
tive and this determination in the spe-
cific case will be conclusively binding on
the procuring agency,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately
referred.

The bill (S. 2408) to amend the Small
Business Act, introduced by Mr. SPARK-
MAN (for himself and other Senators),
was received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

S. 2410—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO AMEND THE INTERNAL REV-
ENUE CODE HAVING TO DO WITH
ESTATE TAXES

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill
to amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 to provide for the valuation of a de-
cedent’s interest in a closely held busi-
ness for estate tax purposes.

I introduce this bill for the second
time, in consecutive sessions. I do so now
with a heightened sense of urgency and
concern due to what can only be judged
as a fundamental threat to the family
farm and the family ranch in America.
The threat of which I speak, in the form
of discriminatory Federal estate taxes, is
of such magnitude that it could mean
a virtual end to many types of family
enterprise, in both business and agri-
culture, in a single generation. This
problem finds its root in Federal action
and it is incumbent upon us to find its
solution there also and quickly.

The circumstances which have led to
this plight are important to analyze. In
recent years, an upward trend in the sales
prices of farm and ranch properties, pri-
marily caused by speculators investing in
land, has produced higher and higher
taxes at the death of the farmer or
rancher. Often the heirs have little or no
cash with which to pay these death taxes.
This has already forced the liquidation of
many family livestock operations, and
could force the sale of countless other
ranches and farms on the death of pres-
ent owners.

In contrast to farms and ranches, the
valuation of publicly traded stocks and
securities generally reflects their earning
power, and such stocks and securities can
be sold on death without destroying a
family business. Thus, decedents whose
estates consist of farms or ranches or
other small businesses involving real es-
tate are discriminated against in com-
parison with those whose estates consist
of marketable securities.
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Along with the National Livestock Tax
Committee, I have been exploring pos-
sible changes in the existing laws and
regulations which might achieve estate
tax equity for the livestock industry.

The prime reason for the upward trend
in valuation is the Internal Revenue
Service’s interpretation of the require-
ment in the Federal estate tax regula-
tions that the estate tax be imposed
on “market wvalue” of the property
held by the decedent at the time
of his death. Today the price for
which farm or grazing land might sell
to speculators is out of all proportion
to what it will earn for farm or
grazing purposes. Unfortunately, how-
ever, many revenue agents refuse to give
any consideration whatsoever to the
earning capacity of a ranch or farm in
determining its value for estate tax
purposes. To the contrary, they rely only
on inflated sales prices of similar farms
which have been gobbled up by land
speculators. Thus, the family which does
not have substantial outside assets can-
not pay the estate taxes. So, the property
has to be sold and cannot be passed on to
the next generation.

Congress should begin now to find a
satisfactory solution to this problem.
With the thought in mind that whatever
we do would involve the passage of
remedial legislation, I have drafted a bill
offering what I believe is a sound ap-
proach. In general, since other small
businesses have a similar problem, it
would apply in any case where a dece-
dent owned an interest in a closely heid
business whether in proprietorship, part-
nership, or corporate form.

In such a case, the estate’s representa-
tives would have the option of having the
decedent’s interest in the business val-
ued either at its market value, as at pres-
ent, or the higher of the decedent’s cost
basis or a value based on the reasonable
earning power of the business. In order to
qualify for this option, my bill provides
that the decedent must have been in the
business for at least 10 years prior to
his death, and his heirs would have to
continue the business for at least 5 years
after his death. In addition, this bill
would provide that under the market
value alternative all relevant factors
should be considered in valuing a busi-
ness interest, including the earning ca-
pacity of the business and the degree of
control represented by the interest be-
ing valued.

I believe that this proposal represents
a fair solution to the problem, and I hope
the bill will be carefully and thoughtfully
studied by the Treasury Department ex-
perts and others so that any shortcom-
ings that may be found can be dealt with
before I offer it as an amendment to an
appropriate House-passed tax bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred.

The bill (S. 2410) to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide
for the valuation of a decedent’s inter-
est in a closely held business for estate
tax purposes, introduced by Mr. HaRrIS
(for himself and Mr. CURTIS), was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Pinance.
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
s. 1827

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at its next
printing, the names of the Senator from
New Mexico (Mr. AnpErsoN), the Sena-
tor from Montana (Mr. MeTcALF), the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc-
Goverx), the Senator from Utah (Mr.
Moss), and the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
Youna) be added as cosponsors of the
bill (S. 1827), to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 to impose a minimum
income tax, to require the allocation of
deductions allowed to individuals in cer-
tain circumstances, and for other pur-
poses.

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

S. 1828

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at its next
printing, the names of the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. McGovern), the
Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss), the
Senator from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH),
and the Senator from Ohio (Mr. Younc)
be added as cosponsors of the bill (S.
1828), to amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 to increase the minimum
standard deduction.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is ordered.

8. 1829

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at its next
printing, the names of the Senator from
Utah (Mr. Moss), the Senator from
Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH), and the Sena-
tor from Ohio (Mr. Younc) be added as
cosponsors of the bill (S. 1829), to amend
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to
reduce and extend the tax surcharge and
to suspend the investment credit during
the remaining period of applicability of
the tax surcharge.

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

5. 2241

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that, at its next printing,
the name of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. ALrotT) be added as a cosponsor of
the bill (8. 2241), to authorize the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare
to make Indian hospital facilities avail-
able to non-Indians under certain
conditions.

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

SENATE RESOLUTION 210—SUBMIS-
SION OF RESOLUTION CALLING
ON THE PRESIDENT TO SUSPEND
CERTAIN WEAPONS TESTS

Mr. CASE submitted the following res-
olution (8. Res. No. 210) ; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations, by unanimous consent:

S. Res. No. 210

EResolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that, because of the great urgency of seeking
verifiable agreements between the United
States and the Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics on the limitation of offensive and de-
fensive strategic weapoms, and because such
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agreements are imperiled by the development
and prospective deployment of multiple war-
heads by both nations, the President should
immediately suspend flight tests of multiple
re-entry vehicles for so long as the Sovlet
Union does the same.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
APPROPRIATIONS, 1970—AMEND-
MENT

AMENDMENT NO. 41
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware sub-
mitted an amendment, intended to be

proposed by him to the bill (H.R. 11612)

making appropriations for the Depart-

ment of Agriculture and related agen-

cies for the fiscal year ending June 30,

1970, and for other purposes, which was

ordered to be printed and referred to the

Committee on Appropriations.

SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPRO-
PRIATION BILL, 1965—AMEND-
MENT

AMENDMENT NO. 42

Mr. TALMADGE (for himself, Mr.
CransTON and Mr. EacLETON) submitted
an amendment, intended to be proposed
by them jointly to the bill (H.R. 11400)
the second supplemental appropriations
bill, 1969, which was ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS ON
BILLS TO EXTEND THE OLDER

AMERICANS ACT
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr.

President, as

chairman of the Special Subcommittee
on Aging, of the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, I wish to announce a
hearing on 8. 268 and S. 2210 on June 19,
at 10 am.,, in room 224,

The bills would extend and broaden the
Older Americans Act of 1965.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the Senate
Internal Security Subcommittee will
commence hearings on the bill (S. 1988),
introduced by the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) to amend the
Internal Security Act of 1950 to prohibit
certain obstructive acts and practices, at
10 a.m., June 23 in room 2228 of the New
Senate Office Building.

The time and dates of further hearings
will be announced as the hearings pro-
gress,

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARING ON
NOMINATIONS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, on
behalf of the chairman of the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs (Mr.
Jackson) I wish to announce that the
committee has scheduled a hearing on
the nominations of Dr. Carlos Gareia
Camacho, of Guam, to be Governor of
Guam, and Dr. Melvin H. Evans, of the
Virgin Islands, to be Governor of the Vir-
gin Islands. The hearing will be held at
10 a.m., on Tuesday, June 17, in room
3110, New Senate Office Building.
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ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS ON
A BILL TO INCORPORATE THE
COLLEGE BENEFIT SYSTEM OF
AMERICA

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I wish
to announce that the Subcommittee on
Federal Charters, Holidays, and Celebra-
tions, of the Committee on the Judiciary
has scheduled public hearings for July 17
and 18 on S. 1290, a bill to incorporate
College Benefit System of America.

The hearings will begin at 10:30 a.m.
on July 17 and 18 in room 2228, New Sen-
ate Office Building. Anyone wishing to
testify or desiring more information on
these hearings may contact the Subcom-
mittee on Federal Charters, Holidays,
and Celebrations in room 2226, New
Senate Office Building, telephone exten-
sion 5225.

The subcommittee consists of Senator
McCrLELLAN and myself as chairman.

ADDITIONAL ANNOUNCEMENT RE-
GARDING VETERANS EDUCATION
HEARINGS

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I wish
to add to my June 12 announcement on
this subject that at its hearings on June
24, 25, and 26 the Subcommittee on Vet-
erans Affairs will also consider S. 2036,
a bill introduced by the Senator from
Colorado, (Mr. DomIiNicK), to amend
chapter 34 of title 38, United States Code,
in order to provide educational assistance
to veterans attending elementary school.
This bill was inadvertently not listed pre-
viously.

THE JUDICIAL REFORM ACT—A
WASHINGTON POST ENDORSE-
MENT

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr, President, on June
13 an editorial entitled “Buttressing
Judicial Integrity” was published in the
Washington Post. The editorial was
written by Merlo J. Pusey. Mr. Pusey
is a Pulitzer prize winning newspaper-
man and a noted expert on the judici-
ary. Among his many publications are
“The Supreme Court Crisis,” published
in 1937, and the authorized definitive
biography of Charles Evans Hughes.

The editorial deals with the resolution
adopted by the Judicial Conference of
the United States forbidding judges to
accept pay for services off the bench.
While praising the action of the judicial
conference as formidable and courage-
ous, it correctly points out that the ae-
tion is more of a beginning than an end.
The editorial is addressed to the diffi-
cult problems which still must be re-
solved, the application of the resolutions
to the Supreme Court and the enact-
ment of legislation to enable the judi-
ciary to enforce the rules.

The editorial recognizes that the judi-
cial conference as presently constituted
has no authority over the Supreme
Court. It suggests, however, that either
the conference’'s authority should be ex-
tended by Congress to include the Su-
preme Court or that the Court should
impose rules of conduct upon itself, as
originally suggested by Joseph Borkin,
author of “The Corrupt Judge.” Hope-
fully, the Supreme Court will see the
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need to put its own house in order and
will adopt the second alternative,

The editorial then goes on to discuss
the need for some enforcement legisla-
tion and endorses the provisions of the
Judieial Reform Act which would create
a Commission on Judicial Disabilities
and Tenure. This act, S. 1506, which I
introduced and which is now cospon-
sored by 14 distinguished Senators, is
the culmination of over 3.2 years of
study by the Subcommittee on Improve-
ments in Judiciary Machinery. It would
give the judiciary the additional ma-
chinery which Mr. Pusey has percep-
tively recognized to be required for com-
plete and effective enforcement of the
resolutions laid down by the Judicial
Conference.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial be printed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

BUTTRESSING JUDICIAL INTEGRITY

Admirable though it is, the resolution
adopted by the Judicial Conference of the
United States forbidding judges to accept
pay for services off the bench leaves many
questions unanswered. The Conference has
gone a long way in buttressing integrity in
the courts. By any standard that may be
applied, its action is formidable and cou-
rageous. Nevertheless, it is more of a begin-
ning than an end.

The most anomalous aspect of the rules
laid down is their limitation to lower-court
judges. Most of the impropriety which in-
spired these reforms has centered in the Su-
preme Court. Yet the remedy is not applied
to Justices of that tribunal. We must hasten
to add, however, that this results from a lack
of jurisdiction in the Judicial Conference
and presumably not from any disposition
toward favoritism or disregard for the prob-
lems that have arisen within the Supreme
Court.

When the Judicial Conference was cre-
ated in 1939, the Supreme Court was ex-
empted from its provisions because of a
feeling that the problems with which it
would be called upon to deal were largely
within the lower courts. In the present con-
text of events, however, it would be absurd
to impose the tighter rules now adopted upon
circuit and district judges only, with Justices
of the highest court going merrily on their
way. As a practical matter, the Justices will
have to operate within these rules or expose
themselves to public criticism that would
probably end their usefulness. It is especially
notable that Justice Brennan and probably
others have already withdrawn from all out-
side activities yielding extra income,

Voluntary individual compliance, however,
is mot enough. The Judicial Conference
seemed to recognize this in ordering its
Committee on Court Administration to pre-
pare a code of judicial conduct for consid-
eration at its September meeting. Presum-
ably such a code will embrace the restric-
tions the Conference has just laid down
as to outside income and the reporting of
judges' assets and liabilities., The standards
to be worked out are designed to be a gen-
eral guide to judicial conduct which will
supplement or replace the unofficial code
of judicial conduct prescribed by the Amer-
ican Bar Assoclation. Here is another po-
tentially great step in the right direction—
the substitution of an offical code for an
unofficial one. But the whole exercise would
take on a ridiculous twist if it were not ap-
plicable to the Supreme Court.

Either one of two approaches seems fea-
sible. First, the Judicial Conference could ask
Congress to extend its jurisdiction to the Su-
preme Court, There is a hint that it may
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have had this in mind when it directed
its Administration Committee to draft pro-
posed legislation that would enable the Con-
ference to enforce its rules. Second, Joseph
Borkin, a recognized authority on the sub-
ject and author of “The Corrupt Judge,” has
suggested that the Supreme Court itself
has ample power to lay down rules concern-
ing the extrajudiclial activities of its mem-
bers, Perhaps the Court intends to exercise
this power before it ends its present term.

Whichever course is taken, some new legis-
lation will be essential, The most hopeful ap-
proach, we think, is to be found in Senator
Tydings's bill to create a Commission on
Judicial Disabilities and Tenure, with power
to investigate the conduct of misbehaving
or incapacitated judges. This device would
give the Judicial Conference the additional
machinery it needs to make its rules and
self-policing effective. The bill sets out fair
and well-safeguarded procedures for handling
the most delicate problems with which the
courts have to deal. Its terms would prop-
erly be applicable to any Federal judge, in-
cluding Justices of the Supreme Court. In
practice it would doubtless provide an en-
forcement arm for carrying out the provi-
slons of the judicial code of ethics now in
the works. It is reasonable to assume that
the Judicilal Conference will take full ad-
vantage of the careful work that has already
gone into the Tydings judicial reform bill

SENATOR RANDOLPH BELIEVES IN-
CREASE IN PRIME RATE ON LOANS
WILL CRIPPLE HOUSING AND
HURT ECONOMY

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, the
question is: Are the three branches of
the Federal Government and the inde-
pendent Federal agencies charged with
the responsibility of formulating and
implementing the policies under which
our people are governed? Most people
would probably respond in the affirma-
tive. We teach it that way in the schools
from the elementary subjects to the
courses in political science and history.
Yet, the actions of big bankers, initiated
last week by Bankers Trust in New York
City—and over a long period of time—
indicate otherwise. The bankers are im-
portant to a sound economy in this coun-
try. The unparalleled increase, however,
in the prime interest to 814 percent testi-
fies to a tragic assumption of power by
major bankers. Seemingly without com-
plete consideration of the impact on our
entire economy; without full considera-
tion of other elements of national policy
to combat inflation; and with an attitude
of “we will do it,” the bankers have in-
stizcated another damaging crunch on
interest rates.

Mr. President, who is injured: the
major corporations of this country?
I think not. The consumer is hurt. The
home buyer, the farmer, and the small
businessman whose rates are scaled up-
ward in the unwarranted prime interest
rate are caught in this vicious squeeze.
The increases will have a disastrous ef-
fect. I think the President of the United
States and the Congress should force
a showdown—a confrontation—with the
major bankers who triggered this action.
They should rescind this new increase.

Mr. President, the interest rate movers
say, “they will ration credit among the
banks' biggest customers.” This is ques-
tionable. The banks’ biggest customers
will go after the money now like wolves
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feeding on a flock of sheep. The bankers
say this will not affect mortgages or
consumer loans or small business cus-
tomers. I do not see how they can make
this distinction. It has not been the case
in the past.

The prime rate increases will not
cause large businesses to borrow less.
The impact—I emphasize—will be on
the home buyer and on the small busi-
nesses.

Experiences seem to show that the
large commercial bankers have not been
aiding in the fight against inflation;
rather they fuel the fires of infiation.

Methods of fighting inflation without
these swollen increases in interest rates
exist. And they have been presented to
the commerecial banks and to our Gov-
ernment.

I strongly urge President Nixon to
state his opposition and to let it be known
that he will use powers at his disposal to
roll back the interest rate increase. He
should accept the counsel of one of his
top advisers, Arthur F. Burns, who is
reported to have said:

A further rise in interest rates would be
a serious threat to the continuance of our
prosperlty. There would be a credit crunch
followed by a business recession.

The President should take immediate
action. And Congress shares the respon-
sibility to act in correcting this situation.
In this regard, I commend Representa-
tive WriGHT PATMAN, chairman of the
House Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, for taking the initiative in com-
municating with the President and the
Attorney General and In scheduling
hearings on this issue.

It would be unconscionable for our
Government, while advocating an exten-
sion of the 10-percent surtax, to allow
this additional burden to be placed on
the very persons who carry a heavy
surtax load.

PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, Senators
who are deeply committed to the John
F. Kennedy proposal to make Pennsyl-
vania Avenue “lively, friendly, and invit-
ing, as well as dignified and impressive,”
will be interested in the status report on
this proposal written by Alan L. Otten
for the Wall Street Journal on Wednes-
day, May 28, 1969.

Mr. Otten reviews in general the plans
produced ‘by the President’s Council on
Pennsylvania Avenue and discusses what
has and has not been done. He comes to
the conclusion, which is obvious to all,
that “progress has been slow and
sporadic.”

I sincerely hope that President Nixon
will make good on his expressed interest
in this project, and that by the 200th
anniversary of the birth of our Nation,
in 1976, we will have fully executed the
plan to remake Pennsylvania Avenue
into the kind of grand and majestic
boulevard envisioned by Pierre L’'Enfant
when he laid out our Capital City.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Oftten’s article be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcoOrbp,
as follows:
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Srow PROGRESS ON PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE
(By Alan L. Otten)

‘WasHINGTON —George Washington ordered
the young French engineer Pierre L’Enfant
to place the White House more than a mile
away from the Capitol, so that Congressmen
wouldn't be dropping in too often for a
drink or a chat. Ever since, Presidents have
been involved to greater or less degree with
Pennsylvania Avenue, the broad straight
boulevard L'Enfant laid out between the
President’s house and the meeting place of
the nation’s lawmakers.

Thomas Jefferson planted four rows of
Lombardy poplars along the still rural street,
and, with a small retinue, rode on horse-
back from the White House to the Capitol
for his second inauguration in 1805 and
then rode back, launching the custom of
an inaugural parade. One hundred and fifty-
six years later, riding back from his own
inauguration, John F. Kennedy was appalled
by the drab appearance of what should be
the number one street of the nation, par-
ticularly the north side—a jumble of park-
ing lots and dilapidated 19th century build-
ings with vacant upper stories and unap-
petizing ground-level liquor stores and coffee
shops and tourist traps.

A COMMISSION PROFOBAL

He set up a study commission, and that
commission proposed a council of architects
and other urban experts, and Mr. Kennedy
ordered that council to come up with a pro-
posal to make the Avenue “lvely, friendly
and inviting, as well as dignified and im-
pressive.” A soclal as well as a political cen-
ter was envisioned, as a key element in a
broader effort to revitalize the entire down-
town district. Mr, Eennedy and his advisers
wanted very much to avoid any unbroken
row of Government and private office build-
ings, dull boxes monotonous to look at by
day and empty and sterile at night and on
weekends,

In early 1964 the President’s Council on
Pennsylvania Avenue produced its ambi-
tious plan to remake the Avenue as L'Enfant
envisioned it—"a grand and majestic ave-
nue . . . as grand as it will be agreeable and
convenient.” In the intervening five years,
that plan has proved far easier to propose
than to execute.

The council did call for some renovation
of aging edifices on the south side, the side
already devoted to Government bulldings.
It proposed, for instance, removing the dirty
old city post office at 12th Street, keeping
only its remarkable tower to serve as a tourist
orientation building.

Mostly, though, the council devoted itself
to the north side of the Avenue, and to the
two ends. To create a sense of space and
grandeur, it urged construction of a huge
reflecting pool at the Capitol end, and at
the other end a paved "national square”
with a huge series of attractive new Gov-
ernment and private buildings would rise—
well set back from the curb, with stilted
arcades and street-level swank shops, cafes
and restaurants, theaters and other attrac-
tions for mnatives and tourists alike. The
Avenue would be brick-paved, with double
or triple rows of trees; the bulldings would
have interior garden courts and other invit-
ing open spaces.

Eighth Street would be a north-south axis,
starting from a landscaped “market square”
on the north side of the Avenue opposite the
Archives Bullding—the square being the site
of the old market where flatboats used to un-
load after coming up the old Tiber Canal
from the Potomac. The Eighth Street axis
would end three blocks to the north at the
recently refurbished National Portrait Gal-
lery.

Underground garages along the Avenue
could park 10,000 cars. A block to the north a
depressed expressway would handle most of
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the through east-west traffic, leaving the
Avenue free for local traffic and pedestrians,

Well, there's been significant progress,
largely due to the lobbying—always persist-
ent though not always diplomatic—of archi-
tect Nathaniel Owings, who headed the coun-
cil and the successor Temporary Commission
on Pennsylvania Avenue. He persuaded the
Interior Department, for instance, to tunnel
a proposed Inner freeway underground just
at the foot of Capitol Hill and a huge re-
flecting pool is being built atop the freeway
there. Work also has started on a Labor
Department building that will rise on foun-
dations spanning the freeway as it emerges
just north of the Avenue.

Owners of a new office building on the
north side of the Avenue, where the old Ra-
leigh Hotel stood at 12th Street, agreed (in
return for some relaxation of zoning rules)
to set its front well back from the curb, with
a planted plaza in front and a shop-lined
arcade and mezzanine, The Willard Hotel
at 14th Street, established in the 1830s and
long the stopping-place for some of the
town’s top visitors was closed last year, open-
ing the way for negotiations that might
eventually enable the Government to make
the site part of the proposed “National
Square.”

A new Woodrow Wilson Center for inter-
national study has more or less been com-
mitted to become part of a new building
complex on the eighth Street axis. And com-
mission officials believe President Nixon’'s call
for a great many more judges for the Dis-
trict of Columbia will lead to an early start
on a new district court building on the
north side of the Avenue near the present
U.8. Courthouse, creating an integrated “Ju-
diclary Square.”

REVERBES ALONG THE WAY

For all the progress, however, the reverses
have also been numerous and significant. One
of the earliest was a decision against using
the Avenue as the site of the new performing
arts center—the combination opera, sym-
phony, ballet and art structure now to be
called the EKennedy Center. Locating this
structure on the Potomac waterfront to the
west, where the land was free, robbed Penn-
sylvania Avenue of what could have been one
of its most vital new attractions.

A huge new FBI Building is beginning to
rise on the north side of the Avenue between
8th and 10th Streets. Director J. Edgar Hoo-
ver did agree to set this back from the Ave-
nue but managed to short-circult the coun-
cil’'s plan for arcades, arguing that purse-
snatchers and muggers would lurke behind
the pillars and molest his bureau’s late-work-
ing secretaries. (Kennedy Budget Director
Eermit Gordon tried to have the FBI build-
ing erected in the suburbs, arguing that it
made no sense to devote such a choice loca-
tion to a building that would house little
but files and secretaries. But he soon dis-
covered that Mr. Hoover was not subject to
the arguments and rules that govern other
Government officlals.)

The Vietnam war has delayed replacement
of Federal bulldings; construction spending
can be postponed more easily than many
other Government outlays. Moreover, local
Negro leaders have indicated considerable
distaste for a massive Avenue rebuilding
project when social welfare spending is gen-
erally under restraint. The war and high in-
terest rates have also discouraged some pri-
vate investment, commission officials con-
tend. Last year's riots resulted in the indefi-
nite postponement of one large private proj-
ect, which commission officials think was
very close to fruition, for a square block of
hotels, office bulldings and shops.

In fact, private companies have been gen-
erally reluctant to commit themselves to the
Avenue, Eighth Street or other downtown
areas until they know the renovation Is going
to be more than just a group of new Govern-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ment buildings. “No one or two wants to get
out in front,” an official says. “There are no
great risk takers here.” Officers in that new
building at 12th Street, for instance, are oc-
cupied entirely by agencies of the District
of Columbia government; thus far, the build-
ing has only one private tenant, a bank on
the street level, and other lower-level shops
stand vacant,

The plan for the huge open square at the
White House end of the Avenue has been
under constant attack—from influential
Washington Post architecture critic Wolf
Von Eckardt, from business that might be
affected, from local authorities. Its future
may be the most questionable part-of the
whole Avenue scheme. None of the privately
owned land around the proposed square has
yet been obtained; if the Willard site isn't ac-
quired soon, its owners say they will start
putting up a new office building there, prob-
ably making it much harder to take over the
site later. The nearby Washington Hotel has
just carried out an extensive renovation,
which will have the same result.

The House Interior Committee, mean-
while, has repeatedly refused to approve leg-
islation making the Temporary Commission
permanent and glving it broad power to
achieve its plan, including funds to pay for
condemned buildings.

LACKING PRESIDENTIAL INTEREST

Most of all, the Avenue-rebuilding has,
since Mr. Kennedy's death, lacked strong
Presidential interest. President Johnson offi-
cially blessed the project, but never really
committed himself to it, perhaps viewing it
as just another Kennedy program. Mr. Nixon
has said the right things thus far, but it's
too early to tell whether he really means
them and will follow through, or is merely
trying to please his top urbanologist, Daniel
P. Moynihan, who has been deeply involved
in the Avenue project from the start.

Commission officials talk optimistically
about having their plan executed by 1976, in
time for the 200th anniversary of the birth
of the nation. “Truly, here is a plan well
launched towards completion,” the Presi-
dent's Temporary Commission declared in a
Just-issued progress report,

This overstates the matter quite a bit,
however. There has been progress, but it has
been slow and sporadic. In Washington,
things never move quite as quickly as people
expect, and it would be almost miraculous if
a plan to remake its grand and majestic Ave-
nue were any exception.

LOOK WITH PRIDE ON OUR FLAG

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr, President, ir: ob-
servance of the meaningfulness of
June 14, which has been designated Flag
Day, I feel it is appropriate and fitting
to ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp the words of a song, “Look
With Pride on Our Flag,"” composed by
a loyal and patriotic American, Miss
Hank Fort. In view of the apparent de-
terioration of patriotism in our country,
it is indeed time that we as American
citizens once again “Look With Pride on
Our Flag.”

There being no objection, the words
of the song were ordered to be printed
in the REcorbp, as follows:

Look with pride on our Flag,

for we've ev'ry right to brag about *“Old

Glory,” our emblem of Liberty.

Fifty stars shining bright on the blue.

With stripes red and White, what a sight for
all to view.

Look with pride, see her wave anc remember
all the brave ones who fought to save and
to keep us free.
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In ev'ry town and city and all the countryside
By our pledge of alleglance we'll faithfully
abide.

And with pride we’'ll look on “Old Glory" and

stay
Loyal to the flag of the U.S.A.

MAJ. CONLEY T. RAYMOND, DISTIN-
GUISHED UTAH SOLDIER, IS
KILLED

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, a tragic
and ironic automobile accident recently
killed one of Utah’s most distinguished
soldiers, Maj. Conley T. Raymond, who
had returned not long ago from his sec-
ond tour of hazardous duty in Vietnam
as a helicopter pilot.

Because this fine Utah son was killed
in a senseless car crash rather than on
the battlefields of Vietnam, it no way les-
sens our Nation's debt to him and his
family.

I believe Major Raymond personified
all that we have hoped to instill in our
fighting men—Ilove of God and family, as
well as unswerving devotion to his coun-
try and the cause of freedom.

It has become popular in some quar-
ters to focus attention on the relatively
few of our fighting men who oppose the
US. role in Vietnam, I am certain the
great majority of them believe we are
there for a just cause; Conley Raymond
represented this majority well. In many
letters home to his family and close
friends, he championed the U.S. commit-
ment to defend the right to freedom and
self-determination for the citizens of
that Asian land.

He was personally and deeply com-
mitted to that cause, and ready to die for
it if necessary. I know of the anguish
that must be felt by his wife, Kathleen,
his young son, Jeffrey, and his other
loved ones, that a careless driver was able
to succeed where the Vietcong had many
times failed.

Mr. President, a more detailed account
of Major Raymond’s exemplary life and
record is contained in his hometown
newspaper, the Logan Herald Journal, of
June 3. I ask unanimous consent that it
be printed in the REcorbp. /

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

CorristoNn Knns Logan OFFICER

Maj. Conley T. Raymond, 33, of Logan was
one of three people killed Sunday in a two-
car headon collision about six miles west of
Rock, Wyo. on U.S. 30.

The other victims were Frank Shray, 32,
and his wife, Doris, 43, of Cheyenne.

The Highway Patrol said Shray had crossed
a double yellow center line and was passing
other vehicles when his car rammed into that
of Raymond. Shray was killed instantly and
the other victims died a short time later in
a Laramie, Wyo., hospital.

ENROUTE HOME

Major Raymond was on his way home from
Ft. Rucker, Alabama at the time of the fatal
mishap. His wife, Eathleen and son Jeffrey
had arrived a week earlier. Maj. Raymond,
a career serviceman, was being sent to the
University of Utah to recelve a master’s
degree in educational television. He had
served for some time as fillm lialson officer
of the Aviation School at Ft. Rucker.

He was born in Logan April 11, 1936, son of
G. Frank and Reta Mae Hansen Raymond.
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After attending Logan City schools and grad-
uating from Logan High, he attended USU
one year, then enlisted for four years with
the U.S. Air Force. On completion of this
enlistment, he returned to Utah State and
graduated in the School of Agriculture and
Applied Sciences, He was affiliated with
Sigma Nu while at USU and an honor
ROTC student.
COPTER PILOT

Raymond again entered the service with
the U.S. Army Signal Corps as an officer at
Ft. Monmouth, N.J. In June 1961 he entered
training as a helicopter pilot at Ft. Wolters,
Texas. His distinguished career included two
tours of duty in Vietnam in 1963-64 and
again in 1967-68. Often decorated for valiant
and distinguished service, he was recipient
of the Air Medal numerous times, had 21
Oak Leaf Clusters, the Distinguished Flying
Cross, Bronze Star, the Army Commenda-
tion Medal and the Purple Heart.

Maj. Raymond was active throughout his

life in the LDS Church, actively participating
wherever stationed. His last assignment
while in Alabama was Aaroric Priesthood
Youth Advisor to the Southern States Mis-
sion, He had also served as District Council-
man, counselor to the District president,
general secretary of the Ozark Branch, and
had taught in the Sunday School and served
as & home teacher.
. On March 17, 1960, he married .Kathleen
Bodworth in the Logan LDS Temple. He is
survived by his wife, a son Jeffery and his
mother, Mrs. Reta H. Raymond, grand-
parents, Mr. and Mrs. Moroni Hansen, all of
Logan; a brother, Lannie F. Raymond,
Bountiful, a sister, Mrs. Karl (Carol) Koer-
ner, also of Logan. His father, G. Frank
Raymond, former Logan City School Board
clerk and administrative assistant, passed
away In 1963,

SMOKING AND HEALTH

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, Science
magazine for June 13 contains an ar-
ticle written by Luther J. Carter which
is a perceptive analysis of the issues in-
volved in the legislative battle now shap-
ing up on smoking and health.

I commend it to all who wish a quick
review of what has happened in the past
and what lies ahead.

I ask unanimous consent, that the ar-
ticle, entitled “Smoking and Health:
Closing the Ring on the Cigarette,” be
printed in the RECORD.

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

SMOKING AND HEALTH: CLOSING THE RING ON
THE CIGARETTE

Four years ago, when the first major legis-
lative struggle on the smoking and health
issue was taking place, lobbyists for the to-
bacco industry and their congressional allies
handled the antismoking forces as deftly as
a4 cowhand from Marlboro country might
rope a calf. Now, however, the smoking and
health question is again agitating Washing-
ton, and this year the tobacco industry’s
problems look less easily manageable,

In coping with the health issue in 1965, the
industry clearly made the best of adversity.
The 1964 report of the Surgeon General's Ad-
visory Committee on Smoking and Health
bhad said that cigarette smoking was causally
related to lung cancer in men; that it was
the most important cause of chronic bron-
chitis; and that it was associated closely
with other ailments, ineluding coronary
heart disease, to be highly suspect as a pos-
sible causal factor. Here, for the first time,
was a warning against clgarette smoking by
a federally sponsored panel of experts whose
membership had been approved by the to-
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bacco industry—a warning which, moreover,
was stated as plainly as a skull and cross-
bones.

In light of this development, voluntary
health agencies such as the American Cancer
Bociety had reason to hope that, if Congress
took no effective action of its own to dis-
courage smoking, it would at least not pre-
vent such action by the state and federal
regulatory agencies. But Congress, aided by
the tobacco lobbyists and its own talent for
grinding sharp edges off unpleasant facts, en-
acted the Cigarette Labeling Act, requiring
on each cigarette package the message “Cau-
tion: Cigarette Smoking May be (emphasis
supplied) Hazardous to Your Health.”

Worrled as it was about court suits being
brought by cancer victims or their survivors,
the tobacco industry itself saw an advantage
in having a warning label, particularly if
worded as mildly as the one Congress
adopted. Yet, from the industry’s standpoint,
the labeling act had a still greater merit:
It largely preempted other action in the
smoking and health field for a 4-year period.
Principally, this meant that the Federal
Trade Commission (FTC), which had been
moving to require a strong health warning
on cigarette packages and in all advertising,
was powerless to act.

Despite this setback in Congress to their
cause, the antismoking forces—led by the
U.S. Surgeon General and private groups
such as the Cancer Society, the National
League for Nursing, and the National Con-
gress of Parents and Teachers—have per-
severed In their crusade, using every means
of publicity and persuasion at their com-
mand. Though their financial resources have
been limited compared to the tobacco in-
dustry’s, these forces nevertheless represent
a broad, powerful coalition of health and
civic organizations which are active in nearly
every community. Furthermore, the propa-
ganda resources of a major government
agency such as the U.S. Public Health Serv-
ice are substantial. For example, the PHS
once had 53,000 U.S. mail trucks displaying
a large poster reading 100,000 Doctors Have
Quit Smoking (Maybe They Enow Some-
thing You Don't).”

In June of 1967, the Federal Communica-
tions Commission (FCC), to everyone’s sur-
prise, applied its “fairness doctrine” to ciga-
rette advertising, holding that broadcasters
who carry cigarette commercials must also
carry some antismoking messages. The result
was that the PHS and the Cancer Soclety
and other voluntary health agencies sud-
denly found their antismoking 'spots,”
which most broadcasters had been leery of
using, in heavy demand.

Clearly, the smoking and health issue has
been kept alive, and smokers gradually are
responding. Per capita consumption of ciga-
rettes has gone down by almost 314 percent
since release of the report by the Surgeon
General’s committee in early 1964. Further-
more, production during the first 3 months
of 1969 was about 1.5 million packs a day
below that for the same period in 1968; this
suggests that there are now about 1.5 million
fewer smokers, inasmuch as the average
smoker consumes about a pack a day.

In Congress, the smoking and health issue
has been an embarrassment because it
touches the financial nerves of a sizable block
of southern and border states (some of them
potently represented in the House or Sen-
ate) and of the broadecasting and other
media which carry cigarette advertising.
Smokers spend $9 billion in the United States
each year on cigarettes. They are egged along
in their habit, and sometimes lured into it,
by advertising, for which the cigarette com-
panies spend more than $300 million an-
nually, some $245 million of that amount
being used to buy commercials on television
and radio, For no other product does the
volume of broadcast advertising come even
close to equaling this amount. And tobacco
farming and manufacturing also are big bus-
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inesses, on which some €00,000 farm families
and 36,000 factory workers depend for all or
part of their income.

However politically sensitive and incon-
venient the matter may be, Congress is again
having to consider the smoking and health
issue, The 4-year preemption with respect
to action by the regulatory agencies is about
to expire, and both the FTC and the FCC
propose to take strong measures. The FTC
has called a public hearing for 1 July, the
first day following expiration of the pre-
emption, on a proposal to have all cigarette
adverstising warn that “cigarette smoking
is dangerous to your health and may cause
death from cancer, coronary heart disease,
chronic bronchitis, pulmonary emphysema,
and other diseases.” According to tobacco in-
dustry spokesmen, a requirement for such
warning could lead cigarette manufactures
to give up advertising altogether. The Federal
Communications Commission has, for its
part, proposed a direct ban on cigarette ad-
vertising on radio and television, though it
has raised the question of whether an ex-
ception should be made for messages about
cigarettes of low tar and nicotine content.

INDUSTRY ALLY

This time, the tobacco industry may find it
difficult to persuade Congress to block the
proposed agency rules. Yet the industry has
a major ally in the House Commerce Com-
mittee, which recently approved, by a vote of
22 to 5, a bill extending for 6 years the pre-
emption against agency rule-making. State
action also would again be preempted. As a
concession to the antismoking forces, the bill
would strengthen a bit the cautioning label
on the cigarette package.

But there is no reason to think that the
antismoking people can be hought off so
cheaply, Sentiment in the House Commerce
Committee is not to be taken as typlcal of
that in the Congress as a whole. On this
committee, which often finds spiritual guid-
ance on controversial issues in chamber-of-
commerce manuals, there are nearly a dozen
congressmen from tobacco states and they
seem to dominate the group's deliberations
on the smoking and health issue.

When the Commerce Committee reported
out the bill, Representative Harley O. Stag-
gers of West Virginia, chairman of the com-
mittee, showed no great confidence in what
had been wrought, saying that the measure
is likely to be amended on the House floor.
“I felt this should get to the floor so the de-
bate would be before the American people
instead of in a closed room here,” he told a
newsman. As this is written, the prospects
are that the bill will reach the floor soon, pos-
sibly this week. Various proposals to restrict
cigarette advertising or to require strong
warnings were defeated in committee, but
they will be heard again on the floor. More
than 50 members of the House have intro-
duced bills to require a strong warning on
the cigarette package and in all cigarette ad-
vertising.

Should the committee bill nevertheless
pass the House more or less intact, its
chances of receiving favorable action in the
Senate are poor. In his reelection campaign
last year, Senator Warren Magnuson of Wash-
ington, chairman of the Senate Commerce
Committee, presented himself to the voters
as the consumer’'s champion, a kind of
paunchy Ralph Nader who would “keep the
big boys honest.” But for Magnuson, the Cig-
arette Labeling Act of 19656 would have pre-
empted action by the regulatory agencies per-
manently, not just for 4 years. And, while
Magnuson has been known to make a deal, if
he makes one this year with the tobacco
lobbyists, he probably will exact stiff con-
cessions.

Given the right terms, a deal indeed may
be possible. “If the cigarette industry were
to agree to the elimination of substantially
all broadcast advertising, I think it just
might be given freedom from regulation of
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advertising in the print media,” says one ob-
server who is close enough to Magnuson and
the committee for his speculations to carry
weight. Many conservatives in Congress, sel-
dom in accord with agency rule-making that
puts new limits on the freedom of business,
probably would applaud a settlement that
would take the smoking and health issue out
of the hands of the FTC and the FCC.

But any bill passed by the House would go
to the Senate Commerce Committee's con-
sumer subcommittee, chaired by Frank E.
Moss of Utah—and the Moss strategy is to
block congressional action in the smoking
and health field this year and have the FTC
and the FCC act on their proposed rules.
Moss, a Mormon, is deeply concerned about
the health hazards of smoking and insists
that he is not interested in bargaining with
the tobacco lobbyists. His strategy is promis-
ing, for Congress is a place of labyrinthine
rules and procedures, and one of the things
it knows best is how to do nothing. Moss says
that, if necessary, he will filibuster against
any legislation that would prevent the agen-
cles from regulating cigarette advertising. He
claims to have the support of more than
enough senators to keep the foe from muster-
ing the two-thirds majority necessary to in-
voke cloture. For the tobacco-state senators,
mostly southerners who swear by the right of
unlimited debate, even to try to break a fili-
buster would be a historic switch.

NEW CIRCUMSTANCES

As this year's struggle between the ciga-
rette industry and the antismoking forces is
Joined, it is pertinent to note the following
new circumstances:

In its efforts in 1965 to forestall agency reg-
ulation, the tobacco industry promised to
carry out an effective program of self-regula-
tion. The industry's “Cigarette Advertising
Code,” administered by Robert B. Meyner,
former governor of New Jersey, was to put a
stop to all abuses, including appeals to ju-
veniles. But in the FTC's view, the code has
been a failure. In its 1967 report, for exam-
ple, the commission noted that “the average
American teen-ager sees more clgarette com-
mercials on network television than does the
average American."” Moreover, the FTC de-
nounced the industry last year for first plant-
ing in True magazine an article debunking
the proposition that smoking is a cause of
cancer, then promoting it surreptitiously
through newspaper advertising. The Na-
tional Association of Broadcasters has a ciga-
rette advertising code also, but a former NAB
employee is now charging that it is a public
relations “facade.”

Bince 1965 Congress has become far more
consumer-conscious than ever before. In the
pre-Nader era, one scarcely could have imag-
ined, for example, Congress defying Detroit
by passing strong automoblle safety legisla-
tion., As Senator Magnuson and others have
demonstrated, doing battle for the consumer
is good politics, and few If any consumer-
protection issues are more on the public's
mind than the smoking and health issue.

Four years ago a potent coalition of to-
bacco, advertising, and broadcasting inter-
ests was behind the Cigarette Labeling Act.
While this alliance still exists, it is showing
signs of strain and even some cracks. For in-
stance, the Washington Post Company's sev-
eral broadecasting stations are now refusing
cigarette advertising, and some other com-
panies, including Westinghouse Broadcasting,
are doing the same. Recently, Advertising
Age, an advertising trade publication, ecalled
for the tobacco companles to practice better
self-regulation in their advertising and ob-
served that “the rest of the advertising busi-
ness cannot be expected to support unyleld-
ing resistance Indefinitely.”

The view that cigarette smoking is a threat
to health has been supported by a broaden-
ing consensus of medical opinion. The mem-
bership of the National Interagency Council
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on Smoking and Health presently includes
such groups as the American Academy of
Pediatrics, the American College of Physi-
cians, and the American College of Burgeons,
as well as such charter members as the Amer-
ican Cancer Soclety and the American Heart
Association. Though it has never joined the
council, the American Medical Association
last year took a strong stand against ciga-
rette smoking.

In successive annual reports to Congress,
the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare has added progressively to its in-
dictment of smoking. For example, cigarette
smoking is now described as the main cause
of lung cancer in men and as a factor con-
tributing to many deaths from coronary
heart disease.

In attempting to cope with the current
threat, the cigarette industry's Washington
lobbying organization, the Tobacco Institute,
is playing on two major themes. One is its
contention that to allow the FCC and FTC
to go ahead with their proposed rule-making
would wipe out cigarette advertising in all
media. The industry lobbyists argue that
rule-making of this kind could ultimately be
extended to other products now being legally
sold. According to this view, the advertising
of whiskey, beer, or even milk (with its
cholesterol content), for example might be
made subject to special rules and restrictions.

The lobbyists’ other major theme, and
the more basic one, is that the case against
the cigarette has not been made—that the
smoking and health issue is an unsettled
“controversy.” And, in fact, during the
hearings of the House Commerce Committee
several weeks ago, nearly a score of expert wit-
nesses testified at the Tobacco Institute’s re-
quest and still others submitted statements.
These witnesses, who included some medical
researchers of distinguished credentials, chal-
lenged the reliability of data or noted in-
consistencies in data used in past studies
linking smoking and illness; others suggested
that unknown factors, such as possibly a
constitutional susceptibility to heart disease
by the kind of people who tend to become
heavy smokers, may explain the association
between smoking and illness and death. A
statement frequently heard—and one that
has long been central to the tobacco in-
dustry’s argument—was that cigarette smok-
ing and illness are only linked statistically,
and that this is no proof of causality.

U.8. Surgeon General Willlam H. Stewart,
in a recent letter to the chairman of the
Commerce Committee, has rejected all of
of these criticisms and has observed: “We
do not impugn the sincerity of the witnesses
when we say that, in our opinion, the main
thrust of their testimony is a threat to
medical practice in this country, to the
progress of our medical and health agenciles,
and to the health of our people.” To be in
disagreement with a medical consensus does
not, he conceded, necessarily mean one is
wrong; but, Stewart added, “it does not
entitle one to say, as one witness said, that
medical opinion about cigarettes has come
about because physicians are gullible and
have been brainwashed by the Public Health
Service and the voluntary health agencies.”

Earl Clements, president of the Tobacco
Institute and a former U.S. Senator from
Kentucky, has expressed “shock and amaze-
ment’” at the Surgeon General's words. Sel=
don C. Sommers, director of the industry-
sponsored Council for Tobacco Research and
director of laboratories at Lennox Hill Hos-
pital in New York, has charged that Stewart's
statement was “irresponsible” and “dema-
gogic.”

But, clearly, the tobacco industry's minor-
ity position is not an easy one to maintain.
Unless a compromise can be reached with
the antismoking forces, and the latter may
see no need to make a deal, the tobacco in-
dustry could conceivably find its cause In
grave trouble. Success of the Moss strategy
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would leave the FCC free to ban clgarette
advertising from the air and would leave the
FTC free to require a conspicuous warning
in advertising in all media. The voluntary
health agencies probably could persuade
many broadcasting stations to carry, as a
public service, antismoking messages, even
though the fairmess doctrine would not be
relevant in the absence of cigarette commer-
cials, The PHS, no doubt, would continue,
through the schools, the health professions,
and the media, its campaign against smok-
ing.

In short, the groundwork for an effort to
eliminate cigarette smoking as a pervasive
social habit may be further along than many
imagine, As a PHS officlal has noted, one for-
gets that the history of the weed has been
brief, the cigarette having first appeared in
the United States in 1910, as a cheap, attrac-
tive substitute for tobacco chewing, an “evil”
that was soon largely to disappear from po-
lite society. Now, the clgarette itself may
just possibly be on the verge of a precipit-
ous decline, though perhaps it may never be
as outmoded and offensive to good taste as
the plug of tobacco and the spittoon.

REGULATION OF TOBACCO INDUS-
TRY AND ITS ADVERTISING—
ADDRESS BY SENATOR COOK

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, on June 9
the distinguished junior Senator from
Kentucky (Mr. Cook) addressed the
Burley Auction Warehouse Association
on the question of regulation of the to-
bacco industry and its advertising.

Senator Coox presented a cogent argu-
ment for his side of this controversial
issue, and I believe that other Members
of Congress would be most interested in
his views. I, therefore, ask unanimous
consent that his speech be printed in the
RECORD.

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

REMARKS BY SENATOR MarrLow W. Coox Bg-
FORE THE BURLEY AvUCTION WAREHOUSE
AssociATiON, FRENCH LICKE SHERATON,
FreEncH Lick, IND.

Regardless of whether one favors or dis-
approves many of the proposals enacted dur-
ing the New Deal, the result has been the
rise of a modern bureaucracy which has
divided the Executive Branch between, what
a well-known author has recently called,
“the presidential government” and “the per-
manent government.” Arthur Schlesinger,
not known for his skepticism about liberal
causes, described the relationship between
permanent and presidential government this
way:

“In this complex relationship, the presiden-
tial government has preferences and policies
backed by a presumed mandate from the
electorate. But the permanent government
has preferences and policles of its own. It
has vested interests of its own In programs;
it has alliances of its own with congres-
sional committees, lobbies, and the press; it
has its own particular, and not seldom power-
ful, constituencies. Also, it Is around longer.
We now have, in consequence, four branches
of government.”

The four branches the author refers to
are, of course, the Executive, the Judicial, the
Legislative, and the ever-burgeoning bureauc-
racy which he calls the “permanent gov-
ernment”, I think the term “permanent
government” is an excellent term to apply
to the maze of overpaid and unresponsive
agencies which are usurping the prerogatives
of the constitutionally designated branches
of our government. Of course, we in the Con-
gress and a series of unaware Presidents must
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bear a large portion of the responsibility for
the proliferation of agencies and the un-
restrained delegation of our constitutional
powers to them. But it is not too late. There
is a growing awareness in Congress of the
danger of policy-making by non-elected
bureaucrats. And after all, Congress and the
Executive branch which originally created
these regulatory agencies and vested them
with authority, certainly has the right to
later restrict that power when it so chooses.

Even though its members are not ap-
pointed for life but for lengthy terms of
SEVEN years each, the best and most dan-
gerous examples of the “permanent gov-
ernment” are found in the Federal Commu-
nications Commission and the Federal Trade
Commission. The recent activities of these
branches of the “permanent government” in
regard to the restriction of clgarette adver-
tising on radio and television and the label-
ing of cigarettes with health hazard warnings
are well known to all of us. These activities
present a real and present danger that our
tobacco industry which is so important to
my own and many other states will be wiped
out or seriously impaired. Tobacco is a legal
crop and a legal product through which over
650,000 Americans make their livings. The
annual cash value of tobacco is $1.3 billion
and exports alone were valued at $636 mil-
lion in 1968.

Regardless of what we all read, I am con-
vinced that the current controversy is really
not between the tobacco industry and the
so-called anti-smoking health forces. This
is really a power struggle between several
agencies which feel they have become auton-
omous and the Congress of the United States
which is, after all, elected by the people. Let
us review briefly the legislative history and
current status of the controversy.

The Cigarette Labeling Act of 19656 re-
quires a health caution on all cigarette pack-
ages, In addition to annual reports to Con-
gress by the Department of Health, Educa-
tion and Welfare on smoking and health, the
law also requires reports on cigarette advertis-
ing developments by the Federal Trade Com-
mission. The act prohibits regulation in the
area of advertising and labeling of cigarettes
by the FTC, FCC and by the states. Unfortu-
nately, this latter provision is scheduled to
expire June 30 of this year. Because of this
expiration provision Senator Frank Moss, of
Utah, leader of the antitobacco forces in the
Senate, announced earlier this year that
the tactic of that group in 1969 would not be
to press for new legislation but to allow the
act of 1965 to expire as scheduled, thus giv-
ing the FTC and FCC a free hand to ban
advertising and require unproven warnings
on cigarette packs.

But the tactics of the anti-tobacco forces
have not succeeded yet and we are doing what
we can to insure their defeat. Most of the
action this year has been centered in the
House of Representatives. The House Com-
merce Committee reported, by an overwhelm-
ing 22-5 majority, a bill very similar to the
current law with but two exceptions

(1) Congress would retaln its jurisdiction
to the exclusion of the FTC, FCC and the
states, for an additional six years, and

(2) The caution on clgarette packs would
become a warning.

Congress must move with dispatch to en-
act the bill reported by the House Commerce
Committee, or a similar bill, under which
Congress itself would retain the power to
regulate, if there is to be regulation, in the
field of advertising and labeling of cigarettes,
The FCC has already announced that if we
in the Legislative branch allow the Cigarette
Labeling Act of 1965 to expire on schedule
this month, they will move to han all broad-
cast clgarette advertising. The only good
thing that could possibly come out of such
a ruling is that, at least, the anti-smok-
ing announcements belng currently broad-
cast free under the so-called “falrness doc-
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trine” of the FCC would also be terminated.
In addition, the FTC can hardly wait and has
already announced it intends to require a
warning on cigarette packs which state that
smoking does In fact cause several diseases.
The fact that medical testimony on smok-
ing and health is confused and inconclusive
would seem to be irrelevant to this agency.

Regardless of what action these agencles
of the “permanent government"” are allowed
to take, certainly tobacco in the form of
cigarettes will remain a legally marketable
product. And since this will be the case,
serious constitutional objections can and
will be raised to continued attempts to limit
the advertising of a legal product. If such
restrictions are ruled constitutional what
will be next? It could be certain meats and
dairy products, automobiles, candies, or any-
thing else which might be construed as haz-
ardous to health.

The battle lines have been drawn. The
question is who shall make life or death
decisions about a legal industry with an in-
herent right to advertise, Congress, the duly
elected body of the people, or that autono-
mous agency of bureaucrats in the branch of
government we have designated the “perma-
nent government”., Unfortunately, some of
my colleagues have begun to believe in the
invincibility of the bureaucracy. Some have
even argued that Congress does not have
any responsibility in the area of cigarette ad-
vertising and labeling. Well, my reply to that
contention is, as I said earlier, that nothing
belongs to an agency unless Congress creates
that body and vests it with authority. We
must extend the Cigarette Labeling Act of
1965 so that congressional control of this im-
portant subject may be maintained. The pow-
er of this so-called “permanent government”
must and will be restrained by a vigilant Con-
gress made aware of the dangers of unre-
strained, undemocratic decision-making.

FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS IN
VIRGINIA

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, on April 15
and 18, I placed in the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp reports on the first phase of a
tour of Virginia to study existing food
assistance programs and the extent of
hunger and malnutrition which existed.
The first phase of the tour, taken over
the Easter congressional recess, concen-
trated on rural areas.

Recently, over the Memorial Day re-
cess, I completed the second phase, which
focused on urban areas. While the report
on the second phase of the tour does not
discuss either the national school lunch
program or the possible use of educa-
tional television to help educate lower
income families, both of which were
covered in detail in my April 18 state-
ment, the report does compare and con-
trast the problems of hunger and mal-
nutrition as they affect urban and rural
areas. In addition, it outlines the courses
of action I am currently pursuing.

These reports, taken together, reflect
my purpose and intent in taking the
tour, the findings and results of the tour
and suggested means for meeting the
problems which were found to exist. In
other words, the reports, I believe, speak
for themselves. I ask unanimous consent
that the report on the second phase of
the tour be printed in the REcorp.

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

Foop ProBLEMS IN VIRGINIA

During the Memorial Day Recess, I con-

cluded a tour of Virginia to study the extent
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of hunger and malnutrition and to evaluate
existing food programs. On this phase of
the tour, I focused on the urban areas of
Richmond, Norfolk and Portsmouth, whereas
I had visited predominately rural areas over
the Easter Recess. The approach on the sec-
ond phase of the tour differed somewhat
from the approach used during the first
phase. In April, I visited with a number of
families to obtain a first-hand view of their
problems and to discuss their individual
situations with them. Over the Memorial Day
Recess, however, I used more of an institu-
tional approach: I met with numerous per-
sons who work daily with lower-income citi-
zens and who are, consequently, in a position
to know the extent and character of the nu-
trition and poverty problems involved. I also
attempted to learn about the variety of pro-
grams which are available to lower-income
groups, so that I could evaluate existing
efforts and determine where new activities
are needed. Two members of my staff did,
however, visit with several families in urban
situations.
URBAN AND RURAL DIFFERENCES

There are perhaps two striking differences
between urban and rural problems. First,
urban nutritional problems are compounded
by over-crowding, poor housing and high
rents, and often by a lack of the sophistica-
tion necessary to deal with city life. Time
and time again during the second phase of
the tour, we were told of cases where money
was coming into the home but where a large
portion went for high rents common to
metropolitan areas.

Two of my staff members found an elderly
couple—82 and B4 years old—Iliving on $88
a month Social Security. Of that $88, the
couple paid $45 a month for rent, not in-
cluding utilities.

In addition, we were told of families from
rural areas who simply did not know how to
cope with urban problems, We heard of one
case where the children were told to ring
neighbors' doorbells and ask for money to
buy food. We heard of another case where
there was no food in the house and rent
had not been paid, partially because the
mother did not know how to use the city's
transportation facilities,

Secondly, in the urban areas assistance is
perhaps more readily accessible to those who
need it. For example, in a rural area, trans-
portation to a health clinic or a food as-
sistance center is much more difficult than
in an urban area. Also, the concentration
of people in an urban area means a concen-
tration of resources which can be brought
to bear upon existing problems.

The problems encountered in the urban
areas were, however, quite similar to those
encountered earlier in the rural areas. There
were no reports of starvation. There were
however, reports of persons who were with-
out food. These reports came from city
health, welfare and school officials and from
antipoverty workers. In some cases, lack of
funds was given as the cause for lack of
food; In others, mismanagement of available
funds, unwise purchasing habits and irre-
sponsible actions were reported as causes.

There were reports of anemia, of listless,
apathetic children with stringy hair and
pasty complexions—the signs of iron and
protein deficiencies, There were reports of
undernourishment and diet inadequacies.

MORE MEDICAL DATA NEEDED

In attempting to identify the extent of
these problems, we encountered the problems
which have constantly beset us: lack of med-
ical data on malnutrition and its conse-
quences, lack of sclentific surveys and fol-
low-ups and lack of general knowledge on
nutrition.

Hospitals generally see only the most se-
vere cases of malnutrition or malnutrition in
conjunction with disease and other medi-
cal problems. Tests which have been con-
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ducted on pre-school children in wvarious
centers have sometimes been conducted after
the child has been in the program a year
or more and has benefited from the nour-
ishment provided by the program; whereas
a better indicator of ‘the child's condition
and the program’s benefit would be a test
of the child at the beginning of the program,
and, perhaps, on a yearly basis thereafter.

Finally, on the lay level, there is still a
fallure to realize that listless children with
vacant expressions, that fat children with
pasty complexions and that some tired chil-
dren with stringy hair are undernourished
or malnourished and that they suffer phys-
ically and mentally as a result. And, on the
professional level there are some differences
of opinion as to the best indicators of mal-
nutrition, how to determine the severity of a
case, and the exact relationship between
malnutrition and physical and mental de-
velopment.

What we have found, then, is a pyramid-
like situation. At the pinnacle there are the
severe cases of manutrition, those who are
without food at certain times—and the num-
ber of these cases is relatively small. In the
middle there are the less severe cases—the
iron deficlencies and protein deficiencies and
similar problems. And, at the base, there are
the borderline cases—the cases which are
often overlooked or ignored because of the
necessity of attending to more pressing medi-
cal or welfare problems, with limited person-
nel and resources,

Into this pyramid, an unknown factor
must be programmed, That unknown factor
is those who have been missed, Without ex-
ception, the officials in the various agencles
we visited agreed that here were needy people
who were not being reached—people who did
not know what ald was available or how to
find out and people who did not know if they
qualified for assistance. How many of these
people there actually are remains a guess. It

is, however, probably safe to assume that
many of these persons would fall into the
upper portion of the pyramid.

NEW INFORMATION ON EFFECTS OF MALNUTRI-
TION

While I was studying the incidence of hun-
ger and malnutrition in Virginia, new med-
ical information on the consequences of
hunger and malnutrition was released. The
President’s Committee on Mental Retarda-
tion issued a summary of certain papers pre-
sented to the XII International Congress of
Pediatrics last fall. These papers indicated
that human and animal studies are ac-
cumulating evidence that "“poor nutritional
status of the mother is an important factor
in maternal illness, fetal deaths, prematurity,
neonatal deaths and morbidity of the live-
born infants” and that “it has been shown in
pilot experiments that quite mild under-
nutrition at the time of fastest brain growth
in the rat, followed by an ad libitum diet, re-
sults in permanent reduction of brain size,
cell number and myelin lipid content, and
that these results cannot be achieved in the
adult (rat) even by the most severe starva-
tion.”

Furthermore, a study conducted by Myron
Winick of the Cornell University Medieal
College and Pedro Rosso of the University of
Chile indicated that severe early malnutri-
tion retards cell division in the human brain,
thereby limiting brain development.

If what we do know of the medical con-
sequences of malnutrition is associated with
what we do know of the incidence of hunger
and malnutrition in Virginia—and in the
United States—Iit may be assumed that there
are children whose mental capacity is being
hampered by an inadequate diet. In addition,
we can assume that there are many others
whose physical development is being ham-
pered.

‘The child who is too tired and too apathetic
to play is also the child who is too tired and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

too apathetic to learn. This is the child who
is likely to fall behind in his schoolwork,
to become a drop-out and to end up on the
welfare rolls of the future.

As I have sald before, there is insufficlent
data available to indicate all the causes, con-
sequences and relationships of malnutrition
and physical and mental development, or the
extent of malnutrition either in Virginia
or the United States.

EXISTING PROBELEMS CITED

I have, however, seen people who told me
of times when they were without food. I have
had school nurses, teachers and other per-
sonnel tell of children who become sick in
the middle of the morning from lack of food,
of children who eat only one meal a day—the
lunch provided at school. I have had city
health and welfare personnel report of find-
ing families without food.

I have had various health, welfare, school
and antipoverty personnel refer to anemisa
rates, height and weight percentiles of chil-
dren, infant mortality rates and case his-
tories as evidence that undernourishment
and poor nourishment do exist.

I have been shown infant mortality rates
which show infant mortality to be far higher
in low-income areas than in higher-income
areas of the same city. I have seen Infant
mortality statisties which indicate a higher
death rate (1) in the United States than in
many Western European countries, (2) in the
more populous areas of Virginia when com-
pared to less-concentrated ones and (3)
among non-whites when compared to the
white population. While infant mortality
rates are not conclusive evidence of malnu-
trition, malnutrition is generally one of the
factors contributing to a high rate. Because of
this and because earlier studies made use of
infant mortality rates, I felt it necessary to
review them.

During the tour, I visited food distribution
centers, school lunch and breakfast programs,
health clinics, Head Start centers, anti-
poverty agencies and yarious welfare activi-
ties. We found homemaking programs—pro-
grams in which an individual is sent into a
home to help the mother—operated by health,
welfare and antl-poverty employees and by
agriculture extension services. These pro-
grams represent an Iimpressive approach,
There will, however, undoubtedly have to be
new efforts to correlate these homemaking
programs, just as there will have to be new
efforts to co-ordinate the various programs
providing food for school and pre-school chil-
dren. In addition, however, the homemaking
programs must reach more people.

ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN

As a result of the tour, I am taking the
following actions: I will introduce legislation
to provide funds for research and surveys on
malnutrition and to assist states In providing
health services designed to prevent and over-
come hunger and malnutrition; I am working
within existing programs to obtain funds for
a survey on malnutrition; and I am in the
process of organizing a conference to advise
and assist those educational television sta-
tions which are interested in pursuing nutri-
tion programs for low-income families, as I
suggested earlier. I belleve urban areas par-
ticularly should investigate the possibility of
instituting the new food supplement pro-
gram. Under this program public health offi-
cials write prescriptions for special foods for
infants and mothers. These prescriptions are
then redeemable for the foods specified. The
foods may be available at commodity dis-
tribution centers or other local offices. The
program should be beneficial to any area with
a high infant mortality rate,

Furthermore, family planning services
should be expanded. The largest families were
often those with the most problems. This was
evident from our visits; it was also noted by
health, welfare and antl-poverty personnel,
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In addition, I will support legislation to
make food assistance programs more avail-
able and more accessible. I have previously
stated that additional Virginia communities
should participate in either the food stamp or
the commodity distribution program. Partici-
pation by Virginia localities in food assistance
programs has been gquite low, with forty-
seven localities still lacking programs. I would
like to see 100 percent participation.

The recent meetings which have been held
throughout Virginia to acquaint non-partici-
pating localities with the programs are a step
in the right direction.

While I am most pleased that President
Nixon has recognized the need to reform and
expand food assistance programs, I find the
means of achieving full participation as pro-
posed by the Nixon Administration on June 6
short-sighted. By requiring all localities in a
state to participate in a program in order for
the state to recelve any funds for food as-
sistance programs, the federal government
would be placing itself in a position to deny
aid to needy persons who are already receiv-
ing aid in participating localities. It is an-
other instance of cutting off your nose to
spite your face. In addition, the approach
penalizes one part of a state for the action or
lack of action of another.

Federal food assistance programs operate
best when they are accepted and operated by
the localities. If programs are forced upon
officials, they may be poorly administered and
ineffective in reaching the needy.

If localities refuse to initiate programs
after being given reasonable time and en-
couragement, some action should be taken to
aid the low-income people in that locality.
However, it makes more sense to me to per-
mit non-profit private groups or the U.S. or
State Agriculture Department to operate pro-
grams in non-participating localities than to
cut off funds granted throughout the state
for food programs and thereby penalize the
needy and the compliant along with the
recalcitrant.

Food is the most basic necessity of life.
There is something embarrassing about a lack
of it—either on an individual basis or as a
community problem—whether it be caused
by a lack of funds or an inability to budget
limited funds, Pride often keeps those who
need help from asking for it. Pride often
makes a community reluctant to admit that
a problem exists.

The evidence which is accumulating on the
correlation between nutrition and normal
mental and physical development demands
that we admit our problems and take actions
to meet them. Certainly there are those in
our society who are indolent and irresponsi-
ble. But, a large number of those who need
help are elderly, unable to work and sus-
ceptible to disease; disabled; or children, who
cannot be responsible for themselves. We
cannot ignore our elderly and disabled. If we,
as adult citizens, do not accept some respon-
sibility for seeing that these children receive
the nutrients necessary for proper develop-
ment today, we may be forced to accept re-
sponsibility for the unemployable adult of
tomorrow.

Provision of food by itself or increasing
purchasing power, while necessary in a num-
ber of cases, is not the complete answer. Time
and again, health, welfare and antipoverty
personnel noted that ignorance and misun-
derstanding of proper nutrition, good house-
making and wise budget planning com-
pounded the problems of low and marginal
income families, The family with limited
funds needs to plan and operate more care-
fully and efficiently than persons with higher
incomes. Yet these same people are, by edu-
cation and training, less able to do so. To
expect these persons, without help, to plan
as efficiently as a high school or college grad-
uate might is illogical. In an Aprll report, I
noted the need for short and long range edu-
cation, and I reemphasize that need now,
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Finally, because of inquiries, I would like
to emphasize that the trips were taken dur-
ing Congressional recesses and were financed
by me personally. Total cost for eix days of
visits in Virginia, mostly for transportation,
food and lodging for myself and my stafl, was
$678.

I am confident that legislation will be
enacted this session of Congress to make food
available to many people who have a genuine
need. But, beyond the passage of legislation
and the appropriation of funds, I believe this
problem calls for a far greater understanding
of the needs of many Americans by those
who have not had an opportunity to witness
first-hand conditions of poverty which can
be found in almost any part of the United
States at a time when we are experiencing
unequalled economic prosperity.

THE ENVIRONMENT BELONGS TO
YOUTH

Mr, HANSEN, Mr. President, much of
the earth has been transformed almost
beyond recognition by the great mass of
mankind and man’s ingenuity.

Only in recent years has it become ap-
parent to man that the resources of this
planet are exhaustible. From our consid-
erable efforts to attack environmental
problems, we now know that these re-
sources are not easily renewed—if at all.

The wonderful technological advances
in this country have relieved much back-
breaking drudgery and brought a degree
of comfort and convenience unimag-
inable even in the last century. The main
results are worthy of high praise. But the
byproducts of these achievements give
cause for alarm—and especially among
the youth of America, who stand to in-
herit the legacy of pollution for which
our times may become best known if
careful stewardship of the environment
is not continued with sound planning.

It is estimated that each year the
United States has 142 million tons of
smoke and noxious fumes pumped into
its atmosphere. This totals more than
1,400 pounds per person.

More than 7 million automobiles are
discarded annually, along with 20 mil-
lion tons of waste paper, 48 billion cans,
and 26 billion bottles and jars. Our wa-
terways receive some 50 trillion gallons
of hot water per year from industry, plus
unknown millions of tons of chemical
and organic pollutants from plants,
farms, and cities.

Government, at all levels, is recog-
nizing the seriousness of this situation.
All of the people, as well, must be made
aware of the dangers, and encouraged
often to do their part in the important
work of preserving our natural environ-
ment.

Many farsighted citizens, having rec-
ognized the need for good stewardship of
our resources, have formed clubs and
associations to make their views better
recognized. One such organization is the
Wyoming Wildlife Federation. This is the
pledge of that federation:

I glve my pledge as an American to save
and faithfully to defend from waste the
natural resources of my country—its soil and
minerals, its forests, waters and wildlife.

The Wyoming Wildlife Federation is
not a social club, nor is it an honorary
club. Its members work to educate peo-
ple, and to encourage concern about con-
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serving our resources and insuring that
these resources are wisely developed.
There are many aspects to their endeav-
ors. One of the most important is the
education of young people as to the
environment they will inherit.

A young student from Casper, Wyo.—
Miss Colleen Cabot—Iis a senior division
winner in the National Wildlife Week
Essay Contest. Her realistic essay appears
in a publication of the Wyoming Wildlife
Federation of May 1969.

She points out that “the entire world
cannot be converted into a wildlife ref-
uge,” but that “preserving and restoring
wildlife habitat is a matter of concern for
all people.”

Colleen makes her points well. I ask
unanimous consent that her essay be
printed in the REcoRrD.

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

HasiTaT: THE PROBLEM AND THE NECESSITY

(By Colleen Cabot, winner, Senior Division
National Wildlife Week Essay, Casper,
Wyo.)

Preserving wildlife habitat is becoming a
progressively harder task to accomplish. In
the first place, good habitat is dwindling
fast, and, secondly, it is difficult to convince
people of the necessity for quality habitat.
Many do not realize that their own well-
being as well as the survival of wildlife de-
pends on this thing called habitat.

Defining wildlife habitat is not a simple
matter, for each species has its own specific
requirements. However, clean water and air,
adequate vegetation and space are basic re-
quirements for all life forms. In some cases,
the isolation of wilderness is also needed.

Many predators rely on wilderness for sur-
vival mainly because here they are removed
from direct competition with the interests
of men, Most species, however, have not been
exterminated outright by men; their habitat
has been destroyed or serlously altered by
the encroachment of civilization, Pesticides
have taken their toll and pollution has lim-
ited the available water habitat. Land-fill
projects and marsh drainage, poor land
management, and destruction of virgin
lands have cut the numbers of many species.
Wilderness areas now offer the only sulitable
habitat for those specles which are not
compatible with man, for this is the only
land classification which insures protection
against man’'s greed and abuse. Many con-
servationists, in this era of the multiple use
principle, shy away from the thought of such
limited use. But in some cases, the habitat
will not tolerate the scattered and varying
projects of mankind—if it is to be quality
habitat for wildlife.

But the entire world cannot be converted
into a wildlife refuge, nor should it be over-
run by a continuous metropolis. Numerous
city parks, recreation areas, and hunting and
fishing lands are necessary for a man's well-
being, as well as providing good habitat for
wildlife. Men must objectively evaluate areas
that still have quality habitat and decide on
their priorities for land use. Habitat restora-
tion is very good term, but it cannot be ap-
plied to any great degree once guality habi-
tat has been destroyed. Wise land manage-
ment in all areas, however, will result in
good wildlife habitat as well as In excellent
living conditions for men.

Preserving wildlife habitat can range from
keeping a thicket in the back forty, to
building a waste control plant for an indus-
trial complex. All projects, whether involv-
ing one backyard or an entire watershed,
begin with individual initiative. Too many
people sit back and walt for government
grants to solve their problems instead of or-
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ganizing a group to investigate, and plant
a few thorns in the public conscience if need
be. But things should not be allowed to dis-
solve at this point—criticism, when destruc-
tive, serves no purpose whatsoever. A plan
must be devised to solve the problem.

Habitat in this community ranges from
mountain forests, to stream-side thickets, to
open rangeland. In many cases, this is pri-
vately owned, and the quality of the habitat
rests with the wishes of its owners. These
people can overgraze their land, spray sage-
brush with abandon, or allow erosion to go
unchecked by stripping a stream bank bare.
On the other hand, they could make a con-
scientious effort to develop wildlife habitat
compatible with their land use patterns. If
pastures are managed correctly, wildlife will
flourish alongside the livestock. Cabin own-
ers can create wildlife cover from slash piles,
develop roads away from a streambed, and
refrain from haphazard timber cutting, al-
though thinning dense stands could be most
beneficial. Each individual should assess his
own land value and take action to improve
the habitat.

However, before action can be initiated,
people must be made aware of the problems;
education is one of the most important tools
of conservation. People must be taught that
man, no matter how adaptable or all-mighty
he believes himself to be, is a member of the
ecological community in which he lives and
will eventually be affected adversely by the
destruction of the quality of his habitat.
Man must accept himself as an animal
equipped with greater capabilities to de-
stroy, but also holding a greater responsi-
bility to preserve the habitat for himself and
other species, if only for the fact that he is
also dependent on their existence for his own
survival. Man is enveloped In nature's web
of life and holds the key to her balance be-
cause of hils far-reaching knowledge and
skills; but greed and a superior attitude to-
ward other life forms have led him far down
the path of degeneration and self-destruc-
tion. Large cities have removed a great sec-
tion of the population from any direct asso-
ciation with the land, resulting in ignorance
of nature's importance as well as her beauty.
Those still llving in rural areas, but sur-
rounded by “creature comforts,” have lost
touch with nature's fragile complexity, re-
sulting In further abuse. Cities, which
should and could be tributes to man's crea-
tivity and awareness of his own habitat
problems, have become sordid traps in many
cases, where people barely exist. Caught up
in his own phenomenal development, man
has lgnored the problems caused by his ad-
vancement and lunged ahead to create new
wonders, leaving destruction in his wake.
Mankind has got to slow down and take time
for an objective evaluation, in the hope of
solving his problems, not shirking his re-
sponsibilities,

Youth groups and school programs orga-
nized to offer lectures and the impetus for
conservation projects foster proper conser-
vation attitudes in young minds and provide
a nucleus for community service and edu-
cation, Armed with the knowledge gained
through such an organization, these young
people will recognize habitat problems and
work for their betterment. They will tackle
stream improvement and trash clean-up
projects, investigate community beautifica-
tion, look into career possibilities, and, most
importantly, influence the attitudes of their
parents and other adults with whom they
may associate.

Education, through understanding, also
inspires appreciation. Material values cannot
explain the sense of joy in viewing foothills
flecked with gold rolling to meet the grandeur
of lofty peaks or the excitement of discover-
ing a trumpeter swan, By learning that each
creature is a living legend and an expression
of nature’'s beauty and drive toward perfec-
tion, a person is not so likely to hinder its




15928

chance for survival by exploiting the water
and land, the food and shelter it needs. An
understanding of an animal's relationship
with its surroundings can curb ignorant
exploitation.

An excellent means of education and pleas~
ure is the development of trail systems. Na-
ture trails can be simple or fancy, used for
hiking or as a nature guide, for bikes or for
horses. They are a path of access to natural
areas, providing a way to travel, but inter-
fering little with the habitat, if planned well.
Interpretive signs can be employed effec-
tively to explain habitat requirements dis-
played in an area, or to point out a den or a
nest or a set of tracks in a specially designed
track pit. Trails can wander through suc-
cessive ecological zones, with signs explain-
ing the fascinating world of a delicate mayfly
nymph, the predatory habits of the hawks,
stream-side growth progressing to forest
trees, or the complexity of a desert commu-
nity. Young people can be involved in this
work and learn project, helping establish
and develop the trail system as well as orga-
nizing a seasonal maintenance plan. Habitat
improvement can be included; riffle areas
can be created in a stream that is too fast
and straight, cuttings can be piled off the
trail for cover, bare areas can be reseeded.
Nature trails open the door to an outdoor
classroom with limitless possibilities as a con-
servation teaching ald.

Preserving and restoring wildlife habitat is
a matter of concern for all people, for quality
habitat insures the survival of wildlife spe-
cies as well as of mankind. Each individual
must become involved in his own home and
community, or neither this generation nor its
children will know the beauty and grace of
a circling hawk or thrill to the myriad sounds
of awakening spring. It could be a barren
world, without even men In it to suffer its
sterility. But it can also be a vibrant, beauti-
ful, productive world for man and beast—it
is up to you.

NATIONAL COMMITMENTS TO
FOREIGN NATIONS

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, the Senate
shortly will take up the question of
America's national commitments to for-
eign nations, and specifically the resolu-
tion, adopted by the Committee on For-
eign Relations, which states:

A national commitment by the United
States to a foreign power necessarily and ex-
clusively results from affirmative action taken
by the executive and legislative branches of
the United States government through means
of a treaty, convention, or other legislative
instrumentality specifically intended to give
effect to such a commitment.

I have grave doubts about the wisdom
of this resolution, and so do many others.
Among them is a columnist David Law-
rence, whose observations are contained
in a column published in the Washing-
ton Star of June 10. I ask unanimous
consent that the column be printed in
the RECORD.

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

CoONGRESS' FOREIGN POLICY SQUEEZE

Whether it's a partial withdrawal of troops
from Vietnam or other policies of President
Nixon in international affairs, the important
thing for the American people to bear in
mind is that in most countries of the world
there's a different conception of how our
government functions than prevails in this
country.

Many of the peoples abroad are familiar
only with the parliamentary system. Thus,
when they read that the Democratic party has
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a majority in both houses of the Congress of
the United States, they assume that Nixon
is subject to the control of his opposition
party.

Hitherto, in international crises, Congress
has overcome this difficulty by giving unified
support to the president irrespective of party.
Currently, however, the impression has been
developed that President Nixon was compelled
to arrange for a pullout of some troops from
Vietnam and that this marks the beginning
of a total withdrawal without regard to what
the enemy does.

Perhaps the most significant thing that has
been done in recent weeks to try to tell the
world that the President of the United States
is subject to the will of the majority party
in the Senate and House was the adoption by
the Senate Foreign Relations committee,
by a vote of 11 to 1, of a resolution inform-
ing the President, in effect, how he should
hereafter conduct foreign affairs, The decla-
ration approved by the committee reads as
follows:

“Whereas accurate definition of the term
‘national commitment’ in recent years has
become obscured: Now, therefore, be it.

“Resolved, that it is the sense of the Senate
that a national commitment by the United
States to a foreign power necessarily and ex-
clusively results from affirmative action
taken by the executive and legislative
branches of the United States government
through means of a treaty, convention, or
other legislative instrumentality specifically
intended to give effect to such a commit-
ment."”

The Department of State is very much
disturbed by this resolution and expressed
its views in a letter urging that it not be
adopted. The State Department in its dis-
sent said:

“The Executive Branch tends to doubt the
usefulness of attempting to fix by resolution
precise rules codifying the relationship be-
tween the Executive and Legislative branches
in the broad area of national commitments.

“While it is, of course, for the Senate to de-
cide on the disposition of Senate Resolution
86, the Executive Branch recommends against
its adoption.”

Within the last few days members of the
Foreign Relations Committee, including the
chairman, have spoken out in opposition to
the President’s policles in Vietnam and par-
ticularly his support of the present govern-
ment in Salgon.

The lack of cooperation between the Execu-
tive and Legislative branches of the govern-
ment here has led to the feeling in Europe
and Asia that President Nixon does not have
the confidence of Congress. The belief is
widespread that he will be unable to continue
American participation in the war in a man-
ner that will induce the North Vietnamese
to begin to withdraw their troops and permit
the setting up of a new government in South
Vietnam elected by the people.

It may turn out that President Nixon, in
order to make headway in the Paris peace
talks and bring the Vietnam war to a con-
clusion, will have to assert his Constitutional
authority to press for a negotiated settlement
under some form of international super-
vision.

The simplest solution of all, of course,
would be to turn the matter over to the
United Nations Security Council. If the So-
viets really wish to cooperate, progress could
be made there towards ending the Vietnam
war and establishing a mechanism to keep
the peace, as has been done on other occa-
sions in various parts of the world.

Once the United Nations took over the
responsibility, a sltuation, to be sure, could
develop like the one in Korea. While this is
not altogether settled from the standpoint of
reunification of the two parts of the country,
Bouth Eorea is nevertheless at present being
protected by a peacekeeping force under the
command of the United Nations,
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DESIGNING A SAFE BUT ATTRAC-
TIVE AUTOMOBILE

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, in the field
of transportation a primary factor upper-
most in the minds of many Americans in
recent years has been the matter of auto-
mobile safety. With more than 55,000
persons killed and hundreds of thousands
seriously injured in highway accidents
during the year 1968, it is imperative that
everthing be done to curtail this ever-
increasing slaughter and maiming of our
citizens.

Much attention has been paid to the
research, testing, and engineering needed
to develop auto safety features and de-
vices. Congress has wisely adopted meas-
ures and appropriated funds intended to
help protect the traveling publie, and the
producing companies have devoted con-
siderable resources toward the same goal.
However, certain safety proposals for ve-
hicles have encountered some resistance
on the grounds they were too ungainly
or unattractive.

In this connection, I was very favor-
ably impressed with an address delivered
by Mr. Brooks Stevens to the Society of
Automotive Engineers symposium at the
New York Automobile Show in April. Mr.
Stevens, who is a noted industrial de-
signer, stressed the fact safety should be
made visually palatable. He emphasized
also that styling is not superfluous but
an integral part of any product. In his
opinion there is no reason why a safe
automobile cannot be designed to be also
an attractive, salable, and good-looking
automobile.

Mr. President, in view of the wide-
spread interest in and great importance
of safety, I ask unanimous consent that
the speech by Mr. Stevens, which is en-
titled “The Safety Car Need Not Be
Ugly!" be printed in the Recorb.

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

THE SAFETY CAR NEED Nor BE UcLy!

(By Brooks Stevens, industrial designer)

In October, 1967, Mr. Ralph Evinrude,
Chairman of the Board of Outboard Marine
Corporation, and I, flew to Newton, Massa-
chusetts to attend the auction of a private
collection of Packard automobiles belonging
to the estate of Mr, Roderick Blood. We were
jointly in the pursuit of one specific Pack-
ard, a 1914 six-cylinder, seven-passenger
touring car; the exact counterpart of Mr.
Evinrude’s father's first automobile. Mr.
Evinrude's father, Ole Evinrude, was the in-
ventor of the outboard motor in 1808. This
particular car was of further interest be-
cause it was the car in which Mr. Ralph
Evinrude learned to drive. While dining at
the hotel, prior to the auction, with such
prominent enthusiasts as Phil Hill, the rac-
ing driver and Bill Harrah, who owns the
largest automobile collection in the world,
we were naturally apprehensive about a suc-
cessful bid on the car. I can announce that
this jewel became the property of Mr. Ralph
Evinrude and it has since been completely
restored by Brooks Stevens Automotive Mu-
seum, Milwaukee, Wisconsin,

While at dinner, we indulged in a favor-
ite discussion—automotive design. Mr. Evin-
rude, as an active Chairman of the Board
of Outboard Marine Corporation, has, dur-
ing my 35 Years as consultant to his com-
pany, been most prominent in design con-
cept, englneering and sa(ety. We, Brooks
Stevens Assoclates, were fortunate in being
able to introduce styllng to the outboard
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motor, as such, in 1934. A discussion of
automotive safety ensued and Mr, Evinrude
projected on the proverbial tablecloth with
pencil a basic theory which has its relation-
ship to marine design and architecture. He
drew for me in plain view the then current
automotive styling trend toward extended
fender caps, front and rear. In Detroit this
had become an accepted styling cliche, in
an effort to create a long silhguette in pro-
file,

Mr. Evinrude then made a sketch show-
ing two such vehicles on a collision course
and then indicated that the design pro-
voked the possibility of “locking horns” lit-
erally. The resultant accident might then
result in tragedy and death for both parties.
This strong point of design precludes any
mention of the time of the accident, the
condition of the drivers, or any of the other
human reasons which can cause death on
the highway. This was a purely mechanical
reference to dangerous shapes.

He then proffered the suggestion of the
“peaked” plan view, or what we will later
refer to as “glance off sheet metal design,”
front, side and rear. At this point I agreed
to explore this thought with him and to
discuss it with Mr. Richard Teague, Vice
President of Design of American Motors
Corporation. The results of the study will
be shown in the accompanying slides and
we think the concept valid. It is, of course,
recognized that an absolute regimented de-
cree of sameness in exact frontal area de-
sign would be less identifying for a number
of manufacturers. The theme, however,
could vary so that the benefits were common.

In the past few years we have heard an
increasing amount of controversy concern-
ing safety in the automobile. We have heard
much from politiclans and self-appointed
automobile safety “experts” decrying the
lack of public responsibility displayed on the
part of the automobile manufacturers. I
think one aspect of this controversy bears
consideration.

The automobile manufacturer is in busi-
ness to make a salable, profitable product.
In the process of doing this he must supply
the consumer with what he demands. Safety
has never been a very salable product, as
several manufacturers have found. Even after
taking this into consideration, I believe the
manufacturers have managed somehow to
come up with an amazingly eflicient, reli-
able, and good-looking product for the
amount of money paid, The amount of im-
provement in the automobile in the past
10 years is really quite impressive. The engi-
neering departments of our automobile
manufacturers are constantly concerned
with public safety. The englneering study
begins there. Items which contribute to the
safety of an automobile, such as dise brakes,
seat belts, shoulder harnesses, non-glip dif-
ferentials, etc., etc., are all quite common-
place today. These are not items which the
consumer has demanded for his safety, but
seem to have become avallable almost in
spite of the consumers demands. Many peo-
ple, even when they have items like seat
belts pushed on them, will not even bother
to use them.

As the safety problem has come more and
more to the fore, we see a few organizations
outside of the automotive industry “design”
what they feel to be the answer to the prob-
lem of safety and the automobile. These so-
lutions, of course, ignore many problems
associated with the manufacture and mar-
keting of an automobile, such as feasibility,
cost, serviceability, appearance, etc. How do
we make the public, who has already dis-
played a certain amount of lethargy toward
his own safety, pay more for i1t?

I believe one of the most important steps
in this direction is to make his safety visu-
ally palatable. Styling, or design as we prefer
to call it, has always had the responsibility
of working with funection. It is not a super-
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fluous thing which is tacked onto a product
Just before it is given to the consumer, It
is as much a part of the product as the
materials, engineering and construction.

Our purpose in this exercise is to show
how a vehicle concerned basically with safety
limitations and qualities can actually use
these limitations and qualities to make it an
interesting and functional product as well
as being pleasant to look at. Why can’t a
safe automobile be a good-looking automo-
bile?

In discussing this exercise I think it wise
to explain several of the basic philosophies
used to guide the project. :

First, this vehicle would be based on the
incorporation of every safety device we know
of today plus any that are being developed
today or will be developed in the future.
These devices would include things such as
disc brakes to possibly using cells in the
passenger compartment which would in-
stantaneously inflate on impact. The vehicle
would offer every opportunity for the driver
to avoid accidents, i.e., brakes, good steering,
good handling, adequate power, sensing de-
vice for tailgating, ete.

Second, we are concerned with minimizing
all accidents which cannot be avoided. In ac-
complishing this we have attempted to make
this shape as smooth and “slippery” as pos-
sible. This will allow the vehicle to glance
off objects and objects to glance off it. In
this way we will be able to avoid much of
the impact experienced in many collisions.
An illustration might best serve this point.
This thinking is not only applied to the
front and rear of the vehicle but in cross
section, plan view, etc. This feature, of
course, gives some additional benefits.
Pedestrian’s glance off is much more possible.
Aerodynamics, and resultant fuel economy
and performance should be improved and,
of course, visually it is quite appealing.

Third, if the accident cannot be avoided
and impact of some sort does occur, we must
provide the passengers with protection. Our
basic approach to this is to keep the pas-
senger area as resistant as possible to dis-
placement. Also, we want to absorb as much
of the impact as possible in other areas of
the vehicle before it reaches the passenger
“shell.” Some of the features of the shell
itself reflect much which has been learned
in stock car racing, which involves extremely
high speeds (180 mph) and, of course, the
resultant high impacts.

It will be noted that this design also fea-
tures in its perimeter rub rail, or bumper
frame, a reflective insert which runs entirely
around the car in one tailored, horizontal
line, offering no offense visually in the day-
time and complete reflectability at night.

In addition 3M reflective materials are
used in the sidewall of the tire design graph-
ically and decoratively for maximum benefit.
The advertising benefits to the tire maker
are obvious. He will also be visible at night.

The rear deck of the Centurian sedan is
treated with matte black reflective, in addi-
tion to its peaked plan view contour and rear
end safety in the event of highway disable-
ment. The peaked plan view here again would
assist in glance off reactions for multiple
freeway accidents.

In summary, it is hardly enough to crusade
entirely for safety with the obvious humani-
tarian goal of saving lives at any cost. As
an industrial design consultant to the au-
tomotive industry, I again respectifully ask
the question, “Need the safety car be ugly?”
An intelligent cdllaboration on the part of
automotive design divisions and safety en-
gineers can produce intelligently a hand-
some, palatable, safe vehicle for people.
Thank you.

SAFETY CAR FEATURES
A. Basic

1. Safety devices In use today would be
used when applicable.
a. safety door locks and hinges.
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b. safety glass.

c. seat belts and shoulder harnesses.,

d. head rests.

e. impact absorbing non-reflective mate-
rials in interior.

2. Safety devices being tested today would
be used if found to be beneficial and applica-
ble.

a. inflatable cells for passenger protection
on impact.

b. Controlled highway systems, etc.

3. Pront engine, rear transmission, 4-wheel
drive.

4. 4-wheel independent suspension with
disc brakes.

5. Perimeter framework.

6. Glance-off sheet metal design—{front,
side, and rear.

7. Pop-out flush-mounted windows, no pro-
tuberances.

8. Reflective tire styling and marking.

9. Reflective license plates.

10. Instant fire foaming system.

B. Structural

1. Perimeter bumper frame, reflective tape
insert.

2. “A" pillar roll bar structure.

3. “B"” pillar roll bar structure.

4, “C” pillar roll bar structure.

5. Rear view mirror prism in sgpoiler sec-
tion of “C” pillar roll bar and “B" pillar
roll bar.

6. Door structure—each door consists of:

a. basic framework—energy absorbing

b. foam filled (energy absorbing) lower
framework

c. glued in “pop-out” glass

d. safety locking pins which in conjunc-
tion with perimeter bumper frame completes
perimeter protection

7. Foam filled structural beam In rocker
panel area.

8. Perimeter framework (uniside) for door
openings connecting three roll bar struc-
tures and forming door rail.

A REALISTIC EAST-WEST TRADE
POLICY

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the current
issue of the Reader’s Digest carries an
article written by the distinguished mi-
nority leader (Mr. DIrksewN), entitled
“Needed: A Realistic East-West Trade
Policy.” I call this article to the atten-
tion of Senators because I consider it
one of the best presentations on the
subject.

Essentially, the Senator from Illinois
argued that we ought to make trade pol-
icy an instrument of our foreign policy,
just as the Russians do. He points out
that—

‘When Yugoslavia moved toward independ-
ence, the Soviets disregarded existing agree-
ments and slapped a total embargo on all
Russian-Yugoslav commerce. In 1958, the
Russians shut off crude-oil deliveries to Fin-
land, canceled orders and delayed trade ne-
gotiations there until certain conservative
members of Finland’s cabinet resigned. Such
communist economic welfare is global,
Prices are rigged, goods are dumped—all as
part of the strategy to disrupt Western
economies, to ensnare emerging nations and
promote friction within the non-communist
world.

I am pleased that this article has been
printed in the Reader’s Digest and ask
unanimous consent that it be printed in
the Recorp in the hope that all Senators
will read it and give it the attention that
it deserves.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
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NEEDED: A REALISTIC EAST-WEST TRADE

PoLicY

(By Senator EvererT M. DIRKSEN, Republican,
of Illinois)

Seven years ago, & Senate subcommittee on
which I served conducted an exhaustive
probe of East-West trade and found that the
United States and its allies were making a
direct contribution to communist military
and industrial strength.

What was then a serious situation has now
degenerated into a critical one. Since 1962,
American exports to the Soviet bloc has in-
creased 56 percent, and those of U.S. allies 68
percent—to a total of $3.9 billion a year.
Even more ominously, these shipments in-
clude material of undeniable military sig-
nificance.

At a time when the Soviet Union and its
satellites were Kkeeping the Vietnam war
going, the Johnson Administration unilater-
ally removed from the Commeodity Control
List more than 500 items previously barred
for sale to the Soviet bloc without a special
license. All were sald to be “non-strategic”—
“peaceful goods which may be freely exported
without any risks to the United States’ na-
tional interests.” But a reading of the fine
print turns up the following: rifle-cleaning
compounds, propellers, industrial chemicals,
crude rubber, aluminum and magnesium
scrap. .

Top Washington officials defended their
decision to export $35 million worth of ma-
chine tools for a Soviet auto plant, on the
ground that it will make the Kremlin more
“consumer-goods minded.” Senators pro-
tested in vain that there is nothing to stop
the Russians from using these tools for mak-
ing armored trucks and vehicles.

“As far as computers are concerned,” a
communist journal admits, “we are still living
in primewval times. We are 50 times worse off
than the United States, 15 times worse off
than West Germany and Scandinavia.” Yet,
encouraged by Washington, top U.S. firms,
including IBM and Sperry Rand, peddle their
sophisticated electronic wares throughout
the Soviet bloc.

Concern over such developments runs deep.
“American policy on East-West trade is con-
tradictory and self-defeating,” reports Dr.
Robert Strausz-Hupé, director of the Unlver-
sity of Pennsylvania’s Foreign Policy Re-
search Institute.

“A complete policy revision is necessary to
curb the enemy’s military-industrial build-
up,” says Rep. Glenard P. Lipscomb (R.,
Calif.), one of Congress' top experts in the
field.

“The United States must recognize the
value of trade as a major cold-war weapon,”
says Samuel F. Clabaugh, research assoclate
of Georgetown TUniversity's Center for
Strategic and International Studies.

When the USSR. and its Warsaw Pact
allies invaded Czechoslovakia last year, I
called upon our government to institute an
economic embargo of the Soviet Union. “It's
the only weapon we have,” I said. And I re-
main convinced that the Soviets have real
reason to fear it.

East Depends on West. Actually, the com-
munists are in desperate need of Western
technological assistance. Spectacular Soviet
achievements in rocketry and space explora-
tion have districted many from the fact that
the Soviet economy is in dire straits. “We
have the worst and most backward produc-
tive structure among the industrially de-
veloped countries,” says Russian economist
Abel G. Aganbegian. Industrial output per
worker is one fourth that in the United
States (agricultural output per worker, one
twelfth), and the crisis is worsening.

The solution to the crisis lles with the
West. The Soviet textile industry, for in-
stance, is a severe drain on the economy,
with its obsolete equipment and fantastic
waste of manpower. Not surprisingly, Soviet
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agents have fanned out across the free
world to purchase what they term "turnkey”
factories!

The Russians could, of course, build the
factories themselves. But, as experts at the
Foreign Policy Research Institute spell it
out, “If they can procure the model from
the West, mediocre technicians can copy it.
Meanwhile, their best engineers need not
be diverted from more important work."

As the State Department has concluded,
“it is only with the infusion of Western
technology, capital equipment and mana-
gerial and marketing support* that the com-
munists can raise their productivity. Clearly,
this dependence on Western technology rep-
resents a vulnerability that should be cap-
italized upon.

Bridge-Building? In recent years, Presi-
dent Johnson sought repeatedly to woo the
communist bloc with promises of economic
assistance. Trade delegations were dispatched
to the U.S.SR. Poland, Romania and Bul-
garia. Lists of embargoed goods were slashed,
and communist credit was guaranteed.
American firms were encouraged to trade
with bloc countries as a patriotic gesture
that could lessen international tensions.
Meanwhile, provisions of the Mutual De-
fense Assistance Control Act—designed to
bar U.S. aid to nations supplying the com-
munists with strategic goods—were simply
not enforced. By word and deed, Washing-
ton demonstrated its faith in “bridges of
friendship” to the East.

Not surprisingly, Soviet bloc trade with
Western Europe bloomed. An Italian firm has
contracted to supply the communists with
$90 million worth of computers and calcu-
lators. Dangling credits before the East Ger-
mans, Bonn hopes to increase its trade there
150 percent by 1975.

But Washington has been unalarmed. In-
deed, the director of the State Department’s
Office of East-West Trade, Robert B. Wright,
suggested in a remarkable speech last year
that the government felt that increased trade
could end the cold war, that “we have noth-
ing to fear, nothing to lose.” But Wright and
other advocates of expanded East-West trade
are laboring under two delusions:

1. That trade, by definition, promotes
friendly relations. History tells us otherwise.
Germany and Russia were trading up to the
very day that Nazi panzer columns rumbled
across the Soviet borders in 1941, Scrap iron
sold to the Japanese by business-as-usual
Americans was fashioned into the bombs
dropped on Pearl Harbor,

The argument is made that *“winds of
change"” are blowing across the communist
empire, and that American assistance can
encourage liberalization. But does it?

Consider Poland, the recipient of more than
$550 million in U.S. aid and the only mem-
ber of the communist block awarded our
“most favored nation' tariff status. Ameri-
can assistance was supposed to mean a bet-
ter life for the Polish people and to help
Poland win independence from Moscow, In-
stead, the Polish hard-liners in control beefed
up their 250,000-man army, tripled their
rocket forces and quintupled their armored
divisions. Exports to North Vietnam have
been stepped up sharply; the regime's sec-
ond-ranking official visited Hanoi to brag
that Polish anti-aircraft batteries have shot
down or damaged 40 U.S. planes. Not only
did Polish troops march with the Red Army
into Czechoslovakia, but Warsaw has prom-
ised volunteers to Ho Chi Minh if needed in
the “struggle against® the imperialist
aggressor.”

2. That “non-strategic” trade constitutes
no danger to the United States. The distinc-

i1Such factories are designed, built and

installed by Westerners, who also train
local people to run them, and thus turn over
to Soviet managers the key to a complete,
functioning plant.
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tion between strategic and non-strategic
trade is largely imaginary. Western goods of
any kind relieve production bottlenecks and
enable Soviet planners to shift from domes-
tic to military production patterns.

At the same time, many “peaceful” items
sold to the communists have clear military
application, Consider the technical data sup-
plied the Soviets for the production of poly-
styrene—a chemical used in air conditioners
and other “non-strategic’” items according to
the Commerce Department. Polystyrene has
other uses: as a binder for explosives, as a
rocket igniter, as a component for intercon-
tinental ballistic missiles.

Oil War. Merely cutting off the exports of
strategic goods is not enough. The United
States must begin fighting the cold war
with the same weapons as its adversaries,
recognizing that trade can be a powerful,
perhaps crucial, weapon.

The Soviets themselves make no bones
about it. “Trade policy is an integral part of
our foreign policy,” says top Soviet econ-
omist P, A. Chervyakov, and the record
bears him out. In 1932, Stalin drastically cut
purchases from the West—at great cost to
Soviet economic development—in an attempt
to intensify the free world's Great Depres-
sion, And a critical need for Western goods
immediately after World War II did not de-
ter the Soviets from holding such purchases
to a minimum, in the belief that this would
hamper Allied conversion to a peacetime
economy.

Economic blackmail and political retalia-
tion are practiced shamelessly. In 1949 when
the Australians broke up a Soviet spy ring,
Soviet purchases of badly needed Australian
wool were immediately cut off. When Yugo-
slavia moved toward independence, the So-
viets disregarded existing agreements and
slapped a total embargo on all Russian-
Yugoslav commerce. In 1958, the Russians
shut off crude-oil deliveries to Finland, can-
celed orders and delayed trade negotiations
there until certain conservative members of
Finland's cabinet resigned. Such communist
economic warfare is global. Prices are
rigged, goods are dumped—all as part of the
strategy to disrupt Western economies, to
ensnare emerging nations and promote fric-
tion within the non-communist world.

Nothing demonstrates this quite so effec-
tively as the “oil offensive” that the U.SSR.
has waged for more than a decade. Kremlin
strategists believe that the American oil
industry is the “foundation of Western po-
litical influence” throughout the under-
developed world. “If this foundation
cracks,” a Soviet theoreticlan has written,
“the entire edifice may come tumbling
down.”

To this end, Soviet oll is dumped in West-
ern markets at ridiculously low prices. While
Czechoslovakia is forced to pay 18 rubles
per ton, for instance, Italy pays less than
eight rubles. Result: the Russians acquire
badly needed Western currency, and the
economies of the United States and its oil-
producing allies are threatened.

Despite this, Washington has on numerous
occasions approved the export of petroleum
drilling equipment, even of an entire oil
refinery, to the Soviet bloc.

Best Weapon. It is time for the United
States to tle its trade to global politics, to
insist on getting from the communists some-
thing in return—a quid pro quo—ifor the sci-
entific and technological genius they need so
desperately from us. By demanding political
concessions for economic favors, as George-
town Prof. Lev E. Dobriansky suggests, the
United States will be following a practical
alternative to complete embargo or haphaz-
ard liberalization.

Such a policy would allow for credits and
cash payments, consumer goods and producer
goods. Adaptable to changing conditions, it
would infuse a consistency and a rationality
into our trade relations with the entire
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communist bloc, The list of concessions
would be graded. It could include the pay-
ment of long-standing Lend-Lease debts,
guaranteed access to Berlin, a hands-off atti-
tude by the Soviets toward Latin America and
the Middle East.

Such a policy, to be effective, requires what
is now tragically lacking—a sense of unity
among the Western industrial powers. There
must be established a free-world trade or-
ganization that would supervise all exchanges
with the Soviet bloc, protect free countries
against the disruptive tactics of communist
economic strategists, and outline effective
countermeasures.

The need for a bold new policy on East-
West trade is clear, as President Richard
Nixon is well aware. As long ago as 1962, he
demanded that the Western powers adopt a
solid trade front in the struggle against com-
munism. “Trade and economic sanctions
must be wielded as a lever at the bargain-
ing table to move the Russians from their
intransigent positions,” [he said]. “The Ber-
lin Wall might have crumbled in a week if
we had threatened a complete economic em-
bargo on East Germany. The Soviet Union’s
support of guerrillas in south Vietnam might
well have been traded for the right to buy
Western goods. Western productivity, tech-
nical know-how and trade add up to one of

..our best weapons. Wg¢ must use it in the
cold war.”

That was true then. It is even truer today.

SENATOR HARRIS SPEAKS ON
CAMPUS VIOLENCE

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, during the
last few weeks at college commencements
throughout the country many words have
been spoken and ideas advanced about
the student turmoil and classroom dis-
ruptions experienced on numerous cam-
puses in recent months. According to
press reports no single topic seems to
have received more attention from the
hundreds of speakers who addressed
graduating classes than the confronta-
tions which have taken place between
college and university administrators,
faculty, and students over a wide range of
issues.

One of the most sensible and realistic
approaches to this problem which has
come to my attention was set forth by
the senior Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
Harris) in the speech he delivered at the
commencement exercises of his alma
mater, the University of Oklahoma Law
School, on June 1. In his characteristic
forthright and incisive manner, Senator
Harris made it clear that, despite the
need for institutions to change, neither
violence nor unlawful intimidation are
proper means to achieve legitimate goals.
To the contrary, such activities he em-
phasized would “undermine the very in-
stitutions of free speech, of assembly, of
the right to petition our government
peaceably, which are the means by which
grievances are answered and relieved.”

‘While not condoning violence, Senator
Harris at the same time stressed the
dedication of current college students to
worthy causes and their insistence on
answers to questions which continue to
plague our society., Older generations
must assume much of the blame for pres-
ent difficulties and should not hastily
condemn young people for their im-
patience with delay and lack of prog-
ress. Senator Harris believes that the
energies, talents and idealism of youth
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should be brought to bear not only in
improving institutions of higher educa-
tion, but also of society as a whole.

Mr, President, it seems to me that this
very worthy address by Senator HARRIS
should be made available to other Sena-
tors and to the general public as well.
Therefore, I ask unanimous consent that
the full text be printed in the RECORD.

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

ADDRESS OF SENATOR FRED R. HARRIS, OKLA-
HoOMA UNIVERSITY Law ScHoOOL, JUNE 1,
1969

It is an honor and a pleasure to return on
this occasion to the campus of my alma
mater—I think! Actually, as anyone who
travels or reads knows, it is a rather chancy
thing for a person of my age to be found on
a college campus today. However, if circum-
stances require you to be there, I can think
of no better camouflage in which to call less
attention to oneself than to be busy making
a commencement speech! I wouldn't be so
pleased to have this opportunity if it weren't
for a personal conviction about the magni-
tude of the opportunity you face upon enter-
ing the legal profession today.

I suppose that men in all professions be-
lieve that the development of their own craft
is indicative of the development of their
times and culture. But, even discounting my
personal bias as a lawyer, I believe that no
component of a society better indicates the
general health and development of that so-
clety than its system of administering
justice.

The society of Nazli Germany was strong
militarily and even economically. It was
characterized by systematic punishment of
anti-social behavior and high conformity to
national goals. No fair man, however, would
call it a good soclety because it totally
lacked a system of justice capable of protect~
ing the life of the people as a nation without
gacrificing individual rights. By the same
token, England, flowering during and after
the Renaissance, was commonly acknowl-
edged as a truly advanced society despite an
enormous array of difficulties and handicaps.
England maintained, and to a large extent
developed, a complicated system of equality
in law which you have learned as students.

More distant examples in time may even
be easler to see. Sparta was the strongest
among the Greek clty-states. Its people were
loyal, valiant, and austere in their ability
to sacrifice for what they perceived to be the
common good. Athens, however, was the
Greek city remembered by the world for its
excellence as a society,

In one of his plays, the ancient Greek
playwright, Aristophanes, caused a character
to identify Athens from the air by the large
number of juries in session. The fact that
ancient Athenians were a highly litigious
people is cited by nearly all historians as
strong evidence of the high development of
their civilization. This, in fact, characterizes
all highly developed cultures. They have de-
fined a system of justice that serves the re-
lated but not identical ends of protecting
the individual as well as the orderly state of
soclety.

The principle has never been more
urgently needed or less obvious than it is in
the world which you new lawyers now enter,
One could characterize the sometimes violent
struggle between the so-called radical and
the so-called establishment as a debate about
the rights of individuals and the rights of
society conducted in extra-legal and some-
times illegal ways. When the breakdown be-
tween society and the individual takes place
to the extent that it cannot be adjudicated
in the courts of law, then, through the eyes
of history, we cannot claim a sophisticated
civilization or an advanced political system,
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We must formulate again for our genera-
tion and our nation the way in which we
shall balance the demand for orderly proc-
esses with the right, even duty, of each in-
dividual to press for action based on idealism
and morality.

I am not here today to tell you how to bal-
ance the scale in each specific case between
the individual seeking freedom and the so-
ciety which lives by consensus. But can we
agree on this: any technique of social change
which destroys the aspects of society which
allowed it to flourish is self defeating.

Violence and unlawful intimidation are
unacceptable, first of all, because they are
inhumane and often hurt people. No ends
are so noble as not to be sullied by ignoble
means.

Violence and unlawful intimidation are
not acceptable in our society because they
undermine the very institutions of free
speech, of assembly, of the right to petition
our government peaceably, which are the
means by which grievances are answered and
relieved.

Violence and unlawful intimidation are
unacceptable because, in a very practical
sense, they often lead to active repression,
not just of unlawful violence, but of lawful
dissent as well.

Thus, on our college campuses, as else-
where, violence must be treated &s violence
and nonsense «a8 nonsense. Not-by national
panic nor by federal police, but best by the
institution itself—expelling from the com-
munity those who would destroy the human
trust which is the essence of community—or
by combatting lawlessness by turning to the
majesty of the law, so that, if the police
finally must be called, it is a court and not
the university which calls them,

But you may say, “It is not those trained
in the law and its philosophy who are at the
root of our problem.” I do not altogether
agree. True, most of the violent disturbances
in our nation have not involved the partici-
pation of members of our profession.

But, in a larger sense, we must share a
measure of blame. Have we, who have been
schooled in the counter claims about which
I have talked really shared with soclety or
our associates our understanding of the fun-
damental nature of our problems? Have we
not, rather, been willing to concern ourselves
with our personal well-being and the im-
mediate, short run interests of our clients?
Should we have given more time to educa-
tion of the young, so many of whom now
misunderstand the bases of our culture so
tragically? Should my generation of lawyers
have initiated legal service for the poor on a
really responsive scale, rather than wait un-
til social injustice is so obvious that your
generation cannot escape the responsibility?

Is there yet time for a change in the un-
happy trend of alienation of the young? Is
there still an opportunity to negotiate be-
tween those who say, “my personal rights
alone matter,” and those who say, "law and
order”? I am certain that with the social
conscience of your generation, which is even
more important than your excellent legal
training, there is. If I did not think so, I
would not be here.

The world was changing in the 19th cen-
tury when Matthew Arnold wrote that he
was—

“Wandering between two worlds,
One dead,
The other powerless to be born.”

Young people today feel no special nostal-
gia for the way things were, but they share
his conviction that we are in the cortex of
a changing world.

Happily, they do not accept Arnold’s sense
of helplessness, but, rather, have adopted
the spirit of another eminent Victorian,
Alfred Lord Tennyson, expressed in a line
which the late Robert F. Eennedy claimed in
part for the title of his last book: “Come my
friend, 'tis not too late to seek a newer world."
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There are some who think that modern
student protests are just today’s equivalent
of the panty rald, and others feel that the
unrest and dissatisfaction can he settled
solely by university reforms.

Young people today, while viewing the
university as a prime place to begin wider
changes, see more clearly than any previous
generation the grievances which have for
centuries burdened us and our country.

They are guestioning a soclety which has
always kept black Americans subordinate to
other Americans,

They are questioning the prioritles of a
nation which spends $76 billion for defense
and only $4 billion for education.

They are puzzled by the paradox of a coun-
try which can spend $2.5 billion a month in
Vietnam but not that amount in a whole
year to banish hunger altogether from our
national life.

They worry about a soclety In which most
parents can give their children television
sets, cars, and trips around the world, but
no parent can guarantee his child will breathe
clean air or drink pure water or walk safe
streets.

These questions must be met. As we rightly
grow more firm and sophisticated in our abil-
ity to prevent and put down violence, we
must also grow more determined that ours
will be a truly just soclety.

Universities must change, but society must
change as well. And, in this process we must
involve the energy, the talent, the idealism
of youth. We need them, and they must be
allowed—encouraged—to serve and to par-
ticipate In shaping the policies and institu-
tions which direct our society and control
its guality.

In Candide, Voltaire attacked the philos-
ophy that “All is for the best in the best of
possible worlds,” He saw that philosophy as
an excuse for resignation and passivity in
the face of human suffering.

America Is the best of all past worlds, the
best of present worlds, but not the best of
possible worlds. Young people have glimpsed
the possibilities of a better world, a newer
world.

With your education, your special training
in the law, you are uniquely qualified to help
guide us toward this newer world. With your
continued awareness and concern, that newer
world will not be powerless to be born,

DANISH-AMERICAN TRADITIONS
AND TRADE

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, a spe-
cial bond of friendship between two na-
tions, Denmark and the United States,
has enriched the lives of citizens in each.
An unbroken history of fair and friendly
trade between the peoples of these na-
tions is based upon deeply held ideals
and aspirations common to both., Our
own ideals of human justice and freedom
are celebrated by Danes as their own.
Denmark, for over half a century, has
marked our Fourth of July as a Danish
holiday. Danes are proud of their cous-
ins who have adopted America as their
homeland and we are equally proud of
our citizens whose ancestors came from
Denmark. Just as the United States pio-
neered a new form of government on this
continent, Denmark was the first Euro-
pean nation to adopt a modern constitu-
tional form of government.

It is fitting that we, in this Nation, take
note of the celebrations by Denmark of
our holidays. The Fourth of July festival
at the town of Rebild has particular bear-
ing upon Danish-American friendship. I
wish also to salute two forthcoming Dan-
ish freedom holidays, Constitution Day,
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June 5, and Flag Day, June 15. Many
Danes and Americans will celebrate these
historic days on this side of the Atlantic.
Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an account of the famous festi-
val at Rebild, together with an account
of Danish Constitution Day and Danish
Flag Day, be printed in the REcORD.
There being no objection, the account
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:
THE FESTIVAL AT REBILD (REBILDFESTEN) IN
CELEBRATION OF AMERICA'S INDEPENDENCE
Day

Since 1912, the Danish town of Rebild has
held an annual festival at the national park
there in commemoration of a day which
Amerlicans hold dear to their love of liberty
the Fourth of July. The annual Independ-
ence Day celebration attracts tens of thou-
sands of Danes and is a center of sports and
cultural activity. Denmark has traditionally
observed our Independence Day almost as &
national holiday of their own.

A little more than one hundred years ago,
the first organized groups of Danish im-
migrants crossed the Atflantic to America,
They prospered, and many Danish names
enrich the life of our own country. In 18065,
a soclety was founded to link Americans of
Danish descent. In 1909, the Danish city of
Aarhus sponsored an exposition and here
American Independence Day was celebrated
for the first time in Denmark,

A Dane who had emigrated to America
in 1881, Dr. Max Henius, was present and he
concelved the idea of securing a tract of
land in Jutland which “should remain for-
ever in its matural state.” There, near Re-
bild, King Christian X spoke to the first
Festival audience of more than 10,000 Danes
and Americans of Danish descent in 1912,

Since that time, the King of Denmark, the
ambassador of the United States, poets, au-
thors, men of science and politicians have
spoken from the Festival platform. The Fes-
tival's broadcast iz heard throughout Den-
mark and in this country. The Festival is a
pageant of both the popular and serious
cultures of the two countries.

In the Rebild Park, there is a log cabin
built with timbers from each of the United
States in which Americans of Danish descent
live and work. In this “Lincoln Museum™
are housed relices of Danish and Amerlcan
history.

The Festival has drawn ever increasing
numbers of visitors and has been interrupted
only twice—when two tragic World Wars
threatened the existence of freedom every-
where.

The celebration of the Fourth of July is
widespread throughout Denmark, but the
Rebild Festival has a special significance for
it particularly exemplifies the bond between
our two nations.

CONSTITUTION DAY AND FrAG DAy

Two great Danish holidays commemo-
rating the universal ideals of freedom and
independence are soon to be celebrated,
Constitution Day and Flag Day (or Danne-
brog), June 5th and 15th respectively.

When the Danish Constitution was passed
into law on June 5, 1849, following the great
surge for freedom which swept the BEuro-
pean continent in 1848, it was the most
liberal European constitutional document of
its time.

Dannebrog is in honor of a battle in 1397,
when as legend has it, the Danish flag fell
from the sky to rally the spirits of Danish
warriors in a fight against thelr oppressors.
It is the oldest flag in the world.

It is only fitting, therefore, that Ameri-
cans reclprocate with observances built
around these holidays sacred to Danish free-
dom. I should like to point out that Gold
Seal Vineyards in my former congressional
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district as well as Tuborg Brewerles, Ltd.,
are among those companies interested in
Danish and American trade which have plan-
ned observances of these two Danish holi-
days this year.

TRIBUTE TO DR. PETER ZENKL

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, at
critical times in history, some dedicated,
courageous leaders strongly affirm the
value of freedom to mankind. One of
these men is Dr. Peter Zenkl—the
Czechoslovakian patriot who celebrated
his 85th birthday last Friday. For years,
as mayor of Prague, a member of the
Ministry of Social Welfare, and as the
last Vice-Prime Minister of free Czecho-
slovakia, he courageously resisted Com-
munist and Nazi attempts to suppress
basic human freedoms in Czechoslovakia,
For this reason he spent 6 years in a Nazi
concentration camp and was eventually
forced to flee his homeland after the
Communist takeover.

Dr. Zenkl’s lifelong struggle for the
liberties of his fellow Czechoslovakians
has won him their deepest respect. He
now resides as an exile in Washington,
D.C. where he writes, speaks, and or-
ganizes to maintain his nation’s faith in"
a free future. I believe he deserves our
praise today for his gallant efforts on be-
half of his countrymen and freedom-lov-
ing people everywhere.

REPORT OF PRESIDENT NIXON'S
TASK FORCE ON PRODUCTIVITY
AND COMPETITION

Mr. TALMADGE, Mr. President, I be-
lieve every Member of Congress would
stand with me to endorse the proposition
that business under our free enterprise
system deserves great acclaim for its role
in promoting economic growth unprece-
dented in the history of this country.
Despite inflationary pressures, high in-
terest rates, overseas investment restric-
tions, and increasingly complex tech-
nology, it has met the challenge and
provided our people with a remarkably
high standard of living.

A thriving, advancing free enterprise
system is dependent upon sound govern-
mental policies developed clearly and
with logic and reason. Of late, however,
I have begun to question the develop-
ment of policy in the antitrust field, a
matter of great concern to all American
business. And certainly the leaders of
U.8. industry must be equally baffled and
confused by the array of conflicting
statements and reports emanating from
Washington recently.

The profusion of statements by ad-
ministration officials and reports by vari-
ous study groups are enough to make
any businessman question the logic of
our current antitrust policy.

This problem was brought to mind
by the publication of the report of
the Nixon Task Force on Productivity
and Competition in the Bureau of Na-
tional Affairs Report to Executives on
Monday, June 9. The report, prepared by
a distinguished group of educators and
businessmen at the request of President
Nixon, was designed to give the new ad-
ministration some realistic guidelines for
establishing antitrust policy.
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One of its recommendations called for
the Justice Department to be certain that
every antitrust suit “make good economic
sense’” and suggested calling semi-public
conferences to help draw up and reevalu-
ate enforcement guidelines. It further
cautioned Justice against taking anti-
trust action against large companies on
the basis of ‘“‘nebulous fears about size
and economic power” and stated without
reservation that “vigorous action on the
basis of our present knowledge is not
defensible.”

The recommendations of the Stigler
Report appear to be reasonable and well
founded. They merely say that the full
facts should be determined before pre-
cipitous action is taken in the antitrust
field. I am sure my colleagues in Congress,
who follow this same process in legislat-
ing, would agree. In fact, one committee
of the House has already called for hear-
ings on mergers and several Agencies of
Government are now undertaking studies
to determine the facts about mergers and
its effect upon the economic and social
structure of the country.

In contrast to the approach, however,
I was dismayed to read the statements
of Attorney General John Mitchell given
recently before the Georgia Bar Associa-
tion. In that speech, he fashioned new
antitrust policy that will affect all of the
leading corporations in America. He
made clear that, without the benefit of
the facts considered important by the
Stigler Report, the Justice Department
intends to oppose any merger among the
top 200 manufacturing firms. Further-
more, he declared his intention to fight
mergers between one of the top 200 and
any leading producer in any concentrated
industry. This approach certainly seems
to lack the prerequisite of economic
sense which the Stigler group deter-
mined was important,

Furthermore, the Attorney General
has come dangerously close to espousing
the philosophy that bigness per se is bad.
Despite denials by Mr. Mitchell and Mr.
MecLaren, his antitrust chief, that they
subscribe to such a philosophy, this an-
nounced attack on the 200 largest firms
amounts to exactly that.

It also is interesting to note a recently
released report made by a blue ribbon
panel appointed by President Johnson
to examine antitrust policy. While this
study—the Neal Report—differed in
many respects from the Stigler Report,
it, too, warned that antimerger attacks
on large companies using the Clayton
Act would have to be through a con-
trived interpretation. Section 7 of the
Clayton Act is exactly the vehicle Mr.
Mitchell intends to use to implement his
newly announced policy.

I am not advocating a policy of un-
restricted mergers. I, like many other
Members of Congress, believe that the
merger trend should be closely examined.
When sufficient facts are available, it is
the duty of Congress to heed them and
take appropriate action if necessary. I
do not believe the Attorney General has
the right to extend the law as he seems
to be doing.

A portion of this report was placed in
the Recorp last week by the Senator
from Wisconsin, although his entry did
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not encompass the full report and other
relevant matter. I believe the full re-
port by President Nixon’s factfinding
group, along with Attorney General Mit-
chell’s address in Savannah, Ga., and
a newspaper article on his address, bear
careful consideration. I ask unanimous
consent that they be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE TASK
FORCE ON PRODUCTIVITY AND COMPETITION

We present here a summary of the rec-
ommendations of the Task Force on Pro-
ductivity and Competition. These recom-
mendations are elaborated and defended In
the accompanying Report.

1. We recommend that the President is-
sue a general policy statement (a) estab-
lishing the Antitrust Division as the effective
agent of the Administration in behalf of a
policy of competition within the councils of
the Administration and before the inde-
pendent regulatory commissions; (b) urging
those commissions to enlarge the role of
competition in their industries; (¢) mar-
shaling public support for the policy of com-
petition.

2. We urge the commissions to permit
free entry in the industries under regula-
tion and to abandon minimum rate controls,
whenever these steps are possible—and we
think they usually are; and we urge the
President, when occasion permits, to ap-
point at least one economist to member-
ship in each of the major commissions, and
institute effective procedures for the re-
view of the performance of the commissions.

3. To enhance the effectiveness of the
Antitrust Divislon, we urge the Attorney
General and the Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral -in Charge of Antitrust to insist that
every antitrust suit make good economic
sense, and to institute semil-public confer-
ences to assist in the formulation and fre-
quent reevaluation of enforcement guide-
lines.

4. We recommend that the Department of
Justice establish close laison with the Fed-
eral Trade Commission at the highest levels,
with a view toward fostering a harmonious
policy of business regulation.

5. We recommend that the Department
bring a series of strategic cases against re-
glonal price-fixing conspiracies, which we
believe to be numerous and economically
important.

6. We cannot endorse, on the basis of pres-
ent knowledge of the effects of oligopoly on
competition, proposals whether by new legis-
lation or new interpretations of existing law
to deconcentrate highly concentrated indus-
tries by dissolving their leading firms. But we
urge the Department to maintain unremit-
ting serutiny of highly oligopolistic indus-
tries and to proceed under section 1 of the
Sherman Act—which in our judgment
reaches all important forms of collusion—in
instances where pricing is found after care-
ful investigation to be substantially non-
competitive.

7. The Department of Justice Merger
Guidelines are extraordinarily stringent, and
in some respects indefensible. We suggest a
number of revisions in the accompanying
Report.

8. We strongly recommend that the De-
partment decline to undertake a program of
actlon against conglomerate mergers and
conglomerate enterprises, pending a confer-
ence to gather information and opinion on
the economic effects of the conglomerate
phenomenon. More broadly, we urge the
Department to resist the natural temptation
to utilize the antitrust laws to combat so-
cial problems not related to the competitive
functioning of markets.
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9. We recommend new legislation to in-
crease the monetary penalties, at present
largely nominal, for price fixing.

10. We urge a new policy for antitrust
decrees. The Department should not seek the
entry of regulatory decrees: decrees that en-
visage a continuing relationship with the
defendant. Save in exceptional -circum-
stances, all decrees should contain a near
termination date, ordinarily no more than
10 years from the date of entry. And the
Department should undertake a review of
existing decrees to determine which should
be vacated as obsolete or inappropriate.

11, The Expediting and Webb-Pomerene
Acts should be repealed, and the Robinson-
Patman Act substantially revised.

12. Mr. Alexander L. Stott dissents from
certain parts of the Report and from certain
of the above recommendations. Mr. Raymon
H. Mulford dissents from two recommenda-
tions.

REPORT OF THE TasK FoRCE oN PRODUCTIVITY
AND COMPETITION

The Task Force on Productivity and Com-
petition submits its report on the problems
which will be confronted by the new admin-
istration in this area, and the steps which we
recommend to be taken. The report is pre-
sented under three general headings:

I. The Administration’s Policy of Competi-
tion and the Role of the Antitrust Division
and the Regulatory Commissions in This
Poliey.

II. Organization and Procedure in the
Antitrust Division.

ITI. Recommendations for Change in Anti-
trust Policy.

Individual task force members would often
change the emphasis of the Report, and
larger differences are presented as dissents.

I. GENERAL POLICY
A. Antitrust policy

The American Way, as we are constantly
told, is to rely upon competitive private en-
terprise to do most of the work of allocating
resources to industries and firms, organizing
production, and providing economic prog-
ress. We are constantly travelling a shorter
distance down this Way, however: for good
reasons and for bad we have almost continu-
ously expanded the governmental controls
over economic life, and in recent years im-
portant restrictions have been placed upon
private enterprise to protect the balance of
payments. Some of the vast arsenal of public
controls are unnecessary, and a large propor-
tion of the necessary controls are excessively
restrictive of competition. As one example,
the safety of finanecial institutions is of
course a major public concern, but this
eafety can often be achieved by insurance or
similar devices, and hardly ever requires that
competition be suppressed to the extent that
the most incompetently managed institution
will be prosperous, and hence safe.

The traditional American policy of seeking
to minimize regulation of economic life is a
profoundly wise policy, and deserves to be
reasserted and implemented. Both logic and
political expediency—not always close allies—
dictate that economic freedom be subjected
to the discipline of competitive markets. We
believe, therefore, that the President should
issue a general policy statement on competi-
tion and public regulation, to achleve at
least three important purposes:

1. To establish the Antitrust Division as the
effective agent of the Administration in be-
half of a policy of competition, In intragov-
ernmental groups, and before independent
regulatory bodies.

2. To encourage and urge the regulatory
bodies—which cannot ignore the clear policy
positions of the President even when his
appointive power is dormant—to enlarge the
role of competition in their respective indus-
tries.

3. To revive and strengthen public support
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for the policy of competition, and to establish
the bona fides of the Administration as the
protector of both consumer and businessman.

An executive order or a major presidential
address would be an appropriate vehicle for
this declaration. Whether or not a formal
statement commends itself, we belleve that
the correct policy is one of persistent and
resourceful exploitation of competition
wherever possible.

B. The policy of competition in the regulated
industries

Our mandate to examine productivity and
competition in the American economy com-
pels us to brief examination of the work of
the regulatory commissions themselves. The
regulated Industries comprise one-eigth or
more of the economy in terms of income, and
are too important to be omitted from our
Report.

The tasks assigned to the regulatory agen-
cles are varlous: to prevent monopoly pricing
(as with telephone and plpelines); to pre-
vent congestion (as with radio and television
frequencies); to provide safety to savers (as
with financial institutions): and so on. It is
not possible for us here to examine these
purposes critically, although it is notorious
that in certain Industries (such as motor
trucking) there ils no respectable case for
economic regulation. There is widespread
disenchantment with regulatory purposes as
well as regulatory processes, and a general
belief that excessive rigidity, expensive
review of economically trivial details and
frequent failure to achieve any important
results have characterized our regulatory
efforts.

In two directions, we are convinced, there
should be a major reorientation of the regu-
latory policy:

1. Entry of new firms should be encour-
aged wherever an absolute contradiction
with regulatory goals is not involved. At
present the practice is universally the oppo-
site: to prohibit or ration with utmost se-
verity the entrance of new firms.

2. Allow much freedom in price competi-
tion. The regulatory bodies should abandon
minimum rate regulation whenever possible
(and it is usually possible), and rely chiefly
on maximum rate regulation.

Where rates are regulated, it is essential
to make both changes: there is little merit
in allowing additional firms to enter if they
are not held to the test of unfettered com-
petition with the existing firms.

We urge the Administration to pursue
three complementary paths of reform in the
regulated industries:

First, the commissions should have the
merits of competition pressed upon them.
Competition is not a matter of all or none,
and the fact of regulation should not ex-
clude competition as a force at each of a
hundred points where it is relevant and feas-
ible, If there must be only one railroad
there can still be several truckers, several
freight forwarders, and the possibility of
inter-modal competition.

Second, the primary method of giving a
larger role to competition is by appointing
commissioners who understand and believe
in a policy of competition. We believe that
every regulatory body should have at least
one economist as a commissioner. Quite aside
from the implementation of the desire for
more competition, this proposal has a deci-
sive defense: economic regulation poses more
economic than legal problems, and an econ-
omist knows more about economics than a
non-economist. The economic triviality and
irrelevance of much activity of the regula-
Lory cominissions is patent and inexcusable.

Third, the regulatory commissions are
largely out of public control. Once in a de-
cade or two, at most, a commission will be
investigated by Congress. The Administra-
tion should explore methods of getting more
meaningful and effective reviews than we
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now get. We do not know whether the best
method is an enlarged Bureau of the Budget
section, a national commission, the creation
of academic review committees, or a special
adviser to the President. The best method,
however, is surely not infrequent, partisan
Congressional review. The present rule of the
regulatory bodies is undirected, unmeasured,
and unevaluated.

II. ORGANIZATION AND PROCEDURE IN THE ANTI-
TRUST DIVISION

A. The utilization oj economic knowledge

‘We anticipate little opposition to the prop-
osition that the Antitrust Division make
full and effective use of economists and their
special gkills. These skills are often necessary
to understand the effects of economic prac-
tices (an example is market-sharing in fixed
proportions), to assess the economic im-
portance of individual cases, and to assist in
devising remedies that will not shatter on
economic realities. We endorse the policy of
having a highly professional economist serv-
ing as adviser to the head of the Division, and
a strong permanent staff of economists.

The problem is not the goal of an economi-
cally sophisticated antitrust policy, but its
implementation, A division charged with the
enforcement of a statute must of course be
directed and largely staffed by lawyers. Unless
there are substantial incentives to the staff
to utilize economics—whether by central di-
rection, or vastly more powerfully, by demon-
strated assistance in winning cases—the non-
lawyer will often be viewed by the lawyers as
a mysteriously necessary obstacle to smooth
operations. The Assistant Attorney General
will have succeeded in making a truly major
contribution to antitrust policy if he estab-
lishes the relevance of economic knowledge.

B. The development of criteria for classes of
cases (guidelines)

When the Antitrust Division is confronted
by a large number of similar cases—and it
must now be scanning many hundreds of
mergers each year—it will inevitably have
rules to guide the numerous men who pass
on individual cases. The question Is not
whether to have criteria or guidelines, but
how to arrive at them.

We believe, for reasons we discuss below,
that the present merger guidelines are ques-
tionable in important respects. Here we con-
sider the procedures for formulating guide-
lines.

A set of rules for a class of cases will be
desirable only if two conditions are fulfilled:

1. There are a large number of uncon-
troversial, easily identified cases. If there are
not, the rules give little help to either busi-
ness or the Division.

2. Controversial or objectionable cases can-
not be repackaged to avold scrutiny.

The way to determine whether mergers, for
example, meet these conditions is to examine
a large number of them in the light of legal
and economic knowledge. The Antitrust Di-
vision will perform this task vastly better
if it uses the large amount of professional
expertise available outside the Division. We
therefore recommend that the Division have
semi-public conferences to explore difficult
areas of policy, inviting legal and economic
experts to propose or discuss guidelines.
Some members of the task force would pre-
fer to have formal notice and public hearings
in establishing rules. If rules are adopted,
a periodic review of them by the same proce-
dure will be a useful method of conferring
flexibility upon them. A specific application
of this method is proposed below for mergers.

C. The role of the Federal Trade Commission

No review of antitrust policy would be
complete that lgnored the Federal Trade
Commission, which is charged with enforce-
ment of, among other statutes, the Clayton
Act, of which Section 2, the Robinson-
Patman Amendment, and Section 7, prohibit-
ing mergers and acquisitions that may sub-
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stantially lessen competition, are particu-
larly important; and the Federal Trade Com-
mission Act, whose operative provision, Sec-
tion 5, forbids “unfair or deceptive acts or
practices,” a term that has been interpreted
to embrace even more than the vast area of
anticompetitive behavior proscribed by the
Sherman and Clayton Acts, as well as con-
sumer fraud and some “immeoral’’ sales meth-
ods such as lotteries, As is evident, the Com-
mission’s jurisdiction largely overlaps that of
the Antitrust Division.

In its antitrust work, the FTC has con-
centrated on price discrimination, on
practices belleved to oppress or coerce small
dealers, and on mergers, especlally vertical
and conglomerate, and ususally in industries
such as food products, groceries, and ce-
ment—industries which by long-established
unde-standing with the Antitrust Division
have been assigned as the Commission's
sphere of primary competence.

Unhappily, little that the Commission un-
dertakes in the antitrust area can be de-
fended in terms of the objective of maintain-
ing and strengthening a competitive
economy. Consider price discrimination,
There is now an impressive body of literature
arguing the improbability that a profit-maxi-
mizing seller, even one with monopoly power,
would or could use below-cost selling to
monopolize additional markets. Yet, not only
has the Commission continued to bring pred-
atory price discrimination cases, but the
alleged danger of predatory pricing remains
a principal prop of its vertical and
conglomerate antimerger cases. As for
“secondary line" discrimination (that is, giv-
ing discounts to some dealers or distributors
but not to others who compete with them),
the Commission has never attempted to
differentiate those cases (if there are any)
in which a monopolistic buyer is able to
extract unjustified price concessions from
his suppliers to the prejudice of his competi-
tors from those In which discrimination is
employed by oligopolistic sellers who wish
to cut prices secretly—and should be en-
couraged to do so—and those in which price
differences (which the Commission tends to
equate, erroneously, with discriminations)
are not, in fact, discriminatory. Over the last
eight years the Commission, often under the
prodding of reviewing courts, has pulled some
of the sting from enforcement of Robinson-
Patman against secondary-line discrimina-
tlon. It has demanded somewhat stronger
proof of competitive injury; the meeting-
competition and cost-justification defenses
have been rendered meaningful; and the pro-
visions of the Act relating to advertising al-
lowances and brokerage payments are, in
general, no longer used to compel sellers to
compensate for services that are not econom-
ically beneficial to the seller (such as ad-
vertising by tiny retail outlets or brokerage
when a broker's services can be dispensed
with).

Although the retreat from per se rules
against secondary-line discrimination has
led to a general diminution of enforcement
activity by the FTC (private suits continue,
of course, and are discussed later) the Com-
mission still brings many cases that impair,
rather than promote, competition and effi-
clency. For example, the Commission has in
recent years waged vigorous war against
“functional discounts™, which are discounts
offered to middlemen who perform certain
distributive functions (such as warehousing)
that other middlemen, who are not given the
discounts, do not perform. Moreover, as ex-
plained later in this Report, we can con-
ceive of no case of discrimination in which
the Sherman Act would not provide an ade-
quate remedy—adequate, that is, to protect
the Interest In maintaining an effectively
competitive economy—and so we view
Robinson-Patman enforcement as inherently
likely to be pushed beyond proper limits,

The efforts of the Commission to protect
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small dealers from allegedly unfair and co-
ercive business practices constitute a dark
chapter in the Commission’s history. Much
of this enforcement activity does not even-
tuate in formal proceedings. What happens
is that a dealer who is terminated, for what-
ever reason, is likely to complain to the
Cominission, knowing that the relevant Com-
mission staff is well disposed toward “small
business”. The staff uses the threat of an
FTC proceeding to get the supplier to rein-
state the dealer, and if threats fall—usually
they succeed—the FTC may file a complaint
charging the supplier with having cut off the
dealer because he was a price cutter, or for
some other nefarious reason, Our impression,
in sum, is that the Commission, especially
at the informal level, has evolved an effec-
tive law of dealer protection that is unre-
lated and often contrary to the objectives of
the antitrust laws. The Commission is sup-
ported in this endeavor by the Supreme
Court's rulings that Section 5 of the FTC
Act empowers the Commissior to suppress
practices that resemble antitrust violations.

With respect to the Commission’s enforce=-
ment policy in the merger field, it is llumi-
nating to compare the recent statements of
Commission merger policy with the Depart-
ment of Justice Merger Guidelines, discussed
elsewhere in this Report, The Commission is
even more severe. Unlike the Department, it
attaches a good deal of significance to the
absolute size (Independent of market share)
of merging firms; to the alleged power that
large firms have over small; and to the
dangers of “price squeezes”, It will, for ex-
ample, challenge virtually any acquisition by
8 cement producer of a ready-mix concrete
company, virtually any substantial acquisl-
tlon by a large food chaln, etc. The Merger
Guldelines are models of restralnt compared
to those promulgated by the Commission,
which are as hard on economic theory as on
mergers.

We conclude that substantial retrench-
ment by the Commission in the antitrust
field is highly desirable. In addition to re-
trenchment (at least by stopping the increase
of the Commission’s appropriations), its re-
sources devoted to regulating competition
might be redeployed. The two principal pos-
sibilities are (1) consumer protection, and
(2) economic studies utilizing the very broad
fact-gathering powers vested in the Commis-
slon by its enabling legislation. Unhappily,
either route could be followed in a way that
endangered competition. An incompetent
economic study can be influential on policy
makers—witness the Influentia] 1948 FTC
study which erroneously suggested that con-
centration was on the rise in American in-
dustry, Overzealous enforcement of con-
sumer-protection legislation can also have
errant results. We note that the application
of consumer-protection law is almost always
invoked not by consumers but by competi-
tors, whose interest lies In protecting their
market, not in giving consumers full infor-
mation; and that elaborate requirements re-
lating to packaging, safety, etc. can curtail
consumer choice, limit competition, reduce
the consumer's incentive to exercise care,
and—what is most serious—impose substan-
tial costs on society.

The Federal Trade Commission urgently
needs a basic reform, but this need will be
difficult to fulfill. Quite apart from the fact
that there are no vacancies on the Commis-
slon, any dramatic or far-reaching Presiden-
tially-inspired reforms would run up against
the long tradition of regarding the inde-
pendent agencles in general—and the FTC
in particular—as “arms of the Congress”.
That has at times meant an office of eco-
nomic opportunity for Congressmen; more
important, It means that a strong showing
of Presidential interest In the operations of
the Commission will not be welcome on the
Hill

Perhaps the best short-run path of im-
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provement runs through the offices of the
Attorney General and the Assistant Attorney
General In charge of Antitrust. Since the
Jurisdictions of the Commission and of the
Antitrust Division are so largely overlap-
ping, no one could object to the establish-
ment between the Commission and the Di-
vision of close liaison at the highest levels.
Indeed, it is something of a wonder (though
explicable In terms of bureaucratic rivalry)
that such liaison has been wholly lacking
heretofore; the only coordination between
the agencles is at very low levels, and con-
slsts largely of haggling over who shall sue
in cases where both agencies are interested.
Especially at the beginning of a new Admin-
istration, it should be quite feasible, as well
as wholly appropriate, for the Attorney Gen-
eral and Assistant Attorney General to estab-
lish a close cooperative relationship with the
Chairman of the Commission. We think it
likely that the Commission will pay some
heed to the Department’s views, if force-
fully expressed, on antitrust and trade-regu-
lation policy.
I, RECOMMENDED CHANGES IN ANTITRUST
POLICIES

The general policles of the Antitrust Di-
vision are profoundly good, and we propose
no major change in its emphasis or direc-
tions of policy. In fact, the main thrust of
the following recommendations is that cer-
taln recent developments of policy or doc-
trine should not be allowed to divert the
agency from its basic task of striking down
conspiracies and mergers in restraint of
trade.

A, Price-fizing

The price-fixing cases of the Antitrust
Division are its bread and butter, and un-
derstandably its staff would prefer more cake.
We emphasize the great economic and soclal
importance of continued, vigilant, aggressive
seeking-out and conviction of conventional
price-fixers. Every victory weakens the ef-
ficlency of undetected collusion in that area
of economic life. We strongly recommend the
bringing of a serles of strateglc cases against
regional conspiracies, which we belleve to be
numerous and economieally important.

B. Concentration and oligopoly

Oligopoly—the industry composed of &
small number of Independent enterprises—
undoubtedly presents the most difficult prob-
lems in a policy for competition. The diffi-
culties arise because of a combination of
three circumstances. The first is factual:
there are many important industries in our
economy whose structure is oligopolistic—
how large a number depends upon what a
“gmall number of firms” means. The second
is interpretive: the economists have not suc-
ceeded in fully identifying the characteris-
tics of an industry which determine whether
it will behave competitively or monopolis-
tically. The third is the matter of action: If
firms in an oligopolistic industry are con-
victed of collusive behavior, must one press
for a remedy so radical as dissolution in
order to stop future repetitions of the of-
fense? (And should the standards of per-
missible concentration be wholly different
for pending mergers than for established
enterprises?)

The circumstances which determine wheth-
er or not the firms in an oligopolistic indus~
try will usually behave more or less com=-
petitively (seeking by Independent actlions to
improve their individual profits at the cost
of rivals' profits, with the eventual general
erosion of unusual profits) are partly known:

1. The easler (quicker and cheaper) new
firms can enter the industry, the smaller and
more short lived will be the monopolistic
restrictions.

2. The more elastic the demand for the
product of the oligopolistic industry the less
the reward from restrictions of output below
the competitive level, and hence the less the
inducements to act collusively. This in turn
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ususally depends upon what alternative prod-
ucts the buyers may turn to.

3. The larger the effective number of firms
the less the probability of collusive behav-
for—collusion increases in expense (includ-
ing probability of detection) as numbers in-
crease. However, a given number of firms is
more likely to result in collusion, the more
concentrated is production in the hands of a
few firms. If we correct for this and take
the effective number of rivals to be the num-
ber of rivals of equal size which would pro-
duce the same competitive situation as the
firms (not of equal size) actually in the
industry, the effective number may be very
roughly estimated at twice the number there
would be if all firms were as large as the
largest in the industry. That is, if the largest
firm has ! of the industry’s output and the
remaining firms fall off In size regularly,
the effective number of firms is of the order
of magnitude of 10. By this is meant that
the concentration in the industry is equiva-
lent to what would exist if there were 10
firms of equal size.

There are other influences which probably
but less certainly affect the probability of
competitive behavior., One of these is the
size of buyers; larger buyers, for a variety
of reasons including possibility of backward
integration, make for more competitive
prices.

Numerous statistical studies have been
made of the relationship between concentra-
tion and rates of return on investment, and
these studies generally yield positive but
loose relationships: concentration is not a
major determinant of differences among in-
dustries in profitability, although it may
sometimes be a significant factor. It appears
also to be true that somewhere between five
and ten effective rivals (l.e., a largest firm
with a share of 15 to 15) are usually enough
to insure substantial elimination of the in-
fluence of concentration upon profitability.

Concern with oligopoly has led to pro-
posals to use the antitrust laws (perhaps
amended) to deconcentrate highly oligopolis~
tlc industries by dissolving their leading
firms, We cannot endorse these proposals on
the basis of existing knowledge. As indicated,
the correlation between concentration and
profitabllity is weak, and many factors be-
sides the number of firms in a market ap-
pear to be relevant to the competitiveness
of their behavior. While a flat condemnation
of oligopoly thus seems to us unwise, we
commend to the Antitrust Division a policy of
strict and unremitting scrutiny of the highly
oligopolistic industries. If, in any of these
industries, pricing is found after careful in-
vestigation to be substantially non competi-
tive, the Division will have a clear basis for
proceeding against the leading firms under
Section 1. Collusion that can be incontro-
vertibly inferred from behavior (such as per-
glstent, stable price discrimination in the
economist’s sense) should not bring immu-
nity from the Sherman Act, and we are con-
fident that structural remedies will be sanc-
tloned by the courts in cases where, due to
number of firms and the other conditions of
the market, lesser remedies are likely to be
unavailing, In assessing the gain from such
structural remedies, account should be taken
of any reduction in efficiency which the
remedy entails.

The concern with oligopoly s also quite
visible in the Department of Justice's ma-
jor recent innovation, the Merger Gulidelines,
to which we now turn.

C. Mergers and the guidelines

The present merger Guidelines impose
stringent restrictions upon the relative sizes
permitted to companies which desire to
merge. The impact of these percentages is re-
inforced by a definition of the market (with-
in which shares of companies are reckoned)
so loose and unprofessional as to be posi-
tively embarrassing. We propose to reverse
this emphasis: not to tell companies which
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mergers are forbidden, but which mergers
are permitted. We are persuaded that this ori-
entation better serves the interests of both
business and the Antitrust Division. Before
we turn to the methods by which more ap-
propriate Guidelines for mergers are achiev-
able, we shall briefly discuss the present
Guidelines, and indicate our reasons for dis-
satisfaction with them in their present ori-
entation,

Market definition.—The delineation of a
relevant market within which to appraise the
lawfulness of a merger is crucial, for if the
market is drawn narrowly enough, virtually
any merger can be made to seem monop-
olistic in its effects. Unfortunately, as they
are presently drafted the Guidelines seem
to invite a substantial degree of market
gerrymandering, especially in delineating re-
glonal or local markets. The Guidelines' test
of whether a product is sold in less than a
national market is loose. Any group of com-
peting sellers in the industry is a relevant
market, unless the defendant can show that
there is no “economic barrier” preventing
other sellers from selling in the particular
area. Such a barrier may consist of freight
costs, customer inconvenience, customer
preference for the brands presently sold in
the areas, or the absence of good distribution
facilities.

This is & misleading test. An industry may
be riddled with the kind of “barriers" cited
in the Guidelines and yet still not contain
any meaningful local markets. An example
will illustrate. Assume that the price of
steel bars is $2 in Minnesota and $1.60 in
Chicago, and the cost of shipping the bars
from Chicago to Minnesota is 41 cents. On
these facts, it is plain that the Minnesota
sellers could not raise their price significant-
ly without immediately losing their busi-
ness to the Chicago sellers. Minnesota is
thus not a meaningful local market even
though, at the existing price, freight costs
do impose an effective economic barrier
agalnst the Minnesota sellers. Moreover, ad-
ditional firms will establish production or
distribution facilities in Minnesota if it be-
comes profitable to do so. The same analysis
can be extended to the other barriers dis-
cussed in the Guidelines.

In criticizing the test of “economic bar-
rier”, we do not mean to deny the difficulty
of devising rules of market definition that
will be at the same time simple and sensible.
This is most probably not an area in which
Guldelines provide a useful enforcement tool.
If there are to be Guidelines, though, they
should at least not misstate the applicable
economic theory. It would, accordingly, be
& decided improvement if the Guidelines
were revised (at a minimum) to explain that
a distant seller of a product must be included
in the local market If a modest price in-
crease in the local area—a price increase
unrelated to his costs—would bring him in
forthwith.

Horizontal mergers—The provisions of the
Guidelines governing horizontal mergers—
that is, mergers between direct competitors—
are extraordinarily strict. If a market is
“highly concentrated” (defined as where the
4 largest firms account for at least 75 percent
of the sales in the market), then a merger
between two firms, each of which has a 4
percent market share, will be challenged:
and if the acquiring firm has a share as large
as 15 percent, then the acquired firm need
have only & 1 percent share for the merger
to be challenged. Different levels of permis-
sible size are stated for less concentrated
Industries, and some account is taken of the
trend of concentration,

We agree with the basic premise of the
horizontal-merger provisions of the Guide-
lines that market-share percentages are the
appropriate touchstone of illegality for such
mergers. We would favor levels of concen-
tration modestly lower than those now used
(but differently structured), with the pur-
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poses of (1) allowing all mergers below the
Guidelines levels, and (2) not prohibiting,
but reviewing, those above the critical level,
with an implied probability that the more
a proposed merger lies above the level of
automatic approval, the less the probability
of its acceptance. We discuss below the pro-
cedure that should be followed better to
utilize existing knowledge in fashioning the
Guidelines.

Vertical mergers—A merger that involves
the acquisition not of a competitor but of a
customer or a supplier is a vertical merger,
and the present Guidelines contain strict
provisions limiting such mergers. For exam-
ple, if the supplying firm in the merger has
a 10 percent share of its market and the
purchasing firm has 6 percent of the pur-
chases In that market, the merger will be
challenged.

Our task force is of one mind on the unde-
sirability of an extensive and vigorous policy
against vertical mergers: vertical integration
has not been shown to be presumptively non-
competitive and the Guidelines err in so
treating it. Within this area of agreement
there are two positions around which the
task force members cluster.

The one position asserts that many, and
perhaps most, vertical mergers which do not
have direct horizontal effects are innocuous,
but that in certaln situations a wertical
merger Wwill have anti-competitive effects.
These situations include: increases in the
capital or other requirements for an inte-
grated firm may reduce the possibility of new
entry; or price discrimination may be imple-
mented when a monopolist integrates for-
ward or backward. A showing that an anti-
competitive effect of these sorts exists is
essential before a vertical merger ls chal-
lenged.

The other position denles that a vertical
merger has the potentiality for economic
harm in the absence of horizontal effects. To
some of our members, it 18 wholly im-
plausible that wvertical integration places
entering firms at a disadvantage. A seller who
falls to minimize his input and distribution
costs will be undersold by his competitors:
he cannot afford to sell to or buy from an
affillate if there are more efficient alternative
means of supply and distribution available to
his competitors (and to him). Even if the
seller is a monopolist, the desire to maximize
profits will lead him to seek the most efficient
methods of supply and distribution, and
there will be ample opportunities for non-
affiliated suppliers and outlets to compete for
his patronage. Except in the case of the
monopolist who cannot discriminate in price
effectively without control of his outlets,
vertical integration will be initiated and
maintained only if and so long as it is justi-
fied by the cost savings it permits. It is not
a method of extending monopoly power.

The two positions coalesce on one policy
conclusion: vertical mergers should not be
forbidden as a class.

The conglomerate merger—The large
conglomerate enterprise with an aggressive
acquisition policy has only recently become
prominent and newsworthy. Almost by
definition such a firm poses at most a minor
threat to competition, but mnevertheless
criticism of it is beginning to mount. Some
critics deplore the disappearance of inde-
pendent enterprises and find a threat of
sheer bigness to political or economic life.
Other critics belleve that the conglomerate
firm is spawning unhealthy speculation in
the securities markets.

Antitrust law has seemed to some a con-
venient weapon with which to attack large
conglomerate mergers. If one Interprets
“elimination of potential competition,™
“reciprocity,” and "foreclosure” as threats
to competition, one can always bring and
usually win a case against the merger of two
large companies, however diverse their ac-
tivities may be. These are often makewelghts.

June 16, 1969

The economic threat to competition from
reciprocity (reciprocal buying arrangements)
is either small or nonexistent: monopoly
power in one commodity is not effectively
exploited by manipulating the price of an
unrelated commeodity. The argument ad-
vanced against the simplistic treatment of
vertical mergers—essentially that one can-
not use the same monopoly power twice—
also challenges the fears of reciprocity.

Potential competition, on the contrary,
can be a declisive limitation on the exercise
of market power, and a merger which elimi-
nates an imminent new competitor is anti-
competitive. If entry into a field is relatively
easy, however, there are a vast number of
potential entrants and the elimination of
one or & few has no effect. If entry Is dif-
ficult, and only a select few firms are capa-
ble of entry and on the record likely to enter,
their independence should be preserved. The
identity of potential entrants should not be
established by Introspection. If the producer
of X is truly a likely entrant into the manu-
facture of ¥, the likellhood will have been
revealed and confirmed by entrance into Y
of other producers of X (here or abroad), or
by the entrance of the firm into markets
very similar to Y in enumerable respects.

We serlously doubt that the Antitrust
Division should embark upon an active pro-
gram of challenging conglomerate enter-
prises on the basis of nebulous fears about
size and economic power. These fears should
be either confirmed or dissipated, and an im-
portant contribution would be made to this
resolution by an early conference on the
subject. If there is a genuine securities mar-
ket problem, probably new legislation is nec-
essary. If there is a real political threat in
glant mergers, then the critical dimension
should be estimated. If there is no threat,
the fears entertained by critics of the con-
glomerate enterprises should be allayed.
Vigorous action on the basis of our present
knowledge is not defensible.

The central task of the Antltrust Division
is to preserve competition in the American
economy. This is a splendid and challenging
task and deserves and requires the full re-
sources of the Division. We shall be much
the losers if we compromise the discharge of
this central task by burdening the Division
also with tasks such as the combatting of
organized crime or the achlevement of gen-
eral political goals.

The use of conferences—We have proposed
that conferences be used to revise the Guide-
lines and to identify the problems, if any,
created by the large conglomerate enterprise.
The conference will allow the Antitrust Divi-
sion to utilize the expertise and wide factual
knowledge of economists, lawyers, securities
analysts, and other groups without the
laborious machinery of formal hearings. We
strongly recommend that before such con-
ferences are held, leading students and ex-
ponents of particular positions be asked to
prepare position statements which present
explicit and specific theories and evidence,
Then the conference members will have
specific questions to address and specific
views to combat or support.

D. Antitrust sanctions

The cutting edge of law is not the abstract
statement of a legal duty but the sanction
provided for its nonperformance, and that is
true of the antitrust laws as of other systems
of legal obligation. It is essential that those
laws clearly and accurately define and forbid
the practices that impair competition and
efficiency but it is equally essential that the
sanctions for violation be effective in com-
pelling compliance and with a minimum of
undesirable side effects.

In testing the antitrust sanctions by this
standard, it will be helpful to distinguish
two purposes of sanctions: that of prevent-
ing (or, if it has already occurred, undoing)
& specific violation; and that of deterring
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violations that might not always be detected.
BSanctions of the first type—remedial sanc-
tions—suffice where there is no problem of
detection (e.g., In the case of an illegal mer-
ger). But take the case of price-fixing. Price-
fixing conspiracies can be, and one suspects
often are, successfully concealed. A sanction
that merely prevented the continuation of
the conspiracy, such as an injunction, or
one that merely restored the losses of the
injured consumers, such as ordinary damages,
would in these circumstances probably be in-
sufficient. For in deciding whether to comply
with the law, a seller would discount the
very modest (or negligible) injury to him if
his participation in a price-fixing conspiracy
was detected, and he was required to stop
and to pay actual damages, by the consider-
able probability that he would escape detec-
tlon altogether; and he could conclude that
he had little to lose by participating. That is
why punishment by fine or imprisonment is
an appropriate sanction for illegal price-
fixing; it provides deterrence, as the purely
remedial sanction does not.

But the deterrent sanction in antitrust is
weak. A price fixer can be imprisoned and
fined but prison terms are almost never im-
posed in price-fixing cases and when they are,
they are nominal in length; and the maxi-
mum fine of $50,000 will deter only a very
small corporation. The possibility of a private
treble-damage sult doubtless provides addi-
tional deterrent effect, but there are serious
limitations: judges are reluctant to authorize
damage awards that serlously hurt a com-
pany; damages are difficult to prove in price-
fixing cases; and, most important, the injury
caused by a price-fixing conspiracy is often
so widely diffused (for example, among mil-
lions of consumers) that no one has an incen-
tive to bring a suit. The government itself
can sue for damages only when it was the
victim of the unlawful conspiracy.

If concealable offenses under the anfitrust
laws are to be effectively deterred, either the
resources devoted to the detection of such
offenses must be vastly augmented—and
there are obvious limitations to this route—
or the filnes must be increasec to a point
where they will give even the large corpora-
tion considerable pause before participating
in (or condoning its officers’ individual par-
ticipation in) an illegal conspircy. Frecedent
for much more severe sanctions can be found
abroad. The European Economic Community,
for example, may impose penalties of up to
$1,000,000, or, in the case of willful violations,
up to 10 percent of annual sales. We have
not attempted to determine the appropriate
level of antitrust fines but we urge the De-
partment of Justice to accord high priority
in its legislative program to the upward
revision of these penalties.

The creation of a more realistic scheme of
antitrust fines would enable a long-overdue
reexamination of the punitive aspects of
the private antitrust suit. It is anomalous
that private plaintiffs who have done nothing
to uncover or prove an antitrust violation
(the usual case) should be permitted to
claim treble damages on the basls of a judg-
ment obtained by the Antitrust Division. In
such circumstances, the excess over actual
damages and costs represents a pure windfall
to the private plaintiff. Today, one can de-
fend this arrangement on the ground that it
furnishes an element of added deterrence
which is necessary in light of the Inadequacy
of the existing criminal fines. But that
ground would be removed if the fines were
revised to a more appropriate level; and a
more rational scheme of deterrence would
become feasible. We are also deeply concerned
that private treble damage suits provide
undesirable opportunities for harassment
and the furtherance of a variety of anticom-
petitive practices,

With regard to remedial sanctions, the
principal question involves the undesirable
side effects that frequently accompany &
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poorly formulated decree. Ideally—and it is
an attainable ideal—an antitrust decree
should be a “one shot” affair: dissolving the
monopoly, or divesting the acquired assets,
or terminating the basing-point system, etec.
The antitrust laws were never intended to be
a system of continuing regulation. Antitrust
policy has as its basle principle the preser-
vation of a competitive environment within
which individual enterprises are free from
continuing supervision. When a decree says,
in effect, “Let us return to the court, or give
the power to the Antitrust Division, to ad-
Judge the propriety of various behavior of
the defendant for years to come,” one can be
sure that the suit has failed in its purpose
of restoring competitive conditions. Nor is
the Department equipped to function as a
regulatory agency, and it is not likely to
escape that common pitfall of economic
regulation, the suppression of competition.
Nonetheless, such decrees are frequently en-
tered, especially by consent of the parties in
cases where the Department (or the Federal
Trade Commission, to which these remarks
apply with equal, if not greater, force) is un-
sure of its litigation prospects and wishes to
salvage something from the investment of
enforcement resources.

For the future, we urge that the Depart-
ment adopt a firm policy of not proposing or
accepting decrees that envisage a continu-
ing, regulatory relationship with the defend-
ant. A correlative policy that we suggest is
that every decree contain a definite—and
near—termination date, ordinarily no more
than 10 years from the date the decree is
entered. Such a principle would compel the
Department to devise decrees that restore
competition rather than establish regula-
tion, as well as assure that decrees do not
remain in effect long after the relevant in-
dustrial conditions have changed (such as

with the 1920 decree against the meat

packers).

Little is known of the extent to which a
large number of past decrees are still opera~-
tive, and if operative, of any real value in
protecting competition. We recommend,
therefore, some such procedure as this in
dealing with outstanding decrees:

1. The past decrees still running should be
complled, and the types and duration of pre-
scribed conduct summarized.

2. The current relevance of the decrees, or
at least those running against large indus-
tries, should be examined—presumably by
the economics section of the Antitrust Di-
vision.

8. The older (say 25 years and over) and
obsolete younger decrees should be vacated.

E. Recommended changes in antitrust
statutes

Several legislative reforms could improve
substantially the functioning of the anti-
trust laws. We have recommended above a
substantial Increase in the maximum level of
fines. In addition, we recommend immediate
repeal of the Expediting Act. The low quallty
of many Supreme Court anfitrust opinions
can be traced in no small measure to the
fact that direct appeal frequently requires
the Supreme Court to pass on an extensive
record without the benefit of the winnowing
and focusing process involved in an Inter-
mediate appeal. The Supreme Court itself
has noted that direct appeal is unsatisfac-
tory. If repeal is politically impossible, then
an amendment that would drastically limit
the number of direct appeals would be de-
sirable.

The Webb-Pomerene Act should also be
repealed. The creation of cartels in foreign
commerce s antithetical to the underlying
theory of the Sherman Act. The danger that
exempted cooperation between competitors
in the export field will lead to illegal coopera-
tion at home is too great to be viewed as
merely a potential abuse. Nothing in U.S. do-
mestic competition policy or foreign eco-
nomic policy warrants the retention of this
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outmoded approach to International compe-
tition.

On the agenda for long-term legislative re-
form must be the Robinson-Patman Act. The
Act leads to rigidity in distribution patterns
and to uniform, inflexible pricing. In Indus-
tries with few sellers, price reductions are
more likely to be made If they can be made
covertly. Such limited reductions often lead
over time to generally lower prices. Thus, a
prohibition against price discrimination may
preclude the kind of competition that is most
likely to lead to lower prices In oligopolistic
industries. We view the Federal Trade Com-
mission’s tendency In recent times to relax
the enforcement of the Act as a desirable
but, so long as private treble damage actions
are avallable, an inadequate reform.

In reforming the Robinson-Patman Act,
two kinds of amendment are desirable. First,
the general prohibition against price dis-
crimination in Section 2(a) should be made
more supple by broadening the meeting com-
petition and cost justification defenses so as
to make them more readily available for
sellers whose price differentlals do not stem
from a predatory purpose and do not Injure
competition in the market place (as opposed
to disadvantaging individual firms). Second,
the more absolutist brokerage, payments and
services prohibitions of subsections (c), (d)
and (e) should be repealed while making
clear that the standards of amended subsec-
tlon (a) remain applicable to practices that
would previously have been treated under
those repealed subsections. The Task Force
recognizes the political support that the
Robinson-Patman Act retains in some quar-
ters and the danger that an attempt to
amend the Act might give particular in-
terests an opportunity to add even more re-
strictive provisions. As a consequence, some
of our members view amendment of the Act
as a long-term, albeit important, reform;
others wish to leave it alone.

Ward S. Bowman, Jr.,, Ronald H, Coase,
Roger 8. Cramton, Eenneth W. Dam,
Raymond H, Mulford,* Richard A, Pos-
ner, Peter O. Stelner, Alexander L.
Stott,* George J. Stigler, Chairman.

DisseNT oF R. H. MuLrorpD WITH RESPECT TO
PorTiONS OF REPORT OF TASK FORCE ON
PRODUCTIVITY AND COMPETITION

Mr. Raymon H. Mulford dissents from two
recommendations in the Report:

1. He does not believe that the maximum
fine of 50 thousand dollars for viclation of
the Sherman Act should be increased.

2. He does not believe that the Webb-
Pomerene Act should be repealed,

D1sseNT OF A, L, Srortr WITH RESPECT TO POR-
TIONS OF REPORT OF TASKE FORCE oN Pro-
DUCTIVITY AND COMPETITION

I cannot accept the recommendations of
the Task Force with respect to competition
in the regulated industries.

What is recommended is that, without
seeking Congressional action changing exist-
ing regulatory statutes, the Administration
exert pressure to compel regulatory authori-
ties to adopt a new interpretation of such
statutes which is radically different from the
interpretation long established as being in-
tended by Congress. The report recommends
that the President issue a general policy
statement to implement this approach. I
believe that these recommendations of the
Task Force are unwarranted and that it
would be unwise for the President to assume
the role which the report contemplates for
him in the regulated area of the economy.

Under the approach of the Task Force
regulatory authorities would be pressured by
the Administration into giving primary im-
portance to the imposition of competition on
regulated industries. The baslc difficulty I
have with this approach is that it ignores

*Subject to dissent which follows below.
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the fact that in certain areas of the economy,
notably in industries with “natural monop-
oly” characteristics, Congress has clearly and
unmistakably adopted a policy not to pro-
mote but to limit competition. Moreover, it
ignores the fact that it is for Congress, not
the Executive Branch, to determine the rel-
ative roles of competition and regulation in
the economy.

The report treats as regulated industries
not only the industries with “natural mo-
nopoly"” characteristics, such as the electric,
gas, water and communications industries,
but also the financial, radio and television
industries. It then takes a broad view as to
all of them that the present statutory con-
trols should be replaced wherever possible by
competition, and that the Administration
should direct its attention toward imposing
competition on regulated industries.

However, the public interest considera-
tions and the schemes of governmental con-
trol are entirely different in the case of (1)
industries with “natural monopoly” charac-
teristics and (2) the other industries men-
tioned, Although the industries in the sec-
ond group are subject to varying degrees of
governmental control, prices are not regu-
lated, except in unusual situations, and com-
petition is expected and required by law. It
has been the long established public policy
of this country, however, to subject indus-
tries with "“natural monopoly” characteristics
to much more comprehensive governmental
regulation, in lieu of competition, as to many
aspects of their businesses including entry,
prices, services, accounting, depreciation, ete.
This method of regulation has not been free
of problems. However, I believe that such
problems can be solved within the framework
of the present regulatory structure without
a change of existing laws.

The report is critical of the existing regu-
latory purposes as well as the regulatory
processes, and casts doubt on the effective-
ness of regulations in general. The criticism
is not supported by any factual showing. The
report urges that only by superimposing com-
petition on regulation can proper objectives
be achieved. There is no reference to the
unfortunate results that the imposition of
competition has produced in the rallroad
industry.

I want to make it clear that I am not urg-
ing that competition is never appropriate in
the regulated field. My point is that, where
legislation calling for strict regulation of the
prices and services of an industry because of
its “natural monopoly” characteristics has
been enacted by Congress, any competition
imposed upon the industry must be consist-
ent with the statutory scheme of regulation,
Competition cannot properly be imposed on
such an industry just for the sake of com-
petition on the general assumption that com-
petition is bound to be of advantage. The
courts have held that it is for Congress to
establish the public policy of the United
States as to the relative role of regulation
and competition in our economy. In FCC v.
RCA Communications, Inc., 346 US. 86
(1953), the Supreme Court held that the
Congress has not established a national pol-
icy in favor of competition within the regu-
lated public utility field, Indeed, in that case
the Court expressly prohibited the FCC from
authorizing competition in a comprehen-
sively regulated field without warranting
some specific benefits to the public, saying:
“Merely to assume that competition is bound
to be of advantage, in an industry so regu-
lated and so largely closed as is this one, is
not enough.”

Under the existing statutory schemes of
regulation competition is permitted in an
industry with “natural monocpoly” character-
istics only when found to be in the public
interest by the governmental agency having
Jurisdiction over the industry. Before a de-
termination of this kind is made the govern-
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mental agency holds extensive hearings, and
all parties affected are heard. Of course, the
views of economists are sought and carefully
weighed in the process. However, in proceed-
ings of this nature no generally accepted
economic principles have emerged that could
substitute for the judgment determinations
intended by the statutes and made by regu-
lator agencies after considering the business,
economie, sociological, political and other
public interests factors involved.

It must be recognized that a proceeding of
this kind can involve issues of a major na-
tional importance. This is certainly true as
to a number of proceedings of this nature
now pending before the Federal Communi-
cations Commission.

The Task Force report would change this
present regulatory procedure, and it makes
several recommendations as to the courses of
action that should be taken to effect the
change. Among the recommendations, the
report would “urge the commissions to per=-
mit free entry in the industries under regu-
lation and to abandon minimum rate com-
trols, whenever these steps are possible—and
we think they usually are”. The President is
asked to designate the Antitrust Divislon as
the “effective agent of the Administration”
to put pressure on the regulatory agencies
to act in accordance with the views expressed
in the report. This approach appears to me
a misunderstanding of the proper function
of the Department of Justice in the regulated
field.

Like all executive departments, the proper
function of the Department of Justice 1s the
enforcement and execution of the laws of
the United States. Activities of the Depart-
ment of the kind proposed by the Task Force
before regulatory agencles would, however,
not relate to the enforcement of the antitrust
laws. On the contrary, the proposal would

seem designed to place the Department Iin

the position of urging regulatory commissions
to adopt economic policies which are not
based on the public policy of the United
States as expressed by Congress in the anti-
trust laws or elsewhere. To the extent that it
is within the power of commissions to adopt
competition in the regulated areas, they can
do so only in the exercise of their administra-
tive discretion. The Department of Justice,
however, has no special competence in advis-
ing commissions how to exercise their discre-
tion in the proper discharge of their regula-
tory functions. In this connection it is signif-
icant that the Attorney General has consist-
ently taken the position that it 1s improper
for him, In the exercise of his function of
glving opinions to executive departments, to
advise them as to questions of administra-
tive policy. I believe that it would be equally
improper for the Department to use its pres-
tige and power to force regulatory agencles
to adopt administrative policies along the
lines urged in the report.

Another important recommendation is that
the President issue a general policy statement
which would place the prestige and force of
his office behind the recommended changed
method of operation under regulatory stat-
utes. It would place the President in the
position of attempting to change national
public policy as incorporated in the statutes
which dictate that competition should be
introduced into the regulatory industries only
when commissions who have extensive ex-
perience with the industry are satisfied after
careful study that the public interest requires
such competition. It might be construed as
an attempt by the Administration to inter-
fere improperly with the operations of the
independent regulatory agencies. If the Pres-
ident has doubts as to the effectiveness of the
present regulatory laws, I believe the proper
approach for him would be to request Con-
gress to study the situation with a view to
altering the existing laws. Based on my
knowledge of the purposes and performance

June 16, 1969

of regulation, I feel that the approach of
the Task Force is unwarranted and is not the
proper way to undertake such an important
change in regulatory policy.

WORKING PAPER FOR THE TAsK FoRCE oN Pro-
DUCTIVITY AND COMPETITION: THE CoNGLOM-
ERATE MERGER

(By Ronald H. Coase)

There is a loud clamour to proceed against
conglomerate mergers under the antitrust
laws and the political pressures exerted for
such actlon are strong. It is my view that
such pressures should be resisted, an opin-
ion which I know is shared by some other
members of the Task Force.

The acquiring of an enterprise by a firm
which has interests in other unrelated en-
terprises, unlike a horizontal merger, has no
direct anti-competitive effects. It leaves the
competitive situation essentially unchanged.
Indeed, the main complaints about the con-
glomerate relate to other things. It is sald
that a firm with a high price/earnings ratio
(based on the assumption that its profits
will grow rapldly) is able, through acquir-
ing firms with a low price/earnings ratio,
to produce an apparent rise in the per-share
earnings and thus justify the pre-existing
belief in the rise in its profits. It is, of course,
clear that this process cannot go on for long,
(if this is the real basis for the conglom-
erate’s rapid growth in profits) since it needs
more and more acquisitions of organizations
with low price/earnings ratios to maintain
this apparent rapid growth in the earnings
of the conglomerate, as the acquired firms
are presumbaly ones in which there is little
prospect of a rise in earnings or a consid-
erable chance of decline. Whether investors
are, in fact, misled about what is golng on,
I do not know. But if there is a problem, it
seems clear that is one for the Securlties
and Exchange Commission.

It is also claimed that these conglomerates
will be inefficient. A more likely result is
that some will be inefficient and some will
be efficient. Competition will sort them out.
Those that are inefficient will find resources
hard to get and may indeed be forced to dis-
pose of some of thelr constituent parts. As
it is impossible to determine by court pro-
ceedings which of these mergers will be ef-
ficlent and which will not, and competition
will In fact do this (and probably in less
time than the court proceedings would take),
there seems little point in using the efficiency
issue as a basls for antitrust actions.

Some support for antifrust action against
conglomerate mergers has been based on the
fact that the firms might engage in recipro-
cal buying between constituent units. This
practice might, of course, lead to greater ef-
ficlency (for example, by reducing marketing
costs) or it might lead to inefficiency (by
substituting a subsidiary’s higher cost sup-
plies for an outsider’s lower cost supplies).
If this practice leads to efficlency, there Is no
reason to stop it; If it leads to inefficiency
there 18 no reason why the conglomerate
should adopt it (since it would reduce its
overall profits),

No convincing case has as yet been made
for taking antitrust action against con-
glomerate mergers. Until it has, the Anti-
trust Division should resist the pressures
and devote its resources to combatting clear
threats to the competitive process.

I do not regard this conclusion as incon-
sistent with the view that there are other
values to be taken into account apart from
the efficiency, narrowly conceived, with
which society uses its resources. One of
these values is that it is undesirable to hang
a man for an imaginary crime. If policy is
to be based on “fear of size,” it is surely de-
sirable to discover what is really feared,
whether it results from size and whether this
comes about in all circumstances or only
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in some. Even if these fears are properly
based and size In certaln circumstances is
found to have consequences that ought to
be feared, and these consequences are such as
to be properly dealt with under the antitrust
laws, it is by no means clear that the De-
partment of Justice should give first priority
to recent conglomerate mergers, most of
which are outranked in size by a hundred or
more other firms in the United States. What
I urge (with no more than that modicum of
moral fervour proper in the circumstances)
is that antitrust actions should not be
brought unless there is reason to believe
that the practices attacked have serious ad-
verse consequences, properly handled by the
antitrust laws. This does not seem to me to
have been established, as yet, in the case of
the conglomerate merger. A regard for pro-
cedural decency may indeed often reduce
one’s chance of influencing policy but not,
I hope, when one is dealing with the Depart-
ment of Justice.

WorkING PAPER FOR THE Task ForcE oN Pro-
DUCTIVITY AND COMPETITION: RECIPROCITY
(By George J. Stigler)

The allegation of reciprocity in the dealings
between independent companies is extremely
widespread, although systematic quantita-
tive study of the extent of reciprocity has
never been made, The doubts of the im-
portance of reciprocity (except in one im-
portant and identifiable class of dealings)
held by the economist may be stated.

Consider first the fully competitive situa-
tion in which seller S produces X, and pur-
chases Y in producing it, and buyer B pro-
duces Y, and purchases X in producing it.
Now let B initiate reciprocity, refusing to
buy X from S unless S buys Y from B. The
possibilities are:

1. B sells Y on the same terms as his rivals
(and, in each of these cases, S sells X on the
same terms as Nis rivals). There is no cost-
or-gain to either party in the reciprocity.

2. B sells Y on more favorable terms than
his rivals. Then compulsion is not necessary
to get S's patronage.

3. B sells Y on less favorable terms than
his rivals. Then 8 will be injured by pur-
chasing from B.

Clearly, in case 2 there need be no com-
pulsion to reciprocity and in case 3 the reci-
procity will be refused. Case 1 is harmless
and pointless, and I assert that it is quanti-
tatively negligible. The non-economist will
often object to case 1:

(a) The preference given B’s product is
unfair to rivals selling on equal terms. The
answer is double: the preference will not be
given if it imposes any cost on 8; and if there
is competition the rivals are not injured in
the least: they can sell elsewhere the quan-
tity they previously sold to S, and without a
reduction of price. Differently put: neither
supply nor demand has changed, so price will
nof change.

(b) The reciprocity eliminates “selling ex-
penses”. Putting the question of fact (for
often reciprocity complicates trading), if
there are economies from the reciprocity, the
practice should spread, and will not injure
competition,

The opposite situation, where S is the only
seller, B the only buyer, raises no interesting
questions of reciprocity, which iz inherent
and unavoidable. There remains the case of
one-sided monopoly.

So long as the seller (or buyer) with
monopoly power has a single price, reciprocity
has no real effect. Suppose the monopolistic
seller extorts a preferential price from the
buyer—then he is using a portion of his
monopoly powers indirectly when he could
be obtalning the same extra sum directly by
selling at a higher price. If the seller (or
buyer) with monopoly power sets a different
price for some buyers than for others (and
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so0 practices price discrimination), it is pos-
sible that he may increase his profits. But
the only purpose in varying prices through
reciprocity (paying different prices to differ-
ent customers for their products) would be
to conceal the discrimination.

The case for reciprocity arises when prices
cannot be freely varied to meet supply and
demand conditions., Suppose that a firm is
dealing with a colluding industry which is
fixing prices. A firm in this collusive industry
would be willing to sell at less than the
cartel price if it can escape detection. Its
price can be reduced in effect by buying from
the customer-seller at an inflated price, Here
reciprocity restores flexibility of prices.

In short reciprocity is probably much more
talked about than practiced, and is impor-
tant chiefly where prices are fixed by the
state or a cartel.

WORKING PAPER FOR THE TAsK FORCE oN Pro-

DUCTIVITY AND COMPETITION: VERTICAL IN-

TEGRATION BY MERGER OR BY CONTRACT

(By Ward S. Bowman)

The law prohibiting vertical mergers and
various forms of vertical contracts has be-
come increasingly stringent, inconsistently
applied to different arrangements having
identical economic effects, but more im-
portant, has had profoundly anticompetitive
results, The notion that vertical arrange-
ments can, by foreclosing or excluding rivals
create or maintain monopoly has been mis-
concelved by legislators, antitrust prosecu-
tors and courts. Such integration, neither
in theory nor in practice, has yet been shown
to confer any ability to alter market price,
to impede entry, or to add any unique ability
to employ predatory tactics. Vertical integra-
tion provides no disclosed means of leverag-
ing into new monopoly, of excercising “price
squeezes”, or of discriminatorily cutting
prices at one level by advancing prices at
another. On the contrary, this form of inte-
gration, whether by merger or various forms
of contractual arrangements, can and does
enable the integrating firm to bypass or erode
monopoly elsewhere, and, equally important
in achieving antitrust goals, to attain effi-
ciencies in production and distribution.

Antitrust law is composed of two very
different theories of how competition may
be injured—how, through misdirection of re-
sources, the output of what consumers want
most is restricted. The first theory holds that
competition may be injured, and resources
misallocated so as to reduce the real wealth
of the community, by the elimination of
competition among consenting rivals. This
is the theory upon which the law against
cartels and horizontal mergers s based.
Though sometimes difficult to apply in
merger cases because of inability to predict
whether the output-restricting effect of the
merger, occasloned by the fewer number of
competitors, will be outweighed by the out-
put-expanding effect, occasioned by more
efficlent production and distribution, it is
appropriate to stress the very real danger
that competition can be injured by hori-
zontal merger in the same manner as it can
be by cartels when the merging companies
achlieve control of high proportions of sales
in a market.

A second theory of how competition may
be injured, the one relevant in the assess-
ment of vertical arrangements, holds that
any substantial adverse effect upon competi-
tors' access to customers or suppliers can be
harmful to competition. The foreclosing of
rivals from those sources of supply or mar-
kets which absent the vertical arrangement
might conceivably be available to them, this
theory holds, will make for fewer actual or
potential market participants thereby making
competition less effective than would be the
case if the vertical arrangements were pro-
scribed. Thus, when a “dominant” firm ac-
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quires ownership of retail outlets (as in the
Brown Shoe case, or as in the recent action
against Hart, Schaffner and Marx) or, simi-
larly, when such a firm makes a long-term
exclusive dealing contract with its outlets
(the Anchor Serum and Dictograph cases
provide examples) an “exclusionary tactics”
theory is applied. The theory seems to be
that “equally or better qualified” competi-
tors are “arbitrarily” prevented from access
to the “better outlets” thus maintalning the
market position of the seller who Integrates
by merger or contract; or in lts more extreme
version, that vertical integration is a means
of leveraging the integrating firm Into new
or greater monopoly.

“The theory of exclusionary tactics under-
lying the law" as Professor Bork and I have
elsewhere stressed, “appears to be that firm
X which already has ten percent of the mar-
ket can sign up more than ten percent of the
retailers perhaps twenty percent and by thus
‘foreclosing’ rivals from retail outlets obtain
a larger share of the market. But one must
then ask why so many retailers are willing to
limit themselves to selling X's product. Why
do not ninety percent of them turn to X's
rivals? Because X has greater market ac-
ceptance? But then X's share of the market
would grow for that reason and the require-
ments contract would have nothing to do
with it. Because X offers them some extra
inducement? But that sounds like competi-
tion. It is equivalent to a price cut and surely
X's competitors can be relied upon to meet
competition,

“The theory of exclusionary practices, here
exemplified in the use of requirements con-
tracts, i1s in need of one or two additional
assumptions to be theoretically plausible. One
is the assumption that there are practices
by which a competitor can impose greater
costs upon his rivals than upon himself. That
would mean that X could somehow make
it more expensive for his rivals to sign re-
tallers to requirements contracts than it is
for X to do so. It would he as though X
could offer a retaller a one dollar price re-
duction and it would cost any rival two dol-
lars to match the offer . ..”

“The other assumption upon which the
theory of exclusionary practices might rest
is that there are imperfections in or diffi-
culties of access to the capital market that
enable X to offer a one dollar inducement (it
has a bankroll) and prevent its rivals from
responding (they have no bankroll and,
though the offering of the inducement is a
responsible business tactic, for some reason
they cannot borrow the money). But it is
yet to be demonstrated that imperfections of
this type exist in the capital market.”

The exclusionary practices theory—fore-
closure—has been applied with varying but
increasing vigor in a wide variety of con-
texts under Sections 3 and 7 of the Clayton
Act, the Robinson-Patman Act, the Federal
Trade Commission Act, the Millard Tydings
and McGuire Acts, as well as under the
Sherman Act. The forms of vertical integra-
tions embraced include, in addition to merg-
ing with suppliers or outlets, exclusive deal-
ing contracts, requirement contracts, terri-
torial allocations, franchise arrangements,
non-collusive resale price maintenance, dis-
criminatory pricing contracts, tie-in sales,
and full-line-forcing contracts among others.

The defects in the foreclosure theory are
equally applicable to all the forms in which
it is manifested, and not met in the cases in
which it is applied. The Antitrust Division,
the Federal Trade Commission and the
Courts have not faced up to demonstrating
how any of these forms of vertical business
relationships can impose higher costs upon
rivals.

I do not state that there can be no vertical
arrangement which will be injurious to com-
petition, nor that all practices currently
Jjudged exclusionary should be per se lawful,
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I do urge strongly, however, that standards
of assessments be realigned with the basic
goal of antitrust—providing society with the
maximum output that can be achieved with
the resources at its command. Competition
serves this end. Protecting competitors from
more efficient rivals (aggressive or not) is
not protecting competition. Both the prose-
cuting agencies and the courts increasingly
treat vertical contracts etther as conclusively
illegal or so presumptively illegal that rele-
vant and appropriate aspects of efliciency are
ignored even when occasionally such eco-
nomie evidence is presented or admitted.
Specifically it is recommended that no
vertical arrangement be treated as per se
illegal. Presumptively legal would be a far
better rule. And in applying the essentially
implausible “incipient monopoly” hypothesis
contained in the Clayton and Robinson-
Patman Acts (and increasingly in the Sher-
man Act by judicial adoption) by which
certaln business practices, including a variety
of vertical arrangements, are to be illegal
where their eflect may be substantially to
lessen competition or tend to create a monop-
oly in any line of commeree, it is recommend-
ed that both prosecution agencies and courts
apply reasoned explanation of how this re-
sult is supposed to be achieved. If any such
practice may have the tendency which the
specific language of these statutes calls for,
then it should be prerequisite to finding
illegality that it be explained how and why
the activities complained of are more rather
than less likely to restrict rather than to
expand the output of the goods and services
involved.
WorgING PAPER FOoR THE Task FomrcE oON
PRODUCTIVITY AND COMPETITION: ADVERTIS-
ING AND PRODUCT DIFPFERENTIATION

(By Richard Posner)
“Product differentiation” is the phenom-

enon of purchasers' distinguishing among
different sellers or brands of the same prod-
uct. Some consumers prefer Bayer to other
brands of aspirin; some construction com-
panies prefer Euclid to other manufacturers
of earth-moving equipment, Product differ-
entiation, which manifests itself in consumer
loyalty, is associated with product differences,
trademarks, differential reputations of sellers
for reliability, promptness, answerability,
etc.—and with advertising. Of late, product
differentiation of consumer goods has moved
to the center stage of antitrust concern:

(1) The attack on franchising in the
Schwinn case was premised in major part,
especially at the Supreme Court level, on the
argument that franchising contributes to
product differentiation.

(2) A recent proposal by Donald Turner to
limit the advertising expenditures of firms
convicted of antitrust violations is bottomed
on the idea that advertising contributes to
market power.

(3) In the Pabst case and again in the
Merger Guldelines the Justice Department
declared that in a case involving an adver-
tised product (like beer), members of the
industry who do not sell in a local market
will not be considered a part of that market.
Even if transportation costs do not preclude
their selling there, they would have to over-
come the allegiance of the consumer to the
established brands.

(4) The Cloroz decision halds that a merger
that enhances the ability of the resulting
firm to advertise violates antitrust principles,
on the theory that product differentiation
serves to entrench the dominant firms in an
oligopoly.

(6) The Supreme Court held in Cloroz and
the Department intimates in the Guidelines
that economies of scale in advertising or
promotion will never be accepted as a justi-
fication for an otherwise unlawful merger,
although production economies just might.
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‘These examples could be multiplied, but
they will suffice to show the pervasive con-
cern of the antitrust agencies with advertis-
ing and product differentiation.

Before analyzing the agencies' concern, a
word about the role of product differentia-
tion and advertising in a complex modern
economy. No one objects, surely, when a
seller improves his product or earns a reputa-
tlon for reliability that distinguishes him
from his rivals. These are important and
salutary forms of competition, no less worthy
than price competition among sellers of un-
differentiated products. Concern creeps in
only when it is suspected that product dif-
ferentiation is created or entrenchec by ad-
vertising. We shall discuss in a moment the
critielsms of advertising; here let us just
remind that advertising plays an indispensa-
ble social role. A modern economy requires
the generation of a vast amount of informa-
tion on the identity and location of sellers,
on types of and changes in product and on
prices and other terms of sale, It is not sur-
prising, therefore—and certainly not to be
deplored—that there is a vast amount of
advertising: a practical alternmative, not In-
volving economic stagnation, is not im-
mediately evident. Nor is it surprising or
deplorable that there Is a good deal of repeti-
tiousness in advertising, for changes in the
identity of buyers and sellers, the constant
influx of new consumers, forgetfulness, and
frequent changes in products, make it im-
perative that the advertiser repeat his mes-
sage over and over again. Nor, finally, is it
surprising, or in a democratic and egalitarian
society deplorable, that advertising is fre-
quently vulgar by the standards of intel-
lectuals: intellectuals are a small minority of
the consuming population, and it would be
cultural tyranny were their tastes to domi-
nate advertising directed at the mass buying
public.

With this as background, let us consider
the arguments of those who believe that ad-
vertising may be inimical to the objectives
of the antitrust laws:

(1) Advertising, except so much as is nec-
essary to provide the consumer with “essen-
tial” information, is sald to waste resources;
anything that may lead to an increase in ad-
vertising beyond some minor useful level is,
therefore, undesirable. This assumes, how-
ever, that we can distinguish “information"™
from "“persuasive” advertising, and draw a
line above which advertising comntributes
less to the consumer’s ability to make rapid
and satisfactory choices than it costs to ad-
vertise. And it also assumes that consum-
ers are so foolish as to be willing to pay
more for advertising (in a higher price for
adverfised brands) than its value to them
in helping them make choices. Both assump-
tions are highly dubious on their face.

(2) Advertising is sald to distort consumer
choice, to make the consumer buy many
things he doesn't really want. This “brain-
washing” theory would be more plausible if
there were a monopoly on advertising. In fact,
advertisers compete for the consumer’s pa-
tronage. One would expect the best products
to win out in competition among advertisers,
Just as the market in ideas, a market also
characterized by inflated claims, is assumed
to lead to the adoption of the best ideas.
Why individuals can be trusted to make in-
telllgent political choices, but not intelligent
product choices, Is not explained.

(3) Advertising is said to be an important
factor in the diminished rivalry that is
thought to characterize many oligopolistic
markets. The reasoning is that advertising
creates brand loyalties that rival sellers find
very difficult to erode and that this is a
source of formidable barriers to new entry
into concentrated markets. Thus, the argu-
ment runs, if it costs Procter & Gamble,
Colgate-Palmolive, and Lever Brothers 2
cents to sell a bar of soap, because they got
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there first, it would cost a new entrant (say)
2.2 cents. The established firms, therefore,
can price up to 2.19 cents (if they collude,
tacitly or expressly) without attracting new
entry, and thereby realize a monopoly profit
of .19 cents.

Apart from the question whether collusion
by oligopolists is as routinely commonplace
as the argument assumes, no proof has yet
been offered that it is easier for the first
advertiser to win a consumer's patronage
than it is for a second advertiser to shift
it to him. The fact that the soap companies
are constantly bringing out new brands sug-
gests a taste for novelty on the part of the
consumer that does not sguare with the
theory of the first advertiser's advantage. To
be sure, advertising has cumulative effects
and that will give an established firm an ad-
vantage over & newcomer. But how is that
different from the advantage an established
firm has by virtue of an experienced organi-
zation, customer contacts, a plant that has
been paid for, etc.? Moreover, & new entrant
will often have access to a ready fund of
accumulated consumer goodwill: by distrib-
uting through and under the trademarks of
one of the established retail chalns such as
Sears Roebuck.

The theory that advertising creates bar-
riers to entry is saild to be confirmed by, but
receives at most partial support from, sta-
tistical studies showing a correlation be-
tween the amount of money an industry
spends on advertising and the Iindustry’s
profit rate. The studies are far from con-
clusive, in part because following normal
accounting practice they treat advertising
expenditures as current expenses of the year
in which incurred, rather than as a capital
investment whose effocts persist into subse-
quent years. The rate of return in industries
that advertise heavily tends, in consequence,
to be overstated.

(4) Finally, it argued that oligopolists de-
vote excessive resources to advertising as an
alternative mode of rivalry to price cutting,
a tactic they are sald to eschew because they
know It will lead to lower prices and profits
for all sellers in the market. However, if
oligopolists spend more on advertising or
otherwise differentiating their brands than
the consumer deems warranted, attractive
opportunities for lower-priced off-brand or
distributor-brand substitutes will be cre-
ated. Moreover, if oligopolisis were able tac-
itly to collude to avoid price competition,
would they not also collude to Iimit selling
expenses that would equally erode their mo-
nopoly profits? Since advertising is public,
an agreement limiting it to a specified per-
centage of each firm’s sales would be easy
to enforce.

My point is that on the basis of present
knowledge advertising seems essentially
symmetrical with other competitive busi-
ness tactics such as raising quality, reducing
production costs, and cutting price. It is dif-
ficult to resist the suspicion that the hos-
tility to advertising derives more from con-
cern with the level of public taste or culture
than from concern with competition and
efficiency.

Appress BY HoN. JoHN N. MrrcHELL, AT-

TORNEY GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES

(Delivered before the Georgia Bar Associa-
ation, Savannah, Ga., June 6, 1969)

INTRODUCTION

I would like to thank Mr. Jones and the
members of the Georgla State Bar Assocla-
tion for your kind invitation to attend your
annual meeting here in Savannah.

The topic to which I will address myself
this morning is the present and future ap-
plication of the federal antitrust laws; par-
ticularly this Administration’s policy toward
current corporate merger trends.
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It is now almost 80 years since the passage
of Sherman Act. It was our federal govern-
ment’s first major legislative program de-
signed to combat the undue concentration
of industrial and financial power.

The Sherman antitrust act reflects a fun-
damental national commitment that the
freedom and viability of an open market-
place is the most efficlent and most reliable
guarantor of economic prosperity.

Its simple prohibition of “any contract,
combination or conspiracy in restraint of
trade” remains our guide.

Under our federal antitrust policies in
the last 80 years, our gross national product
has increased to $800 billion. Our national
income, In terms of current prices, have
grown 12 times. Our economy is vigorous.
Our businessmen are showing record prof-
its. Our average family yearly income has
increased from $3031 to over $7500 in the
last two decades.

Thus, the evidence strongly supports our
bellef that the antitrust laws have served
us well, perhaps more successfully than the
1880 Congress could have envisioned.

We have constructed a complex economic
structure which successfully reflects adher-
ence to the political and social principles of
our free society.

We have not succumbed to the cartel the-
orles of Europe. Neither have we found it
necessary to impose government regulation
on more than one-eighth of our economy.

But I believe that the future vitality of
our free economy may be In danger because
of the increasing threat of economic con-
centration by corporate mergers.

CONCENTRATION TRENDS

While the dimensions of the current
merger movement have recelved widespread
publicity, permit me to refresh your memory.

The number of corporate mergers has more
than doubled in the last two years, reaching
a total of over 4,000 in 1968, More impor-
tantly, these mergers have involved an in-
creasing number of large firms,

Acquisitions of firms with total assets of
over $10 million rose from 100 in 1966 to
nearly 200 in 1968. The value of the assets of
these acquired firms rose from $4 billlon in
1866 to over $12 billion in 1068. Based on
first quarter prediction for 1969, the value
of acquired assets may reach $18 billion this
year.

Many of the firms being acquired are of
substantial size. At the beginning of 1968,
there were about 1300 firms with assets of
over $256 million. Had it not been for acqui-
sitions during the past decade, these firms
would now number well over 1900.

From 1948 to 1966, only flve firms with
assets of over $250 million were acquired. In
1967 alone, six such firms disappeared via
acquisitions; and in 1968, the number rose
to 12,

The nation's largest firms are playing an
increasingly prominent role as acquiring, as
well as acquired, corporations, Thus, in 1968,
74 of the 192 acquisitions of companies with
assets over $10 million were made by com-
panies among the nation’s 200 largest firms,

In 1948, the nation’s 200 largest industrial
corporations controlled 48 percent of the
manufacturing assets. Today, these firms
control 58 percent, while the top 500 firms
control 75 percent of these assets.

The danger that this super-concentration
poses to our economic, political and social
structure cannot be overestimated. Concen-
tration of this magnitude is likely to elim-
inate existing and potential competition. It
increases the possibility for reciprocity and
other forms of unfair buyer-seller leverage.
It creates nationwide marketing, managerial
and financlal structures whose enormous
physical and psychological resources pose
substantial barriers to smaller firms wishing
to participate in a competitive market,

And, finally, super-concentration creates
a “community of interest” which discourages
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competition among large firms and estab-
lishes a tone in the marketplace for more
and more mergers.

This leaves us with the unacceptable prob-
ability that the nation’s manufacturing and
financial assets will continue to be concen-
trated in the hands of fewer and fewer peo-
ple—the very evil that the Sherman Act, the
Clayton Act, the Robinson-Patman Act, and
the Celler-Kefauver Amendment were de-
signed to combat.

OTHER DANGERS OF CONCENTRATION

You may ask why I, as Attorney General,
offer a statement of the Administration's po-
sition on mergers here, in Savannah. One
might suggest that this speech should be de-
livered to bankers and corporate managers
in New York or Chicago or Los Angeles.

I am speaking here precisely because most
of you represent economic interests—distant
from the centers of financial and managerial
power—which may be injured by the current
merger trend.

This Administration believes that one of
the great benefits of an open marketplace is
the active participation and control by as
many of our cltizens as possible in their own
economic well-being—not just a small seg-
ment of our population In certain cities,

An urban area should have a substantial
influence over its local economy. Its busi-
nessmen should have an opportunity to be
suppliers. Its lawyers should have an oOp-
portunity to act as counsel. Its unions should
have the opportunity of negotiating in their
own community, for their workers. And
its consumers should have the opportunity
to exercise local economic options in their
choice of competing goods and services.

After all, the ultimate beneficlary of the
antitrust laws is the average consumer. In
smaller communities, where sources of sup-
ply tend to be limited, the consumer may
soon find many of his purchasing alternatives
diminished.

We do not want our middle-sized and
smaller citles to be merely “branch store”
communities; nor do we want our average
consumers to be “second class” economic
citizens,

THE HISTORY OF MERGERS

The history of the merger movement after
World War II mainly involved horizontal
mergers—mergers between direct competi-
tors—and vertical mergers—those between
firms which are in a direct line from raw
materials to sales.

From 1948 to 1951, horlzontal and verti-
cal mergers amounted to 62 percent of all
merger activity.

The Department of Justice Increased its
enforcement of Section 7 of the Clayton Act
and the Celler-Eefauver Amendment. This
amendment prohibits any acquisition whose
“effect . . ., may be substantially to lessen
competition.” Then they slowly declined:
horizontal and vertical mergers represented
48 percent of all mergers from 1052 to 1959;
39 percent of all mergers from 1960 to 1963,
22 percent from 1964 to 1967 and only 9
percent in 1968.

Conversely, conglomerate mergers—in-
cluding product extension mergers—sharply
increased from 38.1 percent of all mergers
from 1948 to 1951; to 91 percent of all mer-
gers last year,

Furthermore, it is increasingly clear that
the acquiring companies—in an effort to di-
versify—are often the leaders in one or more
highly concentrated markets.

About one-third of all manufacturing is
carrled on in industries where four com-
panies account for over 50 percent of pro-
duction. In 14 percent of all manufacturing,
4 firms account for more than 756 percent of
production.

These facts require us to move aggressively
to counter-act this trend.

But, before I go into greater detall as to
the dangers posed by the merger movement,
let me point out what mergers do not do.
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They do not necessarily increase efficiency
and profits. Studies show that, in general,
the relative profits of medium size busi-
nesses are as large as those of giant firms,

Corporate bigness does mnot necessarily
stimulate the most Imaginative scientific
research. Recent studies show that the me-
dium size firm tends to be more productive
in its sclentific research precisely because it
is not in a dominant position.

It has also been argued that the large firm,
because of its concentration of talent and
other resources, is better able to market
goods and services than the public wants,
But this, too, is not proven by the facts.

For example, leading firms in two of our
most highly concentrated industries—auto-
mobiles and razor blades—only offered the
American consumer important new products
in response to aggressive foreign competi-
tion.

Thus, our experience has heen, that the
American consumer is not always benefited
by the very large corporation. Indeed the
evidence indicates that bigness may fre-
quently favor the status quo.

Of course, we know that, in some indus-
tries, the large corporation is a recognized
necessity for effective competition due to the
requirements of large capital investment and
complex distribution mechanism.

THE SPECIFIC DANGERS OF CONGLOMERATE
MERGERS

(1) One of the most easlly understandable
dangers posed by the conglomerate merger is
reciprocity—when a diversified corporation
favors with purchases firms which purchase
from it.

We know reciprocity is widely practiced.

For example, a poll of 300 purchasing
agents by Purchasing Magazine in 1961 re-
vealed that reclprocity was a significant fac-
tor in the buyer-seller relations of 51 percent
of the companies surveyed and of 78 per-
cent of those companies with a sales vol-
ume of more than $50 million.

Reciprocal arrangements may take a num-
ber of forms. A diversified corporation may
keep records of which firms purchase from it
and in what amounts and then apportion its
purchases among them.

In addition, there may be overt favoritism
where a small corporation, hoping to recelve
favorable treatment from one of the con-
glomerate's subsidiaries, channels its pur-
chases to the conglomerate corporation.

(2) A more complex but equally trouble-
some danger in the conglomerate merger
movement is the elimination of potential
competition.

It has always been assumed that in our
free market a businessman should be en-
couraged to enter an industry where profits
and other conditions make his competition
attractive, This should be particularly en-
couraged in a highly concentrated industry
because such industries average substantially
higher profits than unconcentrated in-
dustries.

But super-concentration, coupled with
conglomerate corporate structures and large
financial capabilities, discourages the prudent
businessman from enfering such an
industry.

This elimination of potential competition
tends to maintain the inflated price strue-
ture in a concentrated industry.

For example, we have evidence that the
only significant seller of natural gas in a
regional market reduced its rates by about
25 percent when it became clear a new com=-
petitor was ready to enter that market.

The elimination of potential competition
has other aspects. The large conglomerate,
with its broad financlal base, should have
the capability to become a new and effective
competitor in a spectrum of industries. And
yet, instead of starting a new, or purchasing
& small firm and converting it into a signifi-
cant competitor, the tendency has been for
the large conglomerate to purchase a lead-
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ing corporation; and thus to add its weight
to an already entrenched market situation.

(3) Large conglomerate mergers also pose
substantial dangers to free competition by
the expansion of nationwide marketing struc-
tures, capital resources and advertising
budgets. Such a structure may offer a di-
versified firm a physical advantage over
its competitors in terms of volume discounts
on transportation and advertising.

For example, as the Supreme Court pointed
out in the Procter & Gamble case, large ad-
vertisers receive substantial discounts from
communications media. As a multi-product
producer, the conglomerate may enjoy sub-
stantial advantages in both advertising and
sales promotion. It may also purchase net-
work programs on behalf of several products,
enabling it to give each product network
exposure at a fraction of the cost per product
that a firm with only one product would
incur.

Thus, the conglomerate corporation, if it
acquires a dominant firm in another in-
dustry, must by necessity capltalize on its
own success and imagination in detriment to
the smaller, single line, firms in the in-
dustry.

(4) Another danger posed by the current
merger trend is what is known as a “com-
munity of interest.” But it is not a formal
agreement but merely the recognition of
common goals by large diversified corpora-
tions.

‘This situation derlves as much from com-
mon sense as from economics. It posits
that large diversified corporations may have
little interest in competing with each other
in concentrated markets. For, if the food sub-
sidiary of corporation A aggressively com-
petes with the food subsidiary of corpora-
tlon B, then the electrical subsidiary of cor-
poration B may start a price war with the
electrical subsidlary of corporation A. Thus,
it may be in both A’s and B’s interest to
maintain the status quo and not to engage
in the type of aggressive competition which
we expect in a free marketplace.

This danger—the danger of a community
of Interest—hecomes even more substantial
when one realizes that the 200 largest manu-
facturing corporations are diversifying so
quickly, that at the present rate, a significant
number will soon be facing each other in
several markets. And if, as we believe to be
the case, they may control even more of the
natlon’s manufacturing resources than the 58
percent last reported, we may soon be in a
position where demands for more govern-
ment regulation could be called for.

CONCLUSION

The matfers I have outlined to you this
morning form the basis for our serious con-
cern over the present large corporation merg-
er movement. Cerfainly, some of the issues
are open to argument. If we all agreed on
our premises and our facts there would be
no disputes.

But, taken together, I think that the Cel-
ler-Eefauver amendment and its legislative
history, the case law and current economic
facts clearly support the Department of
Justice's enforcement program.

As you know, we do not have to make an
iron clad factual case. The Supreme Court
has told us that: “The core question is
whether a merger may substantially lessen
competition, and (this) necessarily requires
a prediction of the merger's impact on com-
petition, present and future . . . (Section 7
of Clayton Act) can deal only with probabili-
tles, not with certainties .. . and there is
certainly no requirement that the anti-com-
petitive power manifest itself in anti-com-
petitive action before Section T ean be called
into play. If the enforcement of Section 7
turned on the existence of actual anti-com-
petitive practices, the congressional policy of
thwarting such practices in their incipiency
would be frustrated.”
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Therefore, let me give you some of the
probabilities:

—The Department of Justice may very
well oppose any merger among the top 200
manufacturing firms or firms of comparable
size in other industries.

—The Department of Justice will probably
oppose any merger by one of the top 200
manufacturing firms of any leading producer
in any coneentrated industry.

—And, of course, the Department will con~
tinue to challenge mergers which may sub-
stantially lessen potential competition or de-
velop a substantial potential for reciproeity.

Some may regard these three probabilities
as something of an expansion of the pub-
lished antimerger Guidelines of the Depart-
ment.

But we belleve that, under today’s circum-
stances, these probabilities are clearly au-
thorized by present antitrust law.

The results of this policy, I hope, will be
to achieve the type of voluntary compliance
we now have in most of the antitrust field.
‘We only oppose about 20 out of every thou-
sand mergers because the vast majority are
not anticompetitive. Most lawyers under-
stand our principles and persuade their
clients to abide by them.

The benefits of this policy should be
readily apparent. By halting the itrend to-
ward concentration, we remove what we be-
leve is an inadvisable alternative of out-
right government regulation as is now ap-
plied to public utilities, communications and
other highly concentrated Industries. We will
stimulate our most reliable economie regu-
lator-free competition.

We will insure that consumers and busi-
nessmen everywhere will continue to par-
ticipate fully in our prosperity. We will, de-
spite expected criticism, be carrying out the
mandate of this Administration to reflect the
hopes and aspirations of all Americans for a
free society.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,
June 6, 1969]
MiTcHELL WaRNS “ToP 200" oN MERGERS
(By Lyle Denniston)

Atty. Gen. John N. Mitchell today warned
the nation’s top 200 manufacturing com-
panies not to try to merge with each other
or with leading companies in any industry
already dominated by only a few firms.

Mitchell, speaking in Savannah, Ga., said
the Justice Department plans to move “ag-
gressively” to stop the growing trend toward
“super-concentration.”

TIME TO ACT

He listed as “probabilities” that the gov-
ernment would oppose any merger between
any two or more of the top 200 manufactur-
ing firms or between any of them and large
firms in non-manufacturing industries.

In addition, he sald, if any one of the 200
manufacturers tries to absorb a leading com-
pany, of what ever size, In an Industry that
is already “concentrated,” the government
will probably challenge that too. Mitehell
aimed his challenge at the big manufacturers
because he sald they now control more than
58 percent of all producing assets.

Unless their merging is stopped now, the
attorney general sald, the government will
be less able to resist demands for direct gov-
ernment controls over their operations.

Mitchell clearly hoped that lawyers for
business would take his advice, and counsel
their clients not to risk being takem imto
court. He said the alm of his remarks and
the aggressive policy he was declaring is to
achieve “voluntary compliance.”

Mitchell said fiatly the future of the na-
tions free economy “may be in danger be-
cause of the increasing threat of economic
concentration by corporate mergers.”

Mitchell predicted that companies which
together own $18 billion in assets would be
absorbed by other companies this year. That
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would compare with companies owning $12
billlon in assets that were absorbed just last
year.

MERGER ALTERNATE

He said that there would be 600 more com-
panies with assets of more than $25 million
each if it had not been for mergers during the
past 10 years.

The attorney general frankly acknowledged
to his Savannah audience that the Nixon ad-
ministration is aiming for a decentralization
of the American economy.

Directly challenging the management and
financial power concentrated in New York,
Chicago, and Los Angeles, Mitchell said: “We
do not want our middle-sized and smaller
eities to be merely “branch store’ communi-
ties."”

He argued that average consumers should
be able, in thelr own communities, “to exer-
cize local economic options.”

Mitchell defended his proposed policy of
challenging big company mergers as fully
within present law.

In the past, Justice Department officials
have sald they could move against glant
mergers only after Congress enacted new
antitrust legislation,

GENOCIDE SHOCEKES THE CON-
SCIENCE OF MANKIND—NEED TO
RATIFY GENOCIDE CONVENTION
NOW

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
historical origin of the Genocide Con-
vention is a matter of record.

Genocide is unfortunately as old as the
history of man. The history of our own
civilization begins with the deliberate
mass exterminations of Christians by the
imperial government of Rome. But the
worst atrocities of Nero against the
Christians failed to reach the level of
those perpetrated by Hitler against the
Jews. No one can yet have forgotten the
organized butchery of racial groups by
the Nazis, our enemies in World War
II, which has resulfed in the extermina-
tion of some 6,000,000 Jews. Decent men
everywhere were outraged and revolted
by the barbaric and bestial conduct of
the rulers of Germany at that time. These
events so shocked the conscience of
civilized men that affer World War II it
had come to be accepted that such con-
duct could no longer be tolerated in
civilized society, and that it should
be prohibited by the international
community.

This was the psychological framework
within which the United Nations began
to function as a permanent international
organization. The next step was quite
logically the adoption of a resoclution
condemning genocide as a erime under
international law by the General Assem-
bly of the United Nations, at its first ses-
sion in December 1946. The delegations
of three countries—Cuba, India, and
Panama—had proposed that the General
Assembly consider the problem of the
prevention and punishment of the crime
of genocide. The matter was considered
at length by the Legal Committee of the
General Assembly, a committee composed
of lawyers representing each of the more
than 50 states members of the United
Nations. That commitfee submified a
resolution which was adopted without a
single dissenting vote and without change
by the plenary session of the General
Assembly on December 11, 1946.
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This resolution declared that genocide,
the “denial of the right of existence of
entire human groups,” “shocks the con-
science of mankind, results in great
losses to humanity in the form of cul-
tural and other contributions represented
by these human groups, and is contrary
to moral law and to the spirit and aims
of the United Nations.” President Tru-
man in a letter transmitting this Con-
vention to the Senate of the United
States June 16, 1949, emphasized “that
America has long been a symbol of free-
dom and democratic progress to peoples
less favored than we have been and that
we must maintain their belief in us by
our policies and our acts.”

For 20 years this Convention has lan-
guished in the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee. Unfortunately, there have
been no encouraging signs that the com-
mittee will consider this Convention in
the near future. By the leading part the
United States has taken in the United
Nations in producing an effective inter-
national legal instrument outlawing the
world-shocking crime of genocide, we
have established before the world our
firm and clear policy against that crime.
By giving its advice and consent to ratifi-
cation of the Genocide Convention, the
Senate will demonstrate that the United
States is prepared to take effective action
on its part to contribute to the establish-
ment of principles of law and justice.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING BUSI-

NESS
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

further morning business? If not, morn-
ing business is concluded.

SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1969

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the unfinished
business be laid before the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate will resume the
consideration of the bill.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill cerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, first I should like to present a broad
picture of the second supplemental ap-
propriation bill. The total bill as re-
ported by the Senate committee provides
$4,456,809,644. This amount is $673,596,-
878 over the House appropriation of
$3.783,212,766. It is $357,495,690 under the
budget estimate of $4,814,305,334, sub-
mitted to the Senate.

The budget estimate as considered by
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the Senate committee amounting to
$4,814 million is $450,298,378 over the
revised budget estimate submitted to the
House of Representatives amounting to
$4,364,006,956.

Among those emergency items sub-
mitted to the Senate committee and not
considered by the House, amounting to
$450 million, are $29 million in flood
prevention and control, $160 million for
the International Development Associa-
tion; $180 million for veterans compen-
sation, pensions, and medical care, and
$45 million for Atomic Energy Commis-
sion fire damage.

I believe it will be of interest to the
Senate to know that included in this bill
is $1,686,000,000 for increased pay costs,
of which $1,492,000,000 is in additional
budget authority, the remaining portion
to be derived from transfers from re-
serves and so on.

Included in the bill is $2,534,000,000
for the Department of Defense. This is
$222,000,000 over the appropriation al-
lowed by the House, and it is $337,000,-
000 under the budget estimate submitted
to the Senate, which amounted to
$2,871,000,000.

Mr, President, included in these DOD
figures are added costs for personnel
benefits for Army and Air National
Guard technicians, who were granted
Federal employee status; operational
support for 1,800 sorties per month for
B-52's; funds for military and civilian
personnel pay increases that became ef-
fective last July 1; funds for additional
retirement pay costs resulting from the
cost-of-living increases that became ef-
fective on April 1, 1968, and February 1,
1969; extra funds for pay and allowances
of 53,000 additional personnel deployed
to Southeast Asia as a result of the Com-
munist Tet offensive a year ago last Jan-
uary; funds for ammunition, aircraft
fuel, hostile fire pay, and combat rations
for the increase in deployed personnel.

It was necessary, following the seizure
of the Pueblo and the Tet offensive in
January of last year, to deploy an addi-
tional 53,000 personnel to Southeast
Asia; so a good bit of the money for the
Department of Defense included in this
bill is to defray those unanticipated ex-
penses.

Also included are moneys to fund the
increase of 43,188 in the average strength
of the Armed Forces to the current level
of 3,471,095 men.

The total estimates for Southeast Asia
operations amounted to $1,496 million.
The Senate committee has allowed $1,272
million in direct appropriations and $8,-
910,000 in transfers from reserves and so
on, making a total of $1,280,910,000 for
Southeast Asia operations. Included in
this amount is $420 million for ammuni-
tion and $308 million for the moderni-
zation of the Armed Forces of South
Vietnam; $298 million of this moderni-
zation money will be for phase 1, and
$9.7 million will be for phase 2.

It might be of interest to Senators to
know that in addition to the $308 mil-
lion in this bill for the modernization of
South Vietnamese forces, there is $132
million in the regular fiscal year 1969
DOD appropriation bill, and $86 million
will be made available through repro-
graming, making a total of $526 mil-
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lion for the modernization of the forces
of South Vietnam in fiscal year 1969, of
which $490 million would be for phase
1 and $36 million would be for phase 2;
and there is $652 million in the regular
1970 appropriation request for the mod-
ernization of South Vietnam forces.

Mr. President, the bill is divided into
five titles. Title I is confined to Southeast
Asia operations. Title IT deals with pro-
grams, and also with pay costs associated
with those programs. Title ITI deals with
pay costs entirely. Title IV involves an
amendment dealing with expenditure
limitations. Title V contains general pro-
visions normal to appropriation bills and
also includes a provision repealing sec-
tion 201 of the Revenue and Expendi-
ture Control Act of last year, 90-364.

Now I should like to proceed to a sum-~
mary review of the various titles in the
bill.

TITLE I

Title I relates solely to military opera-
tions in Southeast Asia. The committee
recommends new budget authority, as I
said a moment ago, in the sum of $1,-
272,000,000 and the transfer of $8,910,-
000 to provide a total of $1,280,910,000
for this purpose. The recommended ap-
propriations and transfer authority rep-
resent an increase of $46,910,000 over
the House allowance and a reduction of
$215,990,000 in the revised estimates. As
Senators will note, the line items in this
title of the bill are explained in detail
in the report, commencing at page 8, and
I will not attempt to particularize in this
statement. I do emphasize, however, that
the funds herein provided do not in any
way constitute a basis for either an es-
calation or a deescalation of combat op-
erations in South Vietnam.

TITLE II

Title II encompasses program items
for many of the departments of the Gov-
ernment, as well as increased pay costs
associated with the particular line item.
In this title, the committee recommends
appropriations in the amount of $1,816,-
672,088, an increase of $450,757,776 over
the House bill and a reduction of $35,-
998,850 in the budget estimates.

For chapter I, Department of Agricul-
ture, a total of $13,118,000 is recom-
mended, the full amount requested by
the Department. Four million dollars of
this sum was requested in a document
transmitted to the Senate—and not con-
sidered by the House—for flood preven-
tion under the Soil Conservation Service,
to meet emergency conservation costs in
California and Nevada, under section 216
of the Flood Control Act of 1950. These
funds are urgently needed for the instal-
lation of emergency measures in Cali-
fornia such as channel clearing and
debris removal, repairing of dams and
streambank stabilization, reseeding and
other practices to prevent further ero-
sion and landslides—made necessary by
the damaging floods which oceuwrred in
January of this year. Also, reseeding and
terracing work is required in Ash Can-
yon in Nevada.

Attention is called to the committee’s
action with respect to the emergency
eredit revolving fund, Farmers Home Ad-
ministration—page 12 of the report. The
committee has concurred in the language
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inserted by the House authorizing the
temporary transfer of $25 million of un-
obligated funds from the direct loan ac-
count, to be repaid from future repay-
ments to the emergency credit revolving
funds. Although no estimate was received
to effect this transfer, the language in-
cluded in the bill will accomplish a simi-
lar objective contained in Senate Joint
Resolution 111, authorizing the Commod-
ity Credit Corporation to advance up to
$25 million to the revolving fund. The
Department has stated that in view of
the language in this present supplemen-
tal bill, separate legislation would not
now be required.

For the Department of Defense items
in this title, the committee recommends
$227,950,000 in new budget authority, an
inerease of $1,900,000 over the House al-
lowance, but $21,732,000 under the
amount requested. These items are set
forth on pages 13 to 15, and I believe are
fully explained therein.

Chapter III contains iftems for the Dis-
trict of Columbia. In Federal funds, the
committee recommends $29,101,000,
which is an increase of $18,736,000 over
the House allowance. The committee has
concurred in the House allowance of $10,-
365,000 for the increased Federal pay-
ment, thus providing a total Federal pay-
ment of $89,365,000 of the $90 million
authorized for fiscal year 1969. The com~
mittee has, in addition, considered and
recommended the sum of $18,736,000 for
the initial construction funding. of the
rapid rail transit system.

The recommendations providing for
appropriations for the operation of the
Distriet government from District of Co-
lumbia funds are self-explanatory. I
would call attention, however, to the
funds provided to improve the city's cor-
rectional system—funds for overtime and
unabsorbable losses in connection with
disturbances at correctional institution;
initiation of four centers for the work
release program; continuation of in-
service training for correctional officers;
7 new personnel at the District of Co-
lumbia jail and the Women’s Detention
Center; and improved health services,
including funds for nine new medical/
dental positions.

Under chapter IV, foreign operations,
the major item is the $160 million rec-
ommended by the committee for the sub-
seription to the International Develop-
ment Association. Parenthetically, I wish
to state that I voted against this appro-
priation in the subcommittee. This sum
represents the first installment of the
second replenishment of the resources of
the International Development Associa-
tion, authorized in Public Law 91-14, ap-
proved May 23, 1969. This legislation,
which I voted against, authorizes United
States participation in the resources of
IDA to the extent of an additional $480
million in three equal installments of
$160 million. The initial participation of
the United States in this institution was
$320,290,000, paid in five installments
with an average of $64 million annually
during fiscal years 1961-1965. The U.S.
share in the first replenishment was $312
million, payable in three equal install-
ments of $104 million during fiscal years
1966, 1967, and 1968.
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For chapter V, Independent Offices
and the Department of Housing and Ur-
ban Development, the committee rec-
ommends $7,168,000 for fiscal year 1968
and $488,116,000 for fiscal year 1969—
for a total allowance of $495,284,000,
which is $182,054,000 over the House-
passed bill, but $6,386,000 under the sup-
plemental requests. I will not take the
time of Senators to refer to each of the
items in this chapter—which is printed
at page 20 of the report—but will call at-
tention to the following:

For disaster relief, the committee rec-
ommends the $35 million requested, to
provide relief for areas devastated by
natural disasters occurring earlier in this
calendar year.

For the Federal Trade Commission,
the committee concurs in the House al-
lowance of $600,000 for salaries and ex-
penses of the Commission. Of this
amount, $100,000 is provided for the em-
ployment of 23 new personnel to carry
out the Commission’s responsibilities
under a new program to evaluate the ad-
vertising of certain drugs, along with ap-
propriate language in the bill making the
funds available until September 30, 1969.

The Veterans' Administration portion
of this chapter contains several large
items which I believe should be men-
tioned in this summary.

For compensation and pensions, $276,-
600,000 is recommended, which includes
the House allowance of $179 million and
an additional $97,600,000, which was a
later budget submission to the Senate.
These funds are required for the pay-
ment of benefits as a result of newly
enacted legislation and anticipated case-
load increases.

The committee recommends the full
supplemental request of $89,200,000 for
readjustment benefits. This $75 million
increase over the House allowance was
requested in a supplemental document
submitted to the Senate and was not
considered by the House of Representa-
tives. These additional funds are re-
quired for the payment of educational
benefits and are not administratively
controllable. As indicated in the report,
the average training load and the aver-
age unit cost are higher than antici-
pated.

For the appropriation, medical care,
the committee recommends $53,800,000
in new budget authority and $15,167,800
in release of reserves. Of the new budget
authority allowed, $7,611,000 -covers
mandatory wage board pay increases not
considered by the House.

With respect to the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, the
committee has recommended the resto-
ration of $10 million in contract author-
ity, to provide the full amount of the $50
million requested, for the homeowner-
ship assistance program under section
235 of the Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Act of 1968, as well as $10 million
additional in contract authority over the
House allowance for rental housing as-
sistance under section 236 of the act.

Supplemental appropriations for the
Department of the Interior are contained
in chapter VI of title IT and are itemized,
beginning on page 24 of the committee
report.
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In this chapter, attention is called to
the items under the Bureau of Indian
Affairs. For education and welfare sery-
ices, the committee recommends $2,781,-
000. The supplemental estimate, which
was submitted to the Senate and was not,
therefore, considered in the House,
alerted the committee to the fact that
the Bureau of Indian Affairs had over-
spent its appropriations for welfare and
guidance services. While funds in the
amount of $2,781,000 are herewith pro-
vided, the committee has indicated its
disapproval of this practice and has di-
rected that safeguards be established to
prevent similar occurrences in the
future.

Within the $2,700,000 recommended for
resources management, the committee
has allowed $150,000 to provide an addi-
tional 76 million board-feet of lumber
to help relieve the timber shortage in
the United States. This sum is made
available until September 30, 1969. With
the allowance, however, the committee
has directed that the amount be so uti-
lized that none of it contribute in any way
to the harvest of logs or timber for export
from the United States, with the further
provision that none of any other appro-
priated funds may be substituted for this
appropriation so as to permit timber har-
vest for export.

For the Bureau of Mines, $750,000 has
been added for improvement of the Fed-
eral health and safety program for coal
mines. These funds will accelerate the
hiring and training of coal and metal
mine inspectors, and will provide research
on dust production and control. Also,
$300,000 has been added for expenses
in connection with preliminary work nec-
essary for the establishment of an educa-
tional institute to provide professional
training in health and safety.

For the Forest Service, the committee
has provided $26,062,000 for forest pro-
tection and utilization, which is $654,000
below the supplemental estimate and the
House allowance. Of this amount, $24,-
374,000 is recommended for forest land
management, $1,564,000 for forest re-
search, and $124,000 for State and private
forestry cooperation. Included in this ap-
propriation are funds for the additional
sale preparation of 270 million board-feet
of lumber from national forest lands as
part of the program to relieve the current
timber shortage in the United States.
By inclusion of appropriate language in
the bill, $460,000 is to remain available
for this purpose until September 30, 1969.

Chapter VII contains supplemental
funds for the Departments of Labor and
Health, Education, and Welfare. I call
attention to page 31 of the report and
the item, Higher Educational Activities
of the Office of Education. The commit-
tee recommendation of $19,920,000 is
$8,759,000 over the House allowance and
the amount requested. The committee
has disallowed $7,241,000 authorized as
payment to the Federal City College in
the District of Columbia in lieu of a Fed-
eral land-grant available to colleges of
agriculture and mechanic arts. This des-
ignation was bestowed upon the Federal
City College in the authorizing legisla-
tion. In the opinion of the committee,
the school is not a college of agriculture
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and mechanic arts—particularly a col-
lege of agriculture—and it is the com-
mittee’s view that further consideration
should be given to the matter before the
hasty appropriation of funds on the
basis of such a qualification. The $3,-
920,000 approved is for interest subsidi-
zation grants to facilitate borrowing for
construction from non-Federal sources
by higher educational institutions. This
sum would provide for interest pay-
ments for 1 year on loans totaling $145
million. The committee cautions against
the possibility of exorbitant interest
rates being charged the borrowing insti-
tution and subsequently passed on to the
Government, which is not inconceivable
since the enabling legislation authorizes
the Secretary to pay interest in excess of
3 percent, with no upper limit. The Sec-
retary of the Department and the Com-
missioner of Education are expected to
take necessary steps to see that interest
rates do not exceed prevailing general
interest rates charged for comparable
loans and risks. The committee has re-
stored $16,000,000 for educational oppor-
tunity grants.

The committee has denied the $15
million requested for a new appropria-
tion acecount, District of Columbia medi-
cal facilities, which the House allowed.
Although these funds were requested in
the 1970 budget, the House Committee
on Appropriations included the item in
this supplemental appropriation bill.
The Senate committee is of the view
that no special grants or preferential
treatment should be given to any of the
States or the District of Columbia since
all States and the District are entitled
to grants for hospital construction under
the Hill-Burton Act. As a matter of in-
terest to the Members, all medical facili-
ties of the District of Columbia for the
past 20 years have been financed by the
Federal Government. The commitftee has
added $7,500,000 for manpower develop-
ment and training activities.

In chapter IX, the committee has in-
cluded $25 million for flood control and
coastal emergencies, under the Corps of
Engineers. This estimate was submitted
directly to the Senate and, hence, was
not considered by the House. The funds
are required to replace moneys reallo-
cated from construction projects already
under way, to meet emergency expendi-
tures resulting from subtropical storms
and heavy rains along the California
coast early this year, as well as from the
exceedingly heavy snowpack in the
north ceniral portion of the country
which, together with the spring rains,
produced unusually severe flooding. With
the appropriation recommended, there
will still be a deficit of at least $290,000
in the emergency fund, with no reserve
to meet any requirements that may arise
during the June flood season in the upper
Missouri River Basin, the Columbia
River Basin, or flood conditions in other
localities.

Forty-five million dollars is recom-
mended for the plant and capital equip-
ment account of the Atomic Energy
Commission. These funds are needed to
restore or replace as quickly as possible
the weapons production faeility at Rocky
Flats, Colo., which was extensively dam-
aged by fire on May 11, 1969,
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For chapter X, which includes appro-
priations for the Departments of Justice,
Commerce, and the Judiciary, a total of
$16,659,500 is recommended, an increase
of $1,636,000 over the House allowance
and a reduction fo $1,806,850 below the
amount requested. There are a number
of appropriation accounts in this chap-
ter. I shall not take the time of the Sen-
ate to spell them out. Perhaps it will suf-
fice to point out that in this chapter
alone 376 new positions have been au-
thorized—11 for the processing of Cus-
toms cases; 30 new employees, attorneys
and clerks, for the Tax Division and 18
for the Criminal Division, to intensify
the fight against organized crime; 30 for
the Civil Rights Division for the enforce-
ment of titles I, VIII, and IX of the Civil
Rights Act of 1968; 116 for U.S. attor-
neys and marshals, 43 of which are at-
torneys, 30 are deputy marshals, and 43
are clerks; 83 for the Bureau of Narcot-
ics and Dangerous Drugs; and 88 for
the Judiciary accounts, of which 83 dep-
uty clerks are needed to administer the
new Random Jury Selection Act and five
are needed to implement the survey re-
quired by the Federal Magistrate Act
and the Random Jury Selection Act.

There is one item in chapter XI, De-
partment of Transportation, which
should be called to the Senate’'s atten-
tion. Under the Office of the Secretary,
on page 42, the committee has recom-
mended the sum of $2 million for costs
associated with the moving of units of
the Department of Transportation to the
Nassif Building in southwest, Washing-
ton, D.C. The request of $4,634,000 was
submitted to the Senate and, therefore,
not considered by the House. The com-
mittee took into account the faet that
only $2 million would be required to fund
the move until the end of the calendar
year, permitting the balance of the fund-
ing requirements to be examined by the
regular subcommittee in its processing
of the annual bill for fiscal year 1970.
The $2 million, under the committee
recommendation, would remain avail-
able until December 31, 1969, and would
provide a net of $200,000 for space oc-
cupancy costs and $1,800,000 for other
consolidation costs.

A total of $4,298,000 is recommended
for this chapter of the bill, which is $2
million over the House allowance but a
reduction of $2,934,000 under the budget
estimates submitted to the Senate.

For chapter XII, dealing with the De-
partments of the Treasury and Post Of-
fice, a total of $2,695,000 is recommended,
an increase of $410,000 over the House
allowance and $60,000 under the budget
requests. These items are explained be-
ginning at page 44 of the report.

For claims and judgments, in chapter
X111, the committee recommends the full
amount requested, $18,188,688. This is
$1,307,876 over the House bill and is the
result of later submissions to the Senate.
These funds are provided for the manda-
tory payment of claims and judgments as
determinecd by the departments and U.S.
courts in accordance with the law.

Title III deals exclusively with in-
creased pay costs which are mandatory
under a variety of laws enacted by the
Congress. The appropriations in this
title are summarized on page 46 of the
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report and in the detailed tabulation
commencing on page 78. Pay costs pro-
vided in this title amount to $1,368,137,-
556, which is an increase of $184,839,102
over the House bill but $96,596,840 under
the amount requested. In addition, $59,-
741,000 is made available through release
of Public Law 90-364 reserves and $87,-
916,000 by transfer from other appro-
priation categories.

I come now to title IV, which contains
a provision inserted by the Senate com-
mittee as a substitute for that included in
the House bill, and it relates to limita-
tions on fiscal year 1970 outlays. This
gﬁendment. is printed on page 70 of the

Under the committee recommendation,
the limitation on fiscal year 1970 outlays
would be set at $187.9 billion, which is
$5 billion less than President Nixon’s re-
quest, which amounted, in his revised
budget estimates, to $192.9 billion. How-
ever, the committee provision also con-
tains language which would exempt from
the limitation so-called outlays to the
extent that these outlays in fiscal year
1970 exceed outlays in fiscal year 1969.
The committee desires to make it com-
pletely clear that the limitation, there-
for, because of the exemption, may be
exceeded by $3.1 billion. It is estimated
that $3.1 billion is the amount social
security, interest on the public debt, vet-
erans’ pensions, public assistance grants,
farm price supports, special support of
Southeast Asia, and other unpredictable
and uncontrollable items in 1970 exceed
comparable figures for 1969. On the other
hand, if these increases do not material-
ize, the limitation could not be exceeded
otherwise. The increase of $3.1 billion in
uncontrollable items in fiscal year 1970
over comparable items for fiscal year
1969 is a net figure.

While a ceiling of $187.9 billion is $5
billion less than the revised budget, the
committee wishes to point out that the
savings may or may not be this large
because of these exemptions. However,
even with these estimated increases for
the exemptions, the ceiling would be $1.9
billion under the House ceiling and the
revised budget, and at least this amount
would be saved under the committee
recommendation.

It is most difficult to estimate figures
for the uncontrollable items. The Janu-
ary budget had certain figures which
were revised by better information in
the April 15 review. The committee has
since been advised that the April 15 re-
view figures are in line for another revi-
sion. Under the circumstances, the com-
mittee has recommended as a base for
comparison for uncontrollable and un-
predictable items the figures for fiscal
year 1969, since these figures are now
almost firm. The House provision which
was stricken by the committee set a lim-
itation on fiscal year 1970 outlays in the
amount of the new President Nixon
budget of $192.9 billion. This figure would
increase or decrease, depending upon the
action or inaction of the Congress on the
appropriation bills and other proposals.
Under the Senate committee’s recom-
mendation, a definite reduction of at
least $1.9 billion has been recommended
which will serve as an incentive to reduce
the expenditure impact resulting from
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action on appropriation bills by at least
this amount.

In a period of rapidly rising prices
with continuing inflationary pressures,
it is essential that we act to contain the
inflation and preserve the value of our
currency.

The Congress will not have the oppor-
tunity to act on all of the appropriation
bills and legislation that will affect 1970
expenditures before the new year starts
this July 1. The lateness of appropria-
tion and legislative action this year has
been occasioned not only by the factors
which have occurred in recent years, but
also by the fact that the Congress had
to await President Nixon's budget rec-
ommendations and they were not forth-
coming until April 15.

Although the Senate has not yet com-
pleted action on a single 1970 appropri-
ation bill, it is important for the
economic health of the Nation that we
provide a guideline that will influence us
in the actions that we take on the indi-
vidual bills as they come before us. It
may be 3 or 4 more months before the
bills are enacted. We must make our
wishes known now so that whatever ac-
tions are required can be taken in time
to restrain 1970 expenditures gradually
with a minimum of dislocation and harm
to important Federal programs and Fed-
eral services.

Title IV of the present bill, in both the
House version and that reported by the
committee, faces up to this responsibil-
ity. The committee version is more defi-
nite, more specific, and I believe more
desirable than the provision approved by
the House, for the following reasons:

First. Under the committee version,
the Congress and the administration
will know more precisely where they
stand and actions can be taken accord-
ingly; under the House bill, the action
or inaction by the Congress will influence
the ceiling limit, and there is no way of
knowing for quite a number of months
exactly what the impact will be on those
programs over which we exercise annual
control.

Second. The committee faces the real-
ities forced upon us by legislation and
events which have already taken place.
For example, it makes no attempt to
restrict expenditures for unpredictable
increases or decreases in interest on the
public debt; in veterans’ pension and
compensation; in social security bene-
fits; in other retirement benefits, such
as civil service, railroad retirement, and
foreign service retirement. Further, it
will similarly not force restrictive action,
the consequences we cannot foretell in
cases of other public services, because
of the contingencies of the heating up of
the military situation in Southeast Asia.
These exceptions provided in section
401(a) (1) and (2) are beyond the con-
trol of the Executive in the coming year
and many of them are beyond the con-
trol of the Congress. The House bill
would have made it mandatory that the
Congress act now or the President act
later to find savings on the contingency
that these programs and costs would
exceed the revised budget estimate—
which in any case can be no more than
8 guess for such volatile programs as
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farm price supports, medicaid, public as-
sistance grants, and others.

Third. The committee bill removes
any question that the President has the
authority to take the actions required
to bring expenditures within the limits
it provides. At the same time, it makes
clear that the President need not take
any action if the Congress itself suc-
ceeds, in its individual appropriation ac-
tions, in reducing expenditures to the
limits provided. The House blll, on the
other hand, fails on both these counts.

Finally, the Senate bill is an ironclad
guarantee of a reduction of at least $1.9
billion in spending for those programs
subject to control by the Congress and
the President this year, whereas the ef-
fect of the House bill is unknown and
uncertain.

The spending limitation is similar in
many respects to that included last year
as section 202 of the Revenue and Ex-
penditure Control Act of 1968. The main
difference, aside from the specific figures
involved, has to do with more complete
certainty as to the programs that would
be affected by the limitation. Under last
year's provision, changes from the origi-
nally estimated expenditures were sug-
gested to revise the limitation only for
Southeast Asia support, interest on the
debt, veterans’ benefits and services, so-
cial security trust funds, public assistance
grants only up to $560 million over the
original budget estimate, and price sup-
port operations of the Commodity Credit
Corporation only up to $907 million over
the original budget estimate. In addition
to these items, the committee bill would
also allow the limitation to be revised—
up or down—by changes in other pro-
grams which are similarly uncontrollable
in the year ahead. For example, civil
service retirement, railroad retirement,
delivery of mail, subsidies under existing
contracts for maritime wages, payments
under low-rent housing contracts, and
similar programs.

The committee provision also bases the
calculation of these wuncontrollable
changes on a firmer foundation than last
year’s bill by using the difference between
the 1970 expenditures and the actual 1969
outlays for the relatively uncontrollable
programs. The 1969 figure will be known
in a few weeks and provides a sound
benchmark with no degree of uncer-
tainty; last year’s law, on the other hand,
put the changes in terms of the difference
between one guess and another guess—
namely, the original budget estimate for
a band of volatile programs which have
to be reestimated and revised periodically
throughout the year.

Briefly, the House bill, if all the ad-
ministration’s estimates turn out to be
correct, does not guarantee any reduction
in the budget recommended by President
Nixon. It provides no firm guidance to the
Congress in its actions on the budget re-
quests, The committee bill, on the other
hand, makes abundantly clear the fact
that we must aim for lower spending, and
it guarantees a reduction in those pro-
grams over which we and the adminis-
tration can exercise control under exist-
ing law.

The committee bill, in addition, pro-
vides a firm base on which the admin-
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istration can make plans as to how it
would take the actions required to reduce
spending with minimum harm to public
services, and it can make those plans
now. If congressional action makes ad-
ministrative action unnecessary, those
plans could be laid aside. The House
bill, however, leaves the President with
an unknown guantity. It makes sound
administration with minimum harm to
public services extremely difficult of at-
tainment. The President’s position is
almost untenable. He cannot act affirm-
atively and positively until he knows the
impact of final action on all his budget
requests—which result will not be com-
pleted until the year is perhaps almost
half gone.

With the large growth in various guar-
anteed Government benefits and services
in the post-World War II era, a signifi-
cant portion of the Federal budget has
remained beyond annual congressional—
or Executive—control through the ap-
propriation process.

For example, I think it might be of
interest to note in this regard, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the total appropriations re-
quests for fiscal year 1970 amount to circa
$210 billion, whereas the amount over
which Congress can exercise control is
only about $143 billion,

During this post World War II period,
no administration, Republican or Demo-
cratic, has been able to estimate the flow
of these uncontrollable payments with
accuracy. This history indicates the mag-
nitude and the burden of the job the
President would have if the House bill
were enacted. The committee bill re-
moves the greatest part of this uncer-
tainty.

These importan® distinctions, I believe,
make the superiority of the Senate posi-
tion beyond question.

I might add that, based on current
estimates, the Federal outlays in the cur-
rent year are expected to amount to
$185.6 billion, which is $6.7 billion more
than in 1968.

The 1970 estimate of $191 billion—the
$187.9 billion mentioned in title IV plus
the $3.1 billion change in uncontrollable
costs—is $5.4 billion greater than the
current 1969 estimate. This is a reduc-
tion in the growth of the budget that we
are planning, but some growth to meet
our real obligations, as previously men-
tioned must be allowed. It is essential to
the continued health of the economy and
the commitments we have made to our
aged and veterans, our educational and
health institutions.

The final section of the bill, title V,
contains language inserted by the com-
mittee repealing section 201 of the Reve-
nue and Expenditure Control Act of
1968—Public Law 90-364. In essence,
this section had provided that only three
out of four vacancies in the executive
branch may be filled, until the June 30,
1966, level of employment had been
reached for the enfire Federal Govern-
ment. Further, the provision required
that Federal employment be maintained
at that June 1966 level.

Subsequently, the Congress exempted
certain agencles and programs from the
application of this section.

Testimony before the committee on
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the present bill convinced the committee
that the provision, which was designed
to promote economy and efficiency in
Government, has had a reverse effect—
it is extravagant in its impact and too
rigid for the effective utilization of man-
POwer.

In the case of the Social Security Ad-
ministration, employee overtime has had
to be substituted for regular time in or-
der to meet the increasing workloads.
The statement was made that it has cost
roughly $6 million more in fiscal year
1969 to process the work done on over-
time than if that work had been per-
formed on a regular-time basis. Addi-
tionally, some important purchases have
had to be postponed and certain activi-
ties deferred to meet the stringencies
imposed by the employee limitation.

The experience of the Treasury De-
partment has been similar, Testimony in
the hearings indicated that the Bureau
of Customs, because of insufficient man-
power, has been unable to examine all
mailed packages, which has resulted in
an estimated loss of between $30 to $40
million in revenue. The Internal Revenue
Services reports that there has been an
estimated revenue loss in fiscal year 1969
of $500 million and the loss might be as
high as $1 billion if the restrictions are
not lifted for fiscal year 1970.

Other examples of the undesirable, and
unanticipated, effects of these personnel
restrictions are cited in the committee
hearings, copies of which are available to
you.

Of significant interest is the fact that
the House of Representatives, on May 27,
passed two appropriation bills for fiscal
year 1970—the Department of Agricul-
ture and the Departments of Treasury,
Post Office, and Executive Office appro-
priation bills—which contained similar
provisions, removing the agencies
covered in these bills, for fiscal year 1970
only, from the personnel limitations im-
posed by section 201. These bills are now
receiving the attention of the Senate
subcommittees having jurisdietion.

It is the committee's opinion that the
application of section 201 of Public Law
90-364 has resulted in the ineffective de-
ployment of personnel, inefficient use of
overtime, the interruption or curtailment
of essential services, and costly losses in
revenue expected in several areas of the
Government’s operations during the fis-
cal year,

Therefore, the committee recommends
that section 201 be repealed outright, and
permanently, rather than on a depart-
mental or yearly basis, and has thus in-
serted language in the accompanying bill
to accomplish this purpose.

Mr. President, this concludes my pres-
entation on this supplemental appro-
priation bill. I shall be happy to try to
respond to any questions Senators may
have. I do not claim to have all the an-
swers, but the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MunpT), who is the ranking
minority member of the subcommittee,
will be available to assist in answering
questions. Other members of the subcom-
mittee will also be available.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator yleld?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Will the
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Senator withhold that request for a
moment?
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Cer-

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. Presi-
dent, I express my appreciation to the
members of the staff of the Committee on
Appropriations for the exemplary sup-
port they have rendered to me and for
the extremely fine cooperation that they
have accorded me in the consideration of
the pending bill.

They have been available at all times.
We have met on Sunday afternoons. We
have met on Saturdays. We have met in
the evenings, and we have met in the
mornings. They have been available at
any time that would suit my conveni-
ence. I am very grateful to them. And
particularly am I very grateful to the
chief clerk, Mr. Tom Scott.

Without the knowledge and experi-
ence, the assistance and advice and
counsel given to me by the staff, I would
have found the job impossible of per-
formance. I express my gratitude to
them.

I also thank the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. Muxpr), the ranking mi-
nority member of the subcommittee, for
the support he has given throughout the
hearings and throughout the markup of
the bill.

I also express appreciation to the Sen-
ator from North Dakota (Mr. Younc),
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the ranking minority member of the full
committee and to the other minority and
majority members of the subcommittee
and the full committee for the help they
have rendered in bringing the bill to the
floor of the Senate.

I shall now be glad to yield to the
Senator from Delaware, but first I ask
the Senator if he would be willing for
me to put in a quorum call so that the
Senator from South Dakota may come to
the Chamber.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Surely.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at this point pages
3 through 7 of the committee report,
which is a summary tabulation giving a
comparison between the budget esti-
mates, House allowances, and the Senate
committee recommendations for all types
of authority contained in this bill.

There being no objection, the tabula-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY ESTIMATES AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED
IN THE BILL—SUMMARY

Chapter
No.

Department or activity Budget estimate

Recommended
in House bill

Amount
recommended
by Senate
committee Budget estimate

Increase (4-) or decrease (—),
Senate bill compared with—

House bill

TITLE |

Military operations in
Southeast Asia:
New I}ud%et (obli-
gationa

L R SRS SRR

) authority. ... §1,496,900,000 §$1,234, 000,000 §$1,272, 000,000 -—%$22

4, 900, 000
(-+8,910, 000)

+$38, 000, 000
(-8 510, 000)

(8,910, 000)

TITLE Nl

Agriculture:
New bu diiet (obli-

gational) authority. . __ 13, 118, 000

9,118, 000

13, 118, 000

Defense:
New budget (obli-
gational) authority. ...

249, 682, 000
By transfer

226, 050, 000

227,950,000 —21,732,000

(49, 377, 000)

District of Columbia:
Federal funds: New
budget (obligational)
authority
District of Columbia
funds:
New budget (obli-

gational)authority (44, 607, 000)

10, 365, 000

(25, 353, 000)

29,101, 000 —635,000  -+18,736, 000

(44,089,000) (518,000 (+18,735,000)

Foreign operations:
New budget (obli-
gational) authority. ...

162, 853, 000
By transfer_____

(38, 000)

2,700, 000

160, 000, 000 —2,853,000 -+157, 300, 000
(35,000)  (2,735,000) (+2,697,000) (-2,700,000)

Independent offices—Hous-
ing and Urban Develop-
ment:

New budget (obliga-
tional) authority:
L BRI 7,168, 000
494, 502, 000

7,168, 000
306, 062, 000

O . e e e
488, 118, 000 -6, 386,000 --182, 054, 000

501, 670, 000
New annual contract
authorizations, in-
crease in limitations.. .
Release of Public Law
90-364 reserves

(104, 500, 000)
(15, 248, 000)

313, 230, 000

495,284,000  —6,386,000 -+182, 054,000

(82,500, 000) (102, 500,000) (—2,000,000) (-20,000,000)
(15, 248, 000)

bR SRR e R




COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY ESTIMATES AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED
IN THE BILL—SUMMARY~Continued

Amount
recommended
by Senate
committes Budget estimate

Increase () or ducmso( ),
Senate bill compared wit
Chapter

No, Department or activity

Recommended
in House bill

Budget estimate House bill

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY ESTIMATES AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED
IN THE BILL—SUMMARY—Continued

Increase () or decrease (=),
Senate bill compared with—

Amount
recommended

Recommended by Senate

Chapﬁer Department or activity
0.

Budget estimate in House bill committee Budget estimate House bill

TITLE 11—Continued

VI Interor:
New budget (obliga-
tional) authority $65, 136, 000
Release of Public law
reserves....... (2, 886, 000)
By transfer. . E (1, 628, 000)
Liquidation cash_ _ ( 189, 000, 000)

Vil Laho:-—Heallh Education,
and Welfa
New hudgst (obliga-
tional) authority
Ih!easa of Public Law
90-364 reserves.......
(Limitation on salaries
and expenses—trust
funds)

$54, 227,000 $64, 225, 000
2, 886, 000 gz‘ 886, 000

, 628, 000 1,628, 000)..
(19,000,000) (19, 000, 00C;

—4$911,000  <-%9,998, 000

713,707,000
(292, 000)

713,707, 000
(292, 000)

714, 966, 000 -1, 259, 000 +1,259, 000
(B D00) i it issonnscnoanins

(16, 500,{!00; - (21,200, 000)

i 4,700, 000 21, 200, 000
(9, 346, 000 (9, 346, 000) (9, 346, 000) 3 i :

Vil Le.gislali\rl branch:
New budget (obliga-
llonal) authority:

1968 0000 G dia oo

60, 000

70, 000, 000

--126, 900
+30, 000

-F70, 000, 000

IX Public works

X State, Justice, Commerce,
and Judici ary:
New budget (obliga-
Imml) authority:
1968 BOO RN o st
15, 799, 500 , 806,

16, 659, 500 -1, 806, 850
(1,701, 000;

(147, 000
{220 000)

-+850, 000
786, 000

<1, 636, 000

1s.n}g:ggg
15, 023, 500
(1,701, 000)

(220, 000)

860, 000

17, 606, 350

18, 466, 350

(1,701, 000)
(1

47, 000)
(220, 000)

Tot
Release 01 Publlc Law
-364 reserves .
Limitation increase.
By transfer.............

X1 Transportation:
New budget (obliga-
tional) authority. . ...
Release of Public Law
90-364 reserves.....

XIl - Treasury-Post Office:
New budget (obliga-
tional) authority
Release of Public Law
90-364 reserves........

7,232,000
(28, 000)

2,298, 000
(28, 000)

4,298, 000
(28, 000)

2,755, 000
(334, 000)
18,188,688

2,285, 000
(334, 000)
16, 880, 812

2,695, 000

XM Claims and judgments.

Total, title
Hew hu?e!(nbhgational]

1953.---....___‘.‘. 8, 154, 900
1969... 1,844, 516, 038

Total._ --- 1,852,670,938
New annual contract
authorizations, in-
crease In limitations, ..
Release of Public Law
00-364 reserves.__.___
Limitation increases_. ___
r transfer..
Liquidation cash_ _

7,178, 000
1,358, 736, 312

1,365, 914, 312

8, 154, 900
1,808, 517,188

1,816,672, 088

+-976, 900
~35,998,850 +-449, 780, 876
—35,998,850 <-450,757,776

(104, 500, 000)
20, 489, 000
16, 647,

(82, 500,000) (102, 500, 000)
(20, 489, 000) 220, 489, 000
+ 347, 000
11,229, ooog 23, 306, 000
19, 000, 000 (19, 000, 000) .

(=2, 000, 000) (20, 000, 000)

<-4, 700, 000) E+21.34T,000)

(
(+12, 074, 000) ({12, 077, 000)

19, 000, 000

increased an costs (in-
Budget aut! nrl!y
Release of reserves..
By transfer

g PREREERET R ETENS

($124, 846, 400) (—$10,532,000) (98,411, 000)
(18, 589, 000
(--2,507,000) (42,600, 000)

(3,983, 000)
(147,418,400)  (—7,935,000) (11,011, 000)

(3135 378, mﬂi (3116, 435, 000
000y (18, 589, nnuz
(1 335 000, (1, 383, 000

(155,353, 400) (136, 407, 400)

TITLE I1l—INCREASED
PAY COSTS

New budget (obligational)
authority.... .. -
Release of Public Law 90-364
reserves. .
By transfer. z
Limitations on strative
and nonadministrative ex-
PANSES.. s b st 22

1, 464, 734, 396

(59, 510, D00
(85, 8?3 000

1,183,293, 454

(62,277, 000
(81, 676, uun}

1,368, 137, 556

(59, 741, 000;
(87, 916; 000

~96, 596,840 184,839, 102

(+231, Dﬂﬂ; 5— , 536, 000
(-+2, 043, 000 -6, 240, 000,

(24,223,000)  (22,223,000)  (22,223,000) (~—2,000,000)..c.ccauun.-

TITLE V—GENERAL
PROVISIONS

Increases in limitations and
transfers from trust funds
for personal services pur-
suani to sec. 502 of bi!l
(H. Doc. 91-50). ... ..o (630, 000)

(630, 000) RO Oy et ERavansaupanns

RECAPITULATION
Grand lota! titles 1, 11, 111,
New bu :Il_r,at (obligational)

. 8,154,800 7,178,000 8,154, 900
. 4,806,150,434 3,776,034,766 4,448, 654, 77

4,814,305,334  3,783,212,766 4, 456, B09, 644

-4-976, 900
—357,495,690° 672,619,978
—357,495,690 4673, 596, 878

2 [ | PR,
New annual contract au-
thorizations, increase
in limitations
Release of Public Law
90-364 reserves.......
By transfer........
Liguidation cash. A2
Limitations on admin-
istrative and nonad-
ministrative expenses..
Increases in limitations
and transfers from
trust funds or per-
sonal services pur-
suant to sec. 502 of

(104, 500, 000)

(19,989, 000
(97, 105,

1%, 000, oou;

(82, 500, 000)

(82,766, mo;
(15,00 000
)

(102, 500, 000)
(80, 230, BDDE

(=2, 000,000) (20, 000, 000)

(+231,000) (-2, 536, 000)

(120; 132, 000 (+23 IJZ? 000) (+2? 22?. 000)

(19, 000, 000

(40,870,000)  (22,223,000)  (43,570,000) (2,700,000 (---21,347,000)

(630, 000) (630, 000) (630, 000)

Increased ga}f costs (in-
clusdaél ‘t“el fty.... (1,600, 112 796) (1,299,733, 854) (1, 492, saa 956) (—107,128, 340) 93, 250, 10

udget authority.... (1,600, +1 2 102

Release of reserves. . 78, 099, ; 80, 868, 000; 78, 330, 000 +231, 000 ¢ §

By transfer......... 87, 259, 000) 83 058, 000) 91, 899, 000, (-H 640, 000) E-I-S 840, 000)
Limitations on ad-
ministrative and

nonadministrative

EXPONSES. ..onau. o (22,223,000)  (22,223,000)

(24, 223, 000) {2,000, 000),..cccauracnas

HLVNES — QYOOI TVNOISSTIONOD
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COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY ESTIMATES AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED
IN THE BILL—SUMMARY—Continued

Chapter

No. Department or activity Budget estimate

Recommended
in House bill

Increase (+) or decrease (—),
Senate bill compared with—

House bill

Amount
recommended
by Senate
committee

Budget estimate

RECAPITULATION—Continued
Grand total, titles i, 11, 111,
and V:

Increased pay costs (in-
cluded above)—Cont.
Increases in limita-
tions and trans-
fers from trust
funds for per-
sonal services
ggzrsuant to sec.

of billo—.-.._.._ (5630, 000)

(§630, 000) [l B VL SRR TR

(1,790, 323, 796) (1,486, 511, 858) (1, 686,065, 956) (—104, 257, 840) (+-199, 554, 102)

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, before the
Senator yields the floor, as ranking Re-
publican member of this subcommittee,
I should like to congratulate the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia for
the workmanlike job he has done on this
supplemental bill. It is a large bill, and
it continued to grow larger as time
elapsed, primarily because new items
came in as a consequence of the ap-
plicable date of new legislation. Con-
sequently, there is a reason why it is
substantially larger than the House pro-
posal. A number of items, as the Senator
has set forth, were brought into the pic-
ture and were heard for the first time on
the Senate side, because the time situa-
tion was such that they were not appli-
cable or pertinent at the time the House
hearings were held.

I know of no supplemental piece of
legislation of this kind, in appropriations,
which has had the painstaking, careful
analysis that this one has received from
the committee. We were able to effectuate
a few economies—not as many as I would
have liked, and not as many, I am sure,
as the chairman would have liked—but
I think we have placed before the Senate
a measure which deserves to be sup-
ported by our colleagues and taken to
the conference to work out the adjudi-
cations between the two bodies.

I would especially recommend against
efforts to increase these appropriations,
because of the tight-money situation in
the country and because, wherever the
committee deemed possible, we did make
reductions.

In one or two instances, we did not
vote items which were included in the
House proposal, because the evidence
was not presented to the Senate com-
mittee. In those areas, we anticipate
going to conference with the House con-
ferees with open minds; and because
they have heard testimony in some in-
stances which we did not hear, we will
expect to meet with them and work out
some compromise formula, if in fact we
do not accede entirely to the House
action.

We have arranged to clarify one or
two items of this measure which will
be handled by amendments during the
course of the consideration of the bill,
but I can recommend it to Senators as

a determination which has been care-
fully arrived at, and has been arrived
at by a group of Senators resolved to do
what we could to protect the economy of
the country.

I again congratulate the distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee, who op-
erates in that capacity now for the first
time and who indicates clearly that he is
going to be a very successful and useful
chairman of the subcommittee handling
supplemental and deficiency appropria-
tions,

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the distinguished Senator for his very
generous remarks.

Mr. President, I now ask unanimous
consent that the committee amendments
be agreed to en bloc and that the bill as
thus amended be regarded as original
text for the purpose of amendment, pro-
vided that no point of order shall be con-
sidered to have been waived by reason
thereof.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I hope that the Senator from West
Virginia will withhold that request tem-
porarily. There are some questions I wish
to ask. Before we agree on the request
perhaps we can get some answers to
those questions.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Very well.
Mr. President, I withhold my request.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I wish to
ask the Senator some questions first in
connection with title IV of the bill, re-
lating to expenditure controls. I wish to
get a clear understanding of what is
being proposed here.

Under section 401 it states that ex-
penditures and net lending—budget out-
lays—of the Federal Government during
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, shall
not exceed $187.9 billion.

On the surface that would look like a
$5 billion reduction in what the House
agreed upon. I wish to ask several ques-
tions about some of the provisos involved.

The section continues:

Provided, That such amount shall be in-
creased or decreased by the aggregate amount
by which the sum of expenditures and net
lending in sald fiscal year are greater than or
lesser than the sum of expenditures and net
lending in the fiscal year ending June 30,
1969, for—

(1) items designated *“Open-ended pro-
grams and fixed costs” in the table appear-
ing on page 16 of the budget of the United
States for the fiscal year 1970 (House Docu-
ment Numbered 91-15, part I, Ninety-first
Congress) .
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Turning to page 16 of the budget, under
“Open-ended programs and fixed costs,”
the first item we find is social security,
medicare, and other social insurance
trust funds. The budget estimate in 1969
is $39.6 billion for these items, accord-
ing to page 16. The projected budget for
1970 is $42.4 billion, or an increase of
$2.9 billion.

Let us take that one example. We will
assume for the moment these items are
correct. Under those circumstances does
it mean that the $187.9 billion ceiling
would be increased by the $2.9 billion?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. If I un-
derstand the Senator's question, the
answer would be “yes,” assuming the ex-
penditure figures stated.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
my understanding. That one item would
increase the amount of $187.9 billion by
$2.9 billion.

My next question deals with the next
item and relates to the interest on the
national debt. In 1969 that figure is pro-
jected to $15.2 billion, while the 1970
projection is $16 billion. Again assuming
those are the projected rates, that would
be an increase of $800 million; and as I
understand, under this committee for-
mula that would automatically increase
the expenditure ceiling again by another
$800 million. Is that correct?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. While
we are on that point, assume for the
moment that the interest on the national
debt were increased by another $500 mil-
lion—and it looks very likely that as a
result of the spiraling interest rates it
will be—beyond what had been estimated
in the 1970 budget; and assuming there
were this extra $500 million, would that
be added to the original figure also and
automatically increase the ceiling by an-
other $500 million?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Is the
answer ‘“‘yes” on that item?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Continu-
ing further, on page 16 we have the item
of civilian and military pay increase.
There was no allocation for this item in
1969, but they estimate a cost of $2.8 bil-
lion for 1970. As I understand the situa-
tion, under this committee formula that
would add another $2.8 billion to the ceil-
ing. Is that correct?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. No, be-
cause the figure of $2.8 billion for this
item has already been included in the
uncontrollable category.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I think
the Senator from West Virginia will find
the answer is “yes.”

An application is pending before the
committees for a further salary increase
for postal employees and certain other
employees, which I have seen estimated
at various figures. However, the nearest
extra cost figure I have seen agreed upon
was around $500 million or $600 million
if that increase were to go through. If
that amount or any other amount as a
result of legislation increasing salaries
were added, would that automatically add
to the ceiling to the extent it was agreed
upon ?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Salary in-
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creases are uncontrollable and any in-
creases over the estimate would be added.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The an-
swer is “‘yes"?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The next
item on page 16 is “Veterans' pensions,
compensation, and insurance.” TUnder
the 1969 estimate the estimated cost fig-
ure is $5.6 billion; under the 1970 esti-
mate the estimate is $5.9 billion, or an
increase of $200 million when the figures
are rounded out. That would bring about
another increase in the committee’s
ceiling of $200 million. Is that correct?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. It would
be an increase in the uncontrollables.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. And the
ceiling would be automatically increased
by that much?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yes. The
ceiling would be increased by any in-
crease in uncontrollable items over the
estimate.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. “Public
assistance grants, including medicaid”
shows an estimate for 1969 of $6.3 bil-
lion, an estimate for 1970 of $7.4 billion,
or an increase of $1.1 billion. As I under-
stand the formula, the $187.9 billion ceil-
ing would again be increased automati-
cally by that amount.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The an-
swer to this and the other questions is
this: Any increase in uncontrollables is
going to automatically raise the $187.9
billion ceiling.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes, that
is correct.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Just as
increases in uncontrollables would raise
the $192.9 billion estimate submitted by
the President.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Sen-
ator is correct. The point I make is, as-
suming there are no other increases be-
yond those referred to in the estimates,
these figures I have just stated are al-
ready in the budget, and even if budget
expenditures are held the same as in the
1970 budget these increases I am refer-
ring to and have referred to in previous
questions would automatically raise the
ceiling, or if perchance the requests are
below those amounts, they would reduce
the figures.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. If the in-
creases in the uncontrollables in fiseal
year 1970 over these in fiscal year 1969, a
portion of the list of which the Senator
read into the REecorp, turn out to be as
estimated, they will amount to $3.1
billion.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, We will
tabulate them in just a moment; how-
ever, those additions just referred to thus
far raise the ceiling of the committee
bill by around $7.5 billion, but this will
be reduced by the proposed reduction of
$3.4 billion in the cost of the confiict in
Southeast Asia.

The point I make is that the committee
amendment is not an effective ceiling
on expenditures at all. It is only a pious
hope.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. That be-
ing the case, $3.1 billion will be added
to the $187.9 billion, and this would
create a ceiling total of $191 billion from
which to work.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. I shall
get to the exact total in just a minute.
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Now let us examine what the commit-
tee did on farm price supports, Com-
modity Credit Corporation—that item in-
cludes soil bank payments. Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yes,

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. All ex-
penditures which may be made under
the Commodity Credit Corporation,
which includes food-for-peace programs,
school lunch programs, and so forth—
all of the expenditures of the Commodity
Credit Corporations, as I understand it,
are exempted from control under the
committee amendment. The 1969 esti-
mate is a $3.6 billion cost for the Com-
modity Credit Corporation, and in the
budget, page 16, to which the bill refers,
the 1970 estimate is $3.1 billion, or a re-
duction of $500 million. If that were
true that would mean a reduction of
$500 million in the overall ceiling. Is that
correct?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The Sen-
ator is reading from a budget printed
in January.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am
reading from the same budget to which
the committee bill referred.

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. I have the
latest figures submitted by the Bureau
of the Budget on May 20.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The bill
does not refer to figures of May 20 but
specifically refers to the budget, page 16.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. My fig-
ures——

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
what is confusing. These estimates of
the committee bill are merely a guess,
not a mandatory ceiling on expenditures.
I shall not say the committee amend-
ment is a farce, but from an effective
standpoint, it has no value.

The Senator, in his remarks, keeps re-
ferring to some figures furnished to him
at a subsequent date, but I am reading
from the bill that I have before me. The
bill refers to the “open-end program and
fixed costs” in the table on page 16 of
the Budget of the United States. It does
not refer to any other figures. This is
legislation we are acting upon—items
which include social security; medicare
and other social insurance, trust funds;
interest on the national debt; civilian
military pay increases, past, present, and
future; veterans’ pensions, compensa-
tion, and insurance; public assistance
grants, including medicaid; farm price
supports, which includes every type of
operation under the Commodity Credit
Corporation; postal operation, directly
related to mail volume which means
pretty much all of the postal deficit,
whatever it may be; legislative and ju-
diciary expenditures; and then, just in
the event some have been missed, we
find the word “other” included.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Which
amounts to $2.1 billion.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Appar-
ently it has gained $500 million since
the budget was printed.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I am giv-
ing the Senator the latest figures.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Then it
has gained $500 million in the past 3
months. But the point is, those are all
exempted under this program. I am just
wondering whether we really have a
ceiling because, as I tabulate it, the items
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on page 16 of the budget add back $7.3
billion to the $187.9 billion. That raises
it to $195 billion as the ceiling. However,
in fairness, it should be pointed out that
the $195.2 billion ceiling at that point,
in paragraph 1, will be reduced some by
paragraph 2 under the item designated
as “Special Southeast Asia Support.” In
the table on page 27 of the budget, the
estimate is $28.8 billion in 1969, but 1970
is projected at $25.4 billion, which is a
reduction of $3.4 billion. This would re-
duce this earlier figure by $3.4 billion.

I am wondering, is the committee not
misleading the American people when it
talks about enacting a ceiling of $187.9
billion and then turns around and has
all these items added. The committee
may not be doing so intentionally, but
it is giving the American people the
wrong impression. Then there are other
increases in other sections dealing with
aid to schools in federally impacted
areas under the act of September 23 and
30, 1950.

I have not been able to get that esti-
mate, but I understand it is around $200
million. I am wondering whether the
committee has not proposed a ceiling
which is applicable to everything except
Government expenditures.

I point out these inconsistencies only
to show the complete fallaey of using the
committee formula. It is not a realistic
figure.

I want to ask the Senator this ques-
tion: If, in the course of the appropria-
tions this year or in the legislative
process in the weeks ahead. Congress
liberalizes any of these programs be-
yond, what was projected in the 1970
budget where they will cost $1 million or
$1 billion, would such action not auto-
matically increase the ceiling by that
same amount? As I understand it Con-
gress would not have to touch the ceiling
but merely authorize the extra $1 billion
on any of the programs and, it auto-
matically raises the ceiling.

If that is not true would the Senator
point out what prevents it?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. No; we or
the President would have to make an
offsetting cut in the controllable items
for any appropriation increases we may
make in controllable items elsewhere.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That
sounds nice; but what language in the
committee amendment says that, be-
cause I cannot find it?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The
language in the bill, which specifically
requires a reduction of $1.9 billion.

Mr. of Delaware. Well,
now, let me read it——

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Let me
read it for the Senator——

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. I read
from the bill:

Such reservations by the President shall
be in amounts sufficient to insure reductions
not less than $1.9 billion—

If we place a period right there, that
would be all right, but it continues—
in expenditures and net lending, the
amounts recommended in the April review of
the 1970 budget, for programs other than
those designated in subparagraphs (1) (2),
and (3) of subsection (a).

I repeat, “other than those designated
in subparagraphs (1), (2), and (3).”
That is the loophole.
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Thus, what appears to be an ironclad
ceiling, has left the barn door open. If
this interpretation is wrong I think that
we would need a modification of lan-
guage stating that under no ecircum-
stances could it go beyond that ceiling
of $187.9 billion; otherwise, it can go up
to $195 billion under this formula—it
really can go anywhere. I read again this
exception:

Buch reservations by the President shall be
in amounts sufficient to insure reductions
of not less than $1.9 billion in expenditures
and net lending, below the amounts recom-
mended in the April review of the 1970
budget, for programs other than those des-
ignated in subparagraphs (1), (2), and (3)
of subsection (a).

What I am worried and concerned
about is that if we roll back certain ex-
penditures by $1.9 billion in the programs
that are not included in those exemp-
tions, Congress could increase spending
by $10 billion in the exempted areas and
end up with a $200 billion expenditure
level. Is that not true?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Of course.
That was true in connection with the
legislation that was passed last year.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It was
not true.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Oh yes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I beg the
Senator’s pardon. Not under the amend-
ment I sponsored last year.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Maybe I
misunderstand the Senator, but it would
have the effect of raising the overall
ceiling,

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It would,
but last year the ceiling could be raised
only by affirmative action of Congress.
We had several efforts made on the floor
to make exceptions for the TVA and
various other agencies, including the
Post Office Department, but Congress did
that affirmatively. It was not automatie.
I realize that any ceiling we agree on
today can be changed by legislative ac-
tion of Congress tomorrow. I think if we
are going to have a ceiling it should be
a solid ceiling. The ceiling as it passed
the Senate last year did not cover the
trust funds payments because the trust
fund payments can only be changed by
congressional action as we raise or lower
the payments for social security or re-
tirement. I agree on that. We spelled out
that the veterans benefits, which were
mandatory under existing law, would be
exempted. The reason we did that was to
make sure that veterans and those on
social security would be paid. They were
not affected by that or by this ceiling.
The only other exemption made in the
proposal offered by the former Senator
from Florida, Mr. Smathers, and I was
the interest on the national debt as far
as domestic programs were concerned.
The cost of the Vietnam war was also
exempted since this is an uncontrollable
item.

Later there were a series or actions
which were taken by Congress, but those
later exemptions were approved over the
objections of some of us. But, neverthe-
less, if we have an ironclad ceiling let us
have one, then both Congress and the
country as a whole will know when we
violate that ceiling,

What bothers me in the committee
proposal is that we give the impression

CXV——1005—Part 12

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

that we are cutting the budget by $5 bil-
lion below the House figure when, in
reality, we are doing nothing of the kind.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. If the
Senator will just allow me, I will uttempt
to clarify the matter for him.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am
glad to.

Mr,. BYRD of West Virginia. We do not
say that we make a net reduction in ex-
penditures of $5 billion. We merely take
the President’s revised estimate of $192.9
billion and lower that ceiling by $5 bil-
lion, to the figure of $187.9 billion. Then
we say that that amount of $187.9 billion
shall be increased or decreased by the
aggregate amounts, and in simple lan-
guage, this means the aggregate amounts
of increases of uncontrollables in fiscal
wyear 1970 over the amount for uncontrol-
lables in fiscal year 1969. Based on the
latest estimate, that figure is $3.1 billion.
So we are saying that we are lowering
the ceiling to $187.9 billion, and we then
increase that by $3.1 billion, which is the
amount by which the uncontrollables in
fiscal year 1970 are estimated to exceed
the amount spent for uncontrollables in
fiscal year 1969.

The figure would then be 191 billion,
which would constitute a reduction of
$1.9 billion from the President’s revised
budget request of $192 billion.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Perhaps
I do not see it, but in section 401, where
does it refer to the budget of $192.9 bil-
lion as submitted by the President? As I
read the bill all it refers to is the $195.3
billion submitted by President Johnson.
Maybe it is in here, but I do not see it.
Where is it?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. If the
Senator will allow me to complete my
sentence——

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I think
the language which is confusing the Sen-
ator is that which is on page T1 of the
bill, which reads as follows:

Items designated "“Open ended programs
and fixed costs” in the table appearing on
page 16 of the budget of the United States—

That language identifies the items. It
does not identify the amounts. I think
that is what is confusing the Senator.

It merely identifies the unpredictable
item of Southeast Asia operations and
the uncontrollable, fixed cost, or open-
ended items such as social security, vet-
erans’ pensions and compensation, in-
terest on the national debt, price sup-
port, and so forth.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Assum-
ing for the moment that the senator is
correct, it still does not identify the
amounts.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. No; I did
not say that. I said it identifies the ifems,
but not the amounts.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. When
does it identify the amounts?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The Sen-
ator has to go to the Bureau of the
Budget to get the amount by which fiscal
1970 expenditures for uncontrollables is
estimated to exceed the expenditures for
uncontrollables in 1969.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Oh, I see.
This is subject to change every day.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. No, not
at all. We take the $3.1 billion figure.
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Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. What-
ever the Director of the Budget says to-
day. Tomorrow may be different.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. No, but
I got the figures——

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Are they
not subject to change at a later date?
‘The Senator may have the figures, but
we are acting on the committee bill.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. If the
Senator will just let me finish my sen-
tence——

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Of course.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Of course,
the figures for fiscal year 1969 cannot be
absolutely definite at this point, because
fiscal year 1969 has not yet run its course;
but the very best up-to-date estimates
that can be gotten indicate that the
amount by which the uncontrollables
will exceed in 1970 the amount spent in
fiscal year 1969 is $3.1 billion. That,
added to $187.9 billion, comes to $191 bil-
lion, which is $1.9 billion under the $192.9
billion in the President's revised esti-
mates.

To tie that fizure down and make sure
that the Congress and/or the adminis-
tration are obligated to make a reduc-
tion in controllable expenditures in 1970
by that much at least, we put the lan-
guage in the bill to the effect that “Such
reservations by the President shall be in
amounts sufficient to insure reductions of
not less than $1,900,000,000.”

Mr. WILLTAMS of Delaware. The Sen-
ator will admit, will he not, that under
any interpretation his answer is confus-
ing? First, the bill refers to the budget
on page 16, then the Senator refers to
the budget submitted by President Nixon
in April, now we are told it is the budget
figures given to the Senator from West
Virginia last week. What will it be to-
morrow? The fact is there are still these
exemptions for the open-ended programs
under which it is possible that, no matier
what is provided in the bill, the expend-
itures for fiscal 1970 could go over $200
billion.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Of course,
we do not foresee, nor can we foresee,
what the expenditures are going to be for
the uncontrollable items, but we do say
we are going to have to make a $1.9 bil-
lion reduction in the controllables.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. But the
point I am making is this. The Senator is
talking about uncontrollable items; for
example, Commodity Credit Corporation
payments and farm price supports. Why
are they uncontrollable? We have in
committee a proposal, which I strongly
support and which was cleared in the
House, which limited agricultural pay-
ments to $20,000. Several hundred mil-
lions of dollars in savings are involved in
that item. Congress can control this pro-
gram, so that is a controllable item.

Conceivably, Congress can pass laws
liberalizing support payments, but it is a
controllable item. Congress can con-
trol it.

I will grant the Senator that interest
on the national debt is not controllable
in the Congress. We can pass all the debt
ceilings we want to, but we have to pay
the going price on the marketplace. To
me, interest charges is an uncontrollable
item.

Social security payments are paid
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under a trust fund, so it is an item that
can be controlled by Congress. I regret
that we are trying to count it as if it
were normal revenue, though, for the
purpose of claiming a balanced budget.

Proceeding further, Congress author-
izes expenditures for the legislative and
judicial branches of the Government.
Certainly they are all controllable items,
and yet they are listed as uncontrollable
by the committee bill.

I have discussed this matter with the
Bureau of the Budget. For example, an
increase in postage rates has been re-
quested effective July 1 which would
bring in $519 million next year. I have
been told that to the extent that Con-
gress does not act, that, too, will increase
by $500 million the figure which the
committee has in its version of a ceiling.
That celling is automatically increased
by inaction of Congress to enact the
postage increases asked for. I think the
Senator will agree with that.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, The Sen-
ator has mentioned several matters. We
may be dealing in semantics. We have
used the word “uncontrollable.” I have
used the word “uncontrollable” to in-
clude items that may be controllable but
are unpredictable, For example, ex-
penditures for Southeast Asia are esti-
mated to be $25.2 billion. They are not
exactly uncontrollable, but they are un-
predictable, and they have been ex-
empted as uncontrollable under this bill.
We may bg talking about open-ended
items, such as public assistance grants.
We may be talking about fixed costs
such as interest on the national debt.

We may be talking about unpredictable
items such as Southeast Asia expendi-
tures. But they have all been placed in
the “exempt” category.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
price support programs come under the
exempt provision, and they can be con-
trolled in the future if Congress wants
to.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. They are
controllable items. Likewise, expendi-
tures for the legislative branch are con-
trollable. Why are they exempted?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. It is true
that that is controllable by the legislative
branch, but the Senator does not con-
tend, does he, that if the President were
forced to make a reduction of $1.9 billion,
or any portion of it, he would attempt to
make the reduction in the legislative
branch?

That is why we have exempted the
legislative item here.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It might
have been a good thing if he had.

Mr., BYRD of West Virginia. Well, it
might or might not have been a good
thing, but he is not going to, and the
Senator knows that. That is why we have
exempted that item.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Why the
judiciary?

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. I do not
think the President would want to cut
the judiciary. Does the Senator believe
he would?

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. Frankly,
I am beginning to wonder if Congress is
going to cut anything. That is what is
bothering me.
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I am one who feels we have got to make
these reductions. I feel very strongly
that we have also got to extend the sur-
charge. But, on the other hand, if we
are going to extend the surcharge only
to pour an additional $8 to $10 billion
into the Treasury with no control over
its spending, where it can roll right on
out in increased spending, I think we
have not only not accomplished any-
thing but have defeated our purpose.
That is the reason why I want a bona
fide, realistic control over spending if we
are going to enact one. Let us not fool
the taxpayers on a meaningless state-
ment.

I realize that, just as it happened last
year, no matter how tight we may make
the expenditure controls, Congress can
by subsequent action release those con-
trols. I recognize that, and perhaps that
is what would be done again. It was done
in several instances last year, as the Sen-
ator knows.

But at least every time Congress raised
that ceiling last year, or released those
controls on some-agency, every Member
of Congress knew about it. Our constit-
uents back home knew about it. It was
all open and aboveboard, because Con-
gress had to take affirmative action to
raise the ceiling.

As I understand the situation here, we
can go back home and boast of the fact
that in the Senate we have cut expendi-
tures by $5 billion more than the House
cut, but in reality it is not a reduction
at all.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. No. By
$1.9 billion.

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. Well,
why talk of $187.9 billion being $5 bil-
lion less than the House figure?

We cannot even be assured we will
have cut $1.9 billion in total expendi-
tures, because the bill has opened up so
many loopholes. We exempted last year
the interest on the national debt, as
Congress cannot control it; by the same
token, neither the President nor the
Treasury Department could increase such
expenditures because interest on money
is a fixed charge in the money market.
It is much different from taking a grant
program or a program like the agricul-
tural program. These can be controlled.
I think we have entirely too many ex-
emptions here if we want to have real-
istic control.

As far as I am concerned, I would
rather fix the fizure, whatever it is, be
it $190 billion or $187 billion. I certainly
could support that on the basis that if
we cannot get $187 billion we will get
$190 billion.

But whatever figure we take, let us
take a figure in good faith, with an iron-
clad ceiling, so that it can be exceeded
only by affirmative action and rollcall
votes right here in Congress.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The jun-
ior Senator from Kentucky has been
on his feet for quite some time. I yield
to him first.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRravVEL in the chair). The junior Senator
from Kentucky is recognized.

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I ask the
Senator, as to incorporating in the bill
the ceiling of $187.9 billion, does he not
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think it is rather odd to first put on a
ceiling, and then, on pages 71 and 72,
exempt as uncontrollable $124.2 billion
of that $187.9 billion?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. How does
the Senator arrive at his figure of $124
billion?

Mr. COOK. The commitiee exempts
everything on page 16 of the original
bill, whatever that would be.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Exempts
those items, but not the amounts.

Mr. COOK. If we exempt those items
as being uncontrollable items, and those
H;ems on page 16 amount to $108.9 bil-

on?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The Sen-
ator is referring to a budget which was
printed in January.

Mr. COOK. These are the amounts
the bill refers to.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. No, the
items are referred to, by way of identi-
fication, but not the amounts.

Mr. COOK. Well, then, let us put the
amounts back to what they were ia fiscal
1969, $90.2 billion, and, in the case of
the Southeast Asia situation, $28.8 bil-
lion; so, in that case, the uncontrollable
total would be, not $124.2 billion, but
about $115 billion.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. No; if the
Senator will use his pencil, I will give
him the amounts.

Mr. COOEK. All right. But what in fact
we are saying, by writing this bill and
putting in a limitation, is that we can
control $63.7 billion of this $187.9 billion,
but that we cannot control the increase
or decrease of $124.2 billion, or what-
ever figure the Senator wishes to sug-
gest; is that not true?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. We can-
not control them unless we do as the
Senator from Delaware says. Of course,
we can control some of these items, but
they are considered unpredictable or
open-ended.

Last year we started out with a cer-
tain number of exemptions, which were
added to as the session proceeded. In
this instance, we are starting out at the
beginning with exemptions, and we are
specifically listing them, so that Con-
gress and the President will both know
the exact amount by which the control-
lable items are to be reduced, and what
items ean be so reduced.

Mr. COOK. But did the Senator not
reply to the Senator from Delaware that
if the figure in the uncontrollables were
to go up as much as 5 percent, we would
have to seek a reduction in controllables?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. No, I did
not.

Mr. COOK. I thought that was exactly
what the Senator said.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I did not.

Mr. COOK. He said we would have to
reduce the controllables.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I said if
Congress increased the controllables in
one area, it would have to make offset-
ting deductions in the controllables in
another. If I used the word “uncontrolla-
ble,” I did not intend to.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I think
the question I asked was, would it not be
conceivable for Congress to reduce the
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so-called controllable items by the $1.9
billion and at the same time increase the
open-end items, the ones referred to as
uncontrollable, by $10.9 billion if he
wanted to, and have an additional $9 bil-
lion spending overall?

Mr. COOK. That is correct. I should
also like to know from the Senator—I
assume some of the gentlemen up here in
the Press Gallery will be writing in news-
papers that the President of the United
States shall effect reductions of not less
than $1.9 billion, and there may be peo-
ple all over the country who will read
that he has got to effect a reduction of
$1.9 billion, except that he cannot work
in the category that constitutes, in the
language of this bill, an uncontrollable
account, and the total of such accounts
could reach as much as $124.2 billion out
of $187.9 billion. Is that not correct?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Of course.
And that was correct last year.

Mr. COOE. And that the only reduc-
tion he could make, if he can make one,
is within the controllables, and if the
uncontrollables get out of hand, there
would be no reduction at all?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The able
Senator is correct. That should be under-
stood by anyone and everyone.

Mr. COOK. All right.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield
now to the senior Senator from Ken-
tucky.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, as I re-
call, last year due to the amendment
of the Senator from Delaware (Mr.
WiLLiams) and the former Senator from
Florida, Mr. SwmaTHERS, there was a
limitation of $6 billion fixed by Congress
as 8 minimum reduction of expenditures.

I think what happened was that that
$6 billion reduction in expenditures was
maintained in the controllable expendi-
tures, but there were uncontrollable ex-
penditures which increased by about $3.8
billion, and as a result, we had a net de-
crease of about $2 billion.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. No, the
increase of $6.2 billion in unconfrollables
just about washed out the decrease of
$6.7 billion in the controllables.

Mr. COOPER. Well, there was some
surplus claimed; as I recall, about $2.1
billion.

My question is this: As I have listened
to the discussion of the Senator from
West Virginia, the Senator from Dela-
ware, and my colleague, I have wondered,
is it intended that there be an ironclad
reduction in expenditures of at least $1.9
billion below the amount recommended
to Congress in the views of President
Nixon?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Let me
answer the Senator’s question this way:
The President’s revised budget estimates
amount to $192.9 billion.

Mr. COOPER. Yes.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Of which,
$106.7 billion is in the uncontrollable
category. That leaves $86.2 billion in the
controllable category.

We are simply saying here that the
controllable $86.2 billion will have to be
cut by $1.9 billion, bringing the controll-
able figure to $84.3 billion. It is that
simple.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I under-
stand. However, as far as the controllable
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items, the Senator is insisting on an iron-
clad cut of $1.9 billion.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. COOPER. As far as the uncon-
trollable items, it could wipe that out by
$2 billion, $5 billion, or $10 billion.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. As was
the case in the fiscal year 1969 situation.

Mr. COOPER. There is no provision in
the bill that would require this action.
Assuming that the noncontrollable items
were increased by $5 billion or $10 bil-
lion, there is no provision here that
would require the President or Congress
to reduce the controllable items by an
amount sufficient to match the increased
expenditures on uncontrollable items,

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, the whole argument basically gets
down to the fact that last year the bill
passed Congress and carried an exemp-
tion only as to interest on the national
debt, which was really a fluctuating
item.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. No.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Just a
moment.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. All right.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Then it
spelled out that the trust fund payments,
the social security payments, were not
affected because the only way they could
be changed up or down would be by
congressional action raising or lowering
the monthly payments. That is recog-
nized. They were not affected.

The same thing is true on veterans’
benefits mandatory under the law. We
know they are obligations. We spell out
exemptions for these.

However, beyond the trust funds and
the veterans’ payments and the interest,
that was it.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Would the
Senator indulge a correction at that
point?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The un-
predictable expenditures for Southeast
Asia were also exempted.

Mr. WILLTAMS of Delaware. I was re-
ferring to domestic programs. Naturally,
we cannot estimate any cost due to an
acceleration of the war. However, I was
speaking of the domestic programs first.
However, those were items that we ex-
empted in the original proposal that was
sponsored by former Senator Smathers
of Florida and me. I grant the Senator
that quite a few exemptions were ap-
proved later, although Congress did not
make as many exemptions as are con-
tained in the pending bill.

In all fairness, however, the TVA,
which is not in the committee proposal,
was exempted last year by the action of
Congress. There may have been others.

I do not think there is anything new.
This bill has far more exemptions now
than Congress approved last year. This
bill exempts the public assistance grants,
including medicaid, farm price supports,
and any prospective or future salary
increases.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Will the
Senator indulge an interruption at that
point?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Surely.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Last year,
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public assistance grants were included
up to $560 million over the budget es-
timate, and also farm price supports
under the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion were exempted up to $907 million
over the budget estimate.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. They
were not exempted in the bill which we
introduced in the Senate.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. They were
added.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I grant
the Senator that they were added later
but over my objection. However, when
they were later exempted it required
affirmative action, debate, and a vote by
Congress. That is what I would like to
have done here with respect to what-
ever expenditure controls we enact now.
I would like to have us at least firm the
matter up, and then if Congress wants
to stand by its decision it will have a
chance to resist any later effort to amend
the ceiling.

However, as I interpret the matter, if
we pass the pending bill this will be the
last chance we will have to look at it.
Everything is automatic even on some
of the items which are controllable.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. That is
one of the advantages of the committee
version.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Sen-
ator is correct. There is no question that
from the standpoint of those who want
no limit on spending this bill has a tre-
mendous advantage.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. No, from
the standpoint of those who want to
know where we are and what action will
be called for as a result, it is an advan-
tage to Members of the Congress and
the administration.

Mr. WILLTAMS of Delaware. It is an
advantage to those who want to increase
spending. They would have the exemp-
tion already.

I think we would be making a terrible
mistake if we were to approve the com-
mittee version. I will not say it is not
worth the paper it is written on; how-
ever, as far as effective control on spend-
ing, in my opinion it is worthless. I
would rather have no ceiling than for
Congress to approve this farce.

Then the Senator could accept an
amendment so as to tighten this down to
the same restrictions we had last year
when the bill was introduced in the Sen-
ate. If the Senate will accept that I
will go along with changing the figure
from $187.9 billion to $190 billion; that
is, with the exemptions the same as in-
troduced last year.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, the Senator begins with the
item of unpredictable costs of Southeast
Asia. That was in the Senator’s bill last
vear. It is in the bill this year.

The next item is interest on the na-
tional debt. That was in the Senator's
bill last year, and it is in the bill this
year.

The next item is social security, in-
cluding medicare. That item was in the
Senator’s bill last year, and it is in the
pending bill.

The next item is veterans’ pensions,
medical care, and so forth. That item
was in the Senator’s bill last year, and it
is in the pending bill.

The next item is farm price supports.
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Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. That was
not in my bill last year.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Let me
finish, please. The next item is farm
price supports. That is in the pending
bill, and it was in the Senator’s bill after
Congress had finished work on it, up to
a point of $907 million over the budget
estimate.

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Sen-
ator talks about what Congress did be-
fore it got through. I will be honest with
the Senator. There was not much left of
the $6 billion cut when Congress got
through; however, we made an effort. I
am speaking of the bill when it went
through the Senate and not of the ex-
emptions that were approved later.

In my opinion, Congress made a big
mistake when it made the later exemp-
tions last year. The best evidence of
that can be seen when one looks at the
infiationary spiral which constitutes a
serious danger in our country today.

I think if we are going to have an
expenditure ceiling we should have one
that means something. I would be will-
ing to accept the same exemptions we
had last year when we considered my
original bill. I would even accept a figure
of $190 billion if we can write that in
and make it mandatory, with no loop-
holes or exemptions unless Congress and
the Executive, working together, later
change the figure.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The Sen-
ator knows that if Congress made a mis-
take last year in exempting items, it will
make the same mistake this year.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware.
should we double it?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I do not
know. The Senator can answer that
question. However, he will agree that
Congress will make the same exemptions
this year.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. I will not
agree with that, I hope that Congress
realizes the dangerous results of its
actions of last year. When we figure that
today money is around 8 percent, and I
notice in the paper today that they are
predicting a triple A bond being released
today or tomorrow with an 8-percent
coupon rate and the Government of the
United States paying around T7-percent
interest. Certainly Congress is more alert
to the dangers today; if not, then we had
better get another Congress.

I do not think our Government can
continue to mneglect this inflationary
spiral. I think we can do something, and
I do not think that raising taxes is
enough. We must cut spending.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I agree.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Then let
us put an effective ceiling on expendi-
tures.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I agree.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It is
much easier to operate with a pocketful
of money and no control over spending.
It is much easier as an individual to go
downtown with a pocketful of money.
However, our Government has reached
the point where it does not have the
inoney to pay our bills without borrow-

ng.

I hope that the Senator will go along
with eliminating from the excepted list
the open-end items on page 16.

Why
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Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, We had
more than three items last year.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
Southeast Asia items on page 27.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Let me
ask the Senator this: Would the Senator
like to remove from the exemptions the
item of $25.2 billion for expenditures for
Southeast Asia?

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. I do not
think we have any choice; and that was
exempted last year.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Would
the Senator like to remove that item
from the exemptions?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No. It
was in last year when we introduced the
bill.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Would
the Senator like to remove from the ex-
emptions the $42.1 billion for social se-
curity and medicare?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I have
said that I will take the bill we had last
year if the Senator will support it, and I
will offer it as a substitute.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Would the
Senator like to remove from the exemp-
tions the $16.4 billion for interest rates
on the national debt?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It is
listed as $16 billion on page 16 of the
budget.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. It is $16.4
billion.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That was
in the exemptions last year.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. So the
Senator would like to remove it?

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. No. What
is this, shadow boxing?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Would the
Senator like to remove from the exemp-
tions the $6.1 billion for veterans' pen-
sions, veterans’ compensation, and med-
ical care?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I have
already said that that was in the bill
last year.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Would the
Senator like to remove from the exemp-
tions the $7.2 billion for public assist-
ance grants, including medicaid?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That was
not in our bill, and they are controllable
items.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The Sen-
ator would like to exempt that?

Mr. WILLTAMS of Delaware. No. They
can be controlled.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Then, I
suggest that the Senator offer an amend-
ment, and let us have a vote on it.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Do not
worry, an amendment will be offered if
that is what the Senator wants.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I do not
want it. That is what the Senator from
Delaware wants.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Why
should we have an exemption for the
postal operations? Why should we ex-
empt Congress from some controls when
we are asking other agencies to accept
controls? Why should we ask all these
executive departments to control spend-
ing but say that Congress is not going
to be controlled? I would not exempt the
judiciary. Then there is the item of $1.5
billion classified as “other.”

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. No, it is
$2.1 billion.
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Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It has
jumped $500 million in the last 3 months.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. It has
jumped $0.6 billion.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Perhaps
it has jumped another hundred million
dollars since we began debating.

I would strike out, that exemption. I
just do not understand what it is. I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum, and then
we will start on the amendments.

I will withhold that. Does the Senator
wish to speak first?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I do, yes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I with-
hold that, temporarily.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, the committee has attempted to
substitute an approach—which we think
is workable, which will give the President
of the United States some flexibility, and
which will require a reduction of $1.9
billion in the controllable expenses—for
an approach which was suggested by the
House and which is considered by the
committee to be unworkable, overly re-
strictive, and uncertain and indefinite in
its results.

The provision enacted by the House
would utilize the President’s revised
budget estimate of $192.9 billion as a
ceiling, a ceiling which could be increased
or decreased only by action or inaction
of Congress. The President could do
nothing to raise or lower that ceiling.

An example of action by Congress
would be in the case of increasing the
appropriation, let us say, for flood-con-
trol projects by $100 million over the
budget estimate. That would automati-
cally raise the ceiling from $192.9 billion
to $193 billion.

An example of inaction by Congress
which would have an impact upon that
ceiling would be if Congress fails to enact
legislation making the postal increases
requested by the President. If Congress
refuses to enact those postal increases,
there would be an automatic increase in
the ceiling of $192.9 billion by $621 mil-
lion. That is an example of inaction by
the Congress and its impact on the
ceiling.

Congress would not determine the ex-
penditure impact of its increases or de-
creases in appropriations. This would
have to be done, under the House provi-
sion, by the Bureau of the Budget, which
every month for the remainder of this
calendar year would have to report to
Congress the impact of its appropriations
on expenditures. Then, during the last
half of the fiscal year, the impact would
be reported by the Bureau of the Budget
once every quarfer. But the provision
that has been enacted by the House
makes no exemptions whatsoever, no ex-
ceptions for increases in uncontrollable
items, and it would require the President
to make corresponding decreases in con-
trollable items for any unanticipated in-
creases in the uncontrollable items. It
simply states a ceiling, makes no ex-
emptions, and says this is it.

For example, if the war in South Viet-
nam were to heat up, let us say, next
March, and the President had to request
from Congress $2 billion in additional
moneys for Southeast Asia, this would
be a request by the President; it would
not be action b;- Congress. If Congress
ailowed the $2 billion, this would not have
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any effect on the ceiling, because the
President would have requested it, and
the ceiling can be adjusted only by con-
gressional action or inaction. So the ceil-
ing would remain the same, at $192.9
billion, even though the President re-
quested from Congress a $2 billion addi-
tional appropriation for Southeast Asia.
Now, if $1 billion of that $2 billion were
to be expended in fiscal year 1970, this
would mean the President would have to
make a corresponding decrease of $1
billion in controllable items as late as
next April or May under the example I
have cited.

The committee felt that this is too re-
strictive. It would straitjacket the Presi-
dent, and it really seems unworkable. So
the committee sought to come to the
floor with a provision that would require
a reduction in expenditures but which
would take into account and exempt the
unpredictable item of Southeast Asia,
fixed items such as the interest rate, and
open ended items such as public assist-
ance, and so forth. It has, therefore, ex-
empted those so-called uncontrollables,
but it does require the President or Con-
gress to make a reduction in the con-
trollable items in an amount not less
than $1.9 billion. So this assures a cut
of at least $1.9 billion. If Congress makes
the cut, then the President does not have
to make a reduction. But $1.9 billion is
a pretty sizable cut in expenditures.

In 1968, Congress made appropriations
cuts amounting to $5,567 million, where-
as the expenditure impact from those
cuts was only $1,907 million. In 1969,
Congress made appropriations cuts
amounting to $13,188 million. Yet the
total expenditure impact was only $3,803
million. So the expenditure impact was
approximately only one-third, or less
than one-third, of the total appropria-
tions cuts made by Congress.

So when we require an expenditure cut
of $1.9 billion, we are really talking
about a $5.5 billion to a $6.5 billion cut in
appropriations. And that isn't chicken-
feed in anybody’s language. The $1.9
billion cut, when added to the $4 billion
reduction that the President has already
made in the Johnson budget, makes a
total reduction from the Johnson budget
of approximately $5.9 billion, which is
about the size of the $6 billion cut re-
quired by the Congress last year.

So, Mr. President, I hope that the Sen-
ator will go along with the committee
version, because it does insure a cut in
Federal expendifures; it does exempt
those areas of the budget over which the
President and Congress have virtually
no control. At the same time, it puts the
President on notice now as to the mini-
mum reduction to be made.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr,
President, the Senator from Maryland
has a statement he wishes to make on
another matter, and we can resume our
debate later.

However, I wish to say to the Senator
that I will propose amendments. I want
to make sure that any ceiling enacted
will be effective.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The bill
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clearly states that there must be a re-
duction of $1.9 billion in these control-
lable items and that is as plain as one
can make it. If that language becomes
the law we will have to abide by it.

I yield to the Senator from Maryland.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from West
Virginia for yielding.

Mr. President, I would like to point out
that the inclusion of $18,736,000 in this
bill for the District of Columbia subway
system represents a real breakthrough.
In my years in the other body, as well as
here, I have been fighting this battle,
and I would like to pay tribute to the dis-
tinguished Senator from West Virginia,
because I think this item is an example
of the constructive leadership that the
Senator has exercised. I wish to thank
him for it.

Approval of these funds will permit
the Metropolitan Washington Transit
Authority to start construction of the
subway system, a system which is ab-
solutely essential to meeting the trans-
portation needs of this rapidly-growing
area.

In line with the colloquy which has
taken place between the Senator from
West Virginia and the Senator from
Delaware, longer postponements could
greatly increase overall construction
costs, which are now increasing as much
as $250,000 per day. More seriously.

I am delighted that these funds have
been included in this bill, because fur-
ther delay could have disastrous results.
First, longer postponements could
greatly increase overall construction
costs, which are now increasing as much
as $250,000 per day. More seriously,
longer delay could jeopardize the com-
plicated and somewhat delicate structure
of regional accords and financial com-
mitments which have been so laboriously
shaped by all the governments in the
metropolitan area.

It is only realistic, however, to add a
cautionary note. However much we may
regret it, the fact is that the metro sys-
tem cannot be considered or constructed
without some regard for the progress of
the area's freeway system. To be blunt,
the subway has to date been held hostage
for the freeway system, particularly for
the Three Sisters Bridge. Therefore, the
freeway controversy—incredibly tangled
as it is—simply must be resolved in order
to assure, first, that subway construc-
tion will continue on schedule, and sec-
ond, that rational transportation plan-
ning for the entire metropolitan region
can be advanced.

I was very pleased to see that the Sec-
retary of Transportation has taken a per-
sonal interest in the problem and has
indicated that he intends to press for a
reasonable solution.

It would be most encouraging and
timely to have the same types of assur-
ances now from the District of Colum-
bia government, including both the
Mayor and the city council. I hope both
Mayor Washington and Chairman Hahn
will give us that kind of assurance.

What we need now from all parties,
and I emphasize “all parties,” is not
stubbornness, but statesmanship. A prob-
lem of this magnitude and intricacy can
be resolved only by the persistent exer-
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cising of the art of compromise, I think
the distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia has given us an example of that.

To assure that the $18.7 million will
actually be approved, I would urge all
parties concerned to reconsider their in-
dividual positions, weigh carefully the
possible price of further deadlock, and
actively seek the areas of agreement on
which a sensible transportation policy
could be based.

If they have any doubt about the ur-
gency of it they do not have to look at
statistics; they merely have to try to get
downtown in the early morning.

I trust that this course of seeking com-
promise will be productive. If necessary,
I intend to make specific recommenda-
tions myself during the coming weeks.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DOLE
in the chair) . The clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I shall not
call up my amendment with relation to
summer jobs for youth for a little while.
However, I wish to comment on another
matter regarding this bill.

I am particularly heartened to note
that the Committee on Appropriations
has seen fit to restore the $16 million cut
earlier this year from the educational
opportunity grant program authorized
by title IV-A of the Higher Education
Act.

Under this program grants of from
$200 to $1,000 are awarded to qualified
students of exceptional financial need
who, without this assistance would be
unable to aftend college. The amount
awarded must be matched by funds from
other sources such as institutional aid,
student loans, and earnings from work-
study employment.

1 hope that our colleagues in the other
body on the conference committee will
agree to the wisdom of this restoration
of funds, which offers such great hope to
promising young Americans who other-
wise would not be able to obtain a higher
education. At a time when tuition costs
are rising at a rate of between 5 percent
and 10 percent annually, when other
costs are rising and when obtaining a
guaranteed student loan is more difficult
because of the tight money market and
high interest rates, the importance of the
EOG program and its maintenance be-
come more apparent.

As to how this $16 million restoration
will affect one State, let me cite the ex-
ample of New York, where $1.23 million
in new funds for initial EOG awards
would likely be made available to the
colleges in the State. Of this amount,
$270,000 would be assigned to the 25
State-operated campuses of the State
University of New York—SUNY—in-
creasing its available initial year funds
by 30 percent, to $1.2 million. Thus some
305 new eligible students could be en-
rolled at SUNY's colleges in September
in addition to the 1,100 for whom funds
are presently available. The families of
most of these 1,450 young people have
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gross incomes below $3,000—none ex-
ceed $6,000.

I should like to emphasize that none of
these promising students will have to be
sought out when this appropriation be-
comes a reality. They are now awaiting
fulfillment of the pledge made them by
SUNY in partnership with the Govern-
ment based on the intent and authoriza-
tion of the Higher Education Act, as
amended last year. These Federal moneys
are a vital addition to the $4 million
being expended by the State for its own
program, SEEK, which is similar to EOG
in purpose.

In conclusion, I should like to com-
mend the committee for this restoration
of funds to EOG and assure its mem-
bers that they have my support in con-
ference to sustain the provision.

I feel an additional sense of strength
because of that and urge upon the Con-
gress the final enactment of this restora-
tion which has been made so intel-
ligently, I am happy to say to my friend,
the Senator from West Virginia (Mr.
Byrp), by the Appropriations Com-
mittee.

Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will eall the roll.

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

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

IT IS URGENT THAT MIRV FLIGHT
TESTS BE HALTED

Mr, CASE. Mr. President, I rise to dis-
cuss a matter that is fully as urgent to
the best interests of the United States as
the contents of the bill that is now be-
fore the Senate.

I speak of the need to open talks with
the Soviet Union on a strategic arms lim-
itation treaty, and of the threat to those
talks that is implicit in the continued
testing of multiple warheads by both
nations.

The press today reports that the ad-
ministration has proposed that the talks
between the two countries start on July
31, some 6 weeks from now. If true, this
is indeed good news to all of us who have
deplored the months long delay in get-
ting talks started.

But the press has also reported no
change in the administration’s intention
to continue flight tests of multiple inde-
pendently targetable reentry vehicles—
or MIRV's—even after the talks open.
And that is indeed bad news,

For the simple fact is that nothing is
so certain to insure that the strategic
arms race continues on an upward spiral
as is the deployment of MIRV’s,

Today, thanks to independent surveil-
lance systems, both sides can count the
other's offensive missiles and estimate
with some assurance the damage they
might do.

But once these missiles can be fitted
with with multiple warheads, and espe-
cially MIRVs, such assurance will not be
possible.

The urgency of the matter rests on the
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fact that the only real hope of avoiding
the deployment of MIRV warheads by
both sides is to ban the testing of MIRV’'s
before they have been fully developed by
either side. And that moment is rapidly
approaching.

Indeed, when I first raised this ques-
tion with Secretary Laird when he ap-
peared before the Foreign Relations
Committee almost 3 months ago, he said
we would be deploying MIRV’s “not in
the too distant future.”

The United States has already con-
ducted quite a number of MIRV flicht
tests with Poseidon and Minuteman ITI
missiles. The Soviet Union has also con-~
ducted flight tests of multiple warheads
in the Pacific.

Whether they are testing true MIRV’s
or simpler MIRV—that is to say, multiple
reentry vehieles without independent
guidance—is a matter of some dispute in
the intelligence community.

Only a week ago Friday, for example,
when asked if the Soviets were flight
testing MRV’s, Secretary Rogers told
members of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, “I have no reason to think they
are.”

Then last Monday the Times reported
that “intelligence experts in the Pen-
tagon” have concluded that the Soviets
are testing true MIRV’'s. This obviously
inspired report has also appeared in
other publications.

But whether the Soviets are testing
MIRV’s or simply MRV’s is beside the
point., For it is undisputed that the
United States is substantially ahead of
the Soviets in MIRV technology. Nor can
anyone argue that a mutual moratorium
on flight tests would enable the Soviets
to overcome our lead.

More importantly, I know of no one
who is prepared to dispute the proposi-
tion that, once MIRVs are fully tested by
either or both sides, there would be no
way of checking on compliance with an
agreement not to deploy MIRV's except
by detailed, on-site inspections which
the Soviet Union would never agree to
and we would not be likely to agree to
either.

The importance of immediate action
to stop MIRV flight tests now—before
they have been completed by either
side—cannot, therefore, be overesti-
mated. Upon taking this action now may
well depend the possibility of any effec-
tive limitation of strategic armaments
by agreement between our country and
the Soviet Union.

Three weeks ago I called on President
Nixon to order an immediate halt to
MIRV flight tests for so long as the
Soviets did the same,

I made that proposal in full confi-
dence that such an initiative on our part
would entail no risk to our security:

We are substantially ahead of the
Soviets in MIRV technology.

We can monitor their flight tests—as
they can monitor ours, If they resume
tests, we will know.

We can maintain our readiness to re-
sume testing, as we must assume the
Soviets would also do.

We can resume tests immediately
should they decide to do so. Obviously,
this proposal is not unilateral disarma-
ment in any sense.

The Senate will recall that just over
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10 years ago—on October 31, 1958—Pres-
ident Eisenhower announced that the
United States would conduct no further
tests of nuclear weapons in the atmos-
phere for so long as the Soviets did like-
wise,

The Soviets observed that moratorium
for 3 years, until September 1, 1961, when
they resumed testing. The United States
then conducted further tests of its own.
But the moratorium, even though broken,
helped to pave the way for the partial
Test Ban Treaty of 1963, which the Sen-
ate ratified by a vote of 80 to 19.

If we are ever to conclude a strategic
arms limitation treaty with the Soviet
Union, the terms of that agreement must
be such that the President, the Senate,
and the American people can be confi-
dent of our ability to detect violations
that might jeopardize our safety.

We can have no such confidence once
the Soviets have fully tested MIRV war-
heads. Nor could they have any such con-
fidence once we have reached that stage.

Indeed, there is good reason to believe
that, somewhere short of full testing,
both nations would have to conclude that
it was too late to enter a moratorium on
testing with sufficient assurance that the
other side could not deploy.

Would the Soviets respond in kind to
the initiative I am proposing, and thus
bring about an effective if informal mor-
atorium on MIRV testing?

No one can say. But what I can and
do say with absolute conviction is this:
If we allow this momentary opportunity
to stay the mad momentum of nuclear
armaments to slip by, the security that
this Government is sworn to seek and
maintain for our Nation will not grow,
but will diminish.

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

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I yield to the
distinguished Senator from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I asso-
ciate myself with all that has been said
by the distinguished senior Senator from
New Jersey. I commend him for taking
this position on this most vital subject,
a subject which is of such importance
to the United States and to the people
of the world.

Mr. President, as this discussion makes
evident, there is a deep and growing
concern in the Senate that the oppor-
tunity for political control of our future
security is fading before the mounting
pressures of a technology that presents
special difficulties to the political lead-
ership of this Nation and the Soviet
Union. Both counfries have declared
their desire to enter negotiations aimed
at freezing the level of strategic arma-
ments on both sides. Both countries have
made known their desire to avoid an
endless competition in weapons devel-
opment and procurement. Both coun-
tries have indicated an awareness that
in a nuclear war there can be no victor,
in any meaningful sense.

But these new perceptions, which
ought to be the paramount factors in
shaping the policies of the two super-
powers, have not yet produced the kind
of arms control arrangements on which
either side can rely. In recent years we
have had the good fortune to be able to
rely upon new techniques of surveillance
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to reduce the hazards of the arms race
by keeping both nations informed as to
the general strategic capacities of each
other. This has permitted a measure of
confidence in the estimates of force lev-
els, estimates which in turn have been
the basis for strategic planning and de-
cisions. It has also permitted the two
nations to begin contemplating more
formal arms limitations which might be
monitored with a fair degree of assur-
ance that there was less chance of clan-
destine activities which could give one
side a unique advantage, hence upsetting
the strategic balance.

In this same period, owing largely to
U.S. restraint in weapons deployment,
the Soviet Union has pulled abreast of
the United States in the numbers of
strategic delivery vehicles. While there
are variations in weapons characteristics
and qualities, the condition into which
the two powers have moved is one of
rough strategic parity. Neither side could
overwhelm the other; either side would
receive a devastating retaliatory blow.

These, then, are the elements which

mark the strategic balance in 1969: the
Soviet Union and the United States have
achieved a general strategic parity at a
time when unprecedented means of sur-
veillance have improved their capacity
to monitor additions to each other's
forces. These are the elements which
have offered hope that it might be pos-
sible to devise workable arrangements to
stabilize the balance at the present
levels, hopefully in anticipation of later
force reductions rather than an endless
contest to raise the levels to ever higher
ranges in the coming years. While no
one who is knowledgeable in these mat-
ters expects to see massive and imme-
diate steps toward disarmament, many
informed persons have believed it might
be possible to prevent the wasteful con-
tinuation and intensification of the arms
race.
If these are the conditions of oppor-
tunity, they are greatly complicated by
other factors which may make it exceed-
ingly difficult to seize the opportunity.
After much study, it has become clear to
many Members of this body that the
prospective deployment of MIRV tech-
nology is precisely such a factor.

The complexities of MIRV are many,
and the reasons why it jeopardizes the
prospects for arms control negotiations
have been developed by a number of
competent spokesmen. While no careful
observer would imply that MIRV sys-
tems would make either the Soviets or
the United States willing to econtemplate
nuclear war as a low-risk venture, the
introduction of these forces would tend
to increase the danger that, in a period
of great tension such as the Cuban mis-
sile crisis, a pre-emptive strike might
take place.

This danger stems from the fact that,
with large numbers of accurate MIRVs,
there is the theoretical capacity to de-
stroy a very high percentage of the
other side’s land-based missile force.
With a larger number of warheads con-
fronting a relatively smaller number of
targets, that is the other side’s delivery
vehicles, there is an insidious tendency
to conclude that there may be an advan-
tage in striking first. If that tendency
matures, it will undermine the very
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foundations of deterrence which the
United States has sought to bolster for
more than a decade. The cornerstone of
deterrence as a strategy is the so-called
assured destruction capability, the ca-
pacity for the strategic forces to survive
a first strike in sufficient numbers to de-
liver a devastating second strike.

That the United States is apprehen-
sive about the threat to this cornerstone
of our national strategy is evident in the
rising concern over the continued deploy-
ment of the Soviet Union’s large SS-9.
Studies have shown that, if the SS-9
force continues to increase and if the
Soviet Union perfects a MIRV system for
that booster, the U.S. Minuteman sites
will become inecreasingly vulnerable dur-
ing the 1970s. If such a threat material-
izes it is clear that the United States
will have to take countermeasures to in-
sure its retaliatory capacity. Thus one
can see the pressure that MIRV exerts
directly on the arms race.

But this pressure is even more trouble-
some because of the vast uncertainties
which MIRV creates for a possible arms
limitation agreement. If MIRV tech-
nology enters the forces, it becomes im-
possible, without detailed and extensive
inspection, to determine the precise num-
ber of warheads in each side’s inventory.
With today’s means of observation and
verification, it is possible without intru-
sive inspection to gage the number of
delivery vehicles available to either na-
tion. But a MIRVed missile looks no dif-
ferent from the outside than a single-
warhead missile. Calculations of strategic
force levels will immediately have to be
revised to assume that any missile that
can be MIRVed has been MIRVed. Com-
pensating measures to protect each side’s
retallatory forces will have to be based
on this kind of bloated estimate. Thus
the prospects for limiting the balance of
terror to the rough dimensions it has now
attained will decline sharply.

There is some hope, however, that re-
straint in the further testing of MIRV
systems will buy time for the planned
negotiations to succeed in warding off
this destabilizing technology. That is the
modest, limited goal of those of us who
have been arguing for such restraint.

Both Senator Case and I have been
addressing this issue for many weeks
now, and I believe we both are more con-
vinced than ever that the United States
and the Soviet Union have a strong, mu-
tual interest in seeking to curb MIRV.
If further flight tests on both sides can
be deferred, it may yet be possible to
work out adequate guarantees that such
systems will not be deployed. As the
United States has made clear in past
proposals in the Geneva arms talks, this
kind of limitation on offensive forces will
also require an agreement on the limita-
tion of defensive forces in both coun-
tries. These are issues which cannot be
resolved except through the most inten-
sive negotiations, but a helpful begin-
ning can and should be made imme-
diately by delaying the MIRV programs.

That is the message we seek to convey
through this colloquy. Tomorrow a large
number of Senators will join with us in
cosponsoring a sense of the Senate reso-
lution urging the President to propose to
the Soviet Union a joint suspension of
MIRV flight tests as an essential step
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toward preserving the chances of suc-
cessful negotiation. It is my conviction
that such a test moratorium can be an
invaluable contribution to avoiding the
dangerous and costly arms spiral that
may now be in the offing. I urge those
Senators who have not yet done so to
join in this effort to lend the weight of
opinion in this body to the deliberations
on this vital subject now taking place in
the executive branch.

Mr. President, I believe that the re-
sponsibility for controlling the arms race
belongs not only to the executive branch
of the Government but is also a joint
responsibility that must be shared by the
legislative branch.

So again I commend my distinguished
colleague, the Senator from New Jersey,
and again I implore my colleagues in the
Senate to join in this colloquy and to
join in the sense of the Senate resolution
which I intend to offer. The resolution, in
effect, merely calls upon the President of
the United States to urge the Soviet
Union to join with us in bringing about
a moratorium on the operational testing
of MIRV. If the Soviets resume testing,
then the United States can resume
testing.

I suggest that the testing that we have
done to date is such that the United
States cannot and will not lose by this
move to call for a moratorium by the
Soviet Union and the United States.

I thank the distinguished Senator from
New Jersey.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator from Massachusetts. His has
been one of the earliest voices to be
raised in this matter.

I recall, for example, an extraordinar-
ily fine speech he made in New York be-
fore the Newspaper Publishers Associa-
tion in the latter part of April, and it
was my privilege to have it printed in the
Recorp a few days later. It was cool, in-
telligent, nonpassionate, and yet was
deeply concerned and intelligently pre-
sented, as his remarks tocay have been.

I am happy to be associated with his
resolution, and am honored to have him
join in this colloquy.

Mr. President, at one time, I had
planned to offer my proposal as an
amendment to the Second Supplemental
Appropriations Act, and thereby obtain
an early expression of the sense of the
Senate on this matter,

As many Senators know, I presented
my proposal to the Appropriations Sub-
committee on Deficiencies and Supple-
mentals when it met to markup this bill
on Friday, June 6.

I again presented the proposal to the
full Appropriations Committee at its
markup session last Wednesday, June
11,

It then became apparent that my col-
leagues on the committee did not wish to
have my proposal considered as an
amendment to this bill, and that if I
offered it on the floor it would be sub-
jected to a point of order.

Since my proposal concerns a matter
of the highest urgency—indeed, a matter
of survival—it is unthinkable that it
than the merits. So I shall not offer it as
an amendment to this bill, when it would
be subject to objections other than those
based on the merits, and a decision would
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not be a true measure of the sentiment of
this body on this most important matter.

Instead, I shall introduce a simple res-
olution to the same effect. It reads:

It 1s the sense of the Senate that, because
of the great urgency of seeking verifiable
agreements between the United States and
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on
the limitation of offensive and defensive
strategic weapons, and because such agree-
ments are imperiled by the development and
prospective deployment of multiple warheads
by both nations, the President should imme-
diately suspend flight tests of multiple re-
entry vehicles for so long as the Soviet Union
does the same.

The resolution I shall offer differs
somewhat in wording from the one the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
Brooke) is offering and which I am
joining with him in offering. In sub-
stance, however, our purpose is identi-
cal.

This morning I discussed the matter
with the chairman of the Committee on
Foreign Relations, the Senator from
Arkansas (Mr. FuLeriGHT). He was
agreeable to its consideration by the
committee. I ask that my resolution,
which I now offer, be referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, the deep
concern expressed by the Senator from
New Jersey (Mr. Case), the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. BrRooke) and
others about the implications of con-
tinued MIRV testing brings this country
closer to the basic decision that must be
made: Whether to go on with another
round of the nuclear arms race or fo
seek ways to halt the inexorable escala-
tion of nuelear systems.

Recent editorials in the Washington
Post and the New York Times and the
very forceful and eloquent presentations
of Senators Brooke and Case have de-
scribed the problem in detail. Because
deployment of MIRV or ABM may fore-
close any possibility of a nuclear arms
limitation agreement, it is all the more
imperative that the United States enter
into negotiations as soon as possible.
Further delay, I contend, would increase
the danger to the ultimate security of
the United States.

As Senators know, I have opposed for
some time the deployment of the anti-
ballistic-missile system. The chief rea-
son I have done so is to see if it is pos-
sible to secure an agreement with the
Soviet Union—either formal agreement
or one in fact—which would halt the
deployment of new systems and halt and
control the nuclear arms race.

ABM and MIRV are closely related.
They are part of the action and coun-
teraction which is characteristic of the
nuclear arms race. They are the most
advanced weapons in the next genera-
tion of the nuclear arms race. But ABM
and MIRV do not pose symmetrical
problems. While the proposed ABM is
a system whose technical defects and
limitations have been amply illustrated
by testimony over the past year, no such
technical deficiencies seem evident in
MIRV.

There are sound technical and scien-
tific grounds for delaying deployment
of ABM until further research and de-
velopment has been carried out. Most of
the components of the proposed Safe-
guard system are not yet developed to
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the stage where they are ready for de-
ployment. Further, the theoretical ca-
pabilities of the proposed Safeguard sys-
tem are so limited that deployment even
if its components are fully developed
and tested would be of marginal value
to the security of the United States.

I understand that MIRV testing thus
far has met expectations and the time
is not far off when deployment of this
deadly weapon will take place. MIRV
would multiply the number of deliver-
able nuclear warheads in the world by
a factor of 3 to 10. If there is security
to be gained by having a vastly larger
number of deliverable warheads in the
U.S. nuclear armory, MIRV seems fo
offer this advantage. Butf, in my view,
the history of the nuclear arms race
shows that MIRV will only increase the
overkill capacity of the United States
and the U.S.S.R., as it will cause recipro-
cating action by either country in the
development of advanced nuclear sys-
tems and weapons. The multiplication
of nuclear weapons of increased sophis-
tication will only increase the chances of
nuclear war.

Senator Case and Senaitor BROOKE
have not proposed a unilateral mora-
torium. I would oppose a unilateral halt
by the United States in its MIRV test-
ing. Such a unilateral halt eould not be
justified if the Soviets should proceed
with their testing of MIRV. But Senators
CaseE and BrooKE have proposed a mu-
tual moratorium. I therefore strongly
support their plea to the administration
that the forthcoming SALT talks begin
immediately, and that the administra-
tion press for a joint United States-So-
viet moratorium and controls on further
deployment of all strategic nuclear weap-
ons including MIRV.

I agree with the Senator from New
Jersey (Mr. Case) and the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. Brooke) that with-
out such a moratorium, progress that
might be made in SALT negotiations
could be seriously undermined, for it is
not logical to deploy the very weapons
we wish to prevent coming into being.
It is wise to carefully plan for the nego-
tiations on such a vital security matter
as nuclear strategic weapons systems,
and this I know the administration has
been doing. But enough time has gone
by. It is imperative to begin these talks
before the momentum of the arms race
carries away the opportunity for ration-
ality and lessened danger from nuclear
war that now exists. I hope our country
takes the initiative asked by the Senator
from New Jersey and the Senator from
Massachusetts.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Cook
in the chair). Does the Senator yield?

Mr. CASE. I shall be happy to yield,
but first I wish to express at this point
my very deep appreciation for the re-
marks of the Senator from EKentucky,
and my satisfaction in being associated
with one who has been preeminent for
years in this area. I have supported his
views on the ABM. I am happy to have
the association of his experience, com-
passion, and understanding in this par-
ticular phase of this matter.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
think it would be proper at this peint in

June 16, 1969

the Recorp, if the Senator would be so
ineclined, for him to outline his reason-
ing as to why he feels the moratorium
on the development of MIRY at this time
would aid in disarmament talks with the
Soviets.

Mr. CASE. I think we have all been
attempting to do that in our arguments
but I should be glad to review briefly and
in skeleton form the thrust of the
argument.

I think it is axiomatic that we and I
am sure the Soviet Union, would be un-
willing to make any serious agreement
limiting our strategic arms that was not
sp(?ject to surveillance, each by the other
side.

At present the number of missiles de-
ployed is so subject. With one weap-
on in each missile we know pretty
much where we stand and we would con-
tinue this relative to the other. Once we
have independently targetable weapons,
three to 10, or maybe more inside a single
missile, the numbers of weapons are then
no longer subject to surveillance by ex-
ternal means. It is most unlikely, in our
judgment—those of us who feel strongly
on this matter—if not impossible, that
an agreement on the limitation of weap-
ons would be made then because it
would not be subject then to inspection
and verification. It is about that simple.

So long as the MIRYV is in the testing
stage, tests can be monitored and they
are being monitored. We know where we
stand. If either side tests further, we shall
know that by our external means of in-
spection and surveillance. It is about as
simple as that.

If we let these weapons get to the point
where either side can deploy them with-
out further testing, we shall be in danger
of not being able to make an arms lim-
itation agreement.

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Soviets have
said time and again they will never agree
to surveillance. If we could get them to
agree to surveillance, I would be happy
to join the Senator in his desire.

Mr. CASE. That is the point. The kind
of surveillance we could have now is not
subject to agreement or consent by the
other side in either case, and that is why
the possibility of an arms limitation
agreement will exist so long as we have
strategic weapons which are subject to
surveillance, each by the other side, with-
out the kind of onsite inspection which
the Soviets will not let us make, and I
think we would not let them make either.

Mr. GOLDWATER. To comment on
that reasoning, I think this might have
some bearing on the developing debate.
We have not increased our participation
in the so-called nuclear race over the
past several years. Five years ago the
Soviet ABM was made known. They have
now deployed two and they are now
working on a third system. In the same
time, we have not only failed to stay
ahead but we actually decreased the
number of missiles we planned to have
at the beginning of the entire program.

While I follow the Senator’s logic, I
do not believe there is any indication by
the activity of the Soviet Union. Al-
though we have been holding back our
development in the main, they have been
going ahead.

I do not share the same optimism my
friend from New Jersey does that the
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Soviets, now that they are mot “com-
fortably” ahead, but ahead, and going
further ahead in this so-called race, will
be willing to come to an agreement such
as we must have, that is, on-site inspec-
tion, if this thing is to work, when they
declined in the past to agree to the same
requests that have been made on them
before.

I think that if we are going to get down
to the nub of the whole thing it would
be between the logic the Senator so ably
developed, and the plain facts of the
case have not indicated to the rest of
us that they see any reason to participate
now in negotiations.

I cannot agree that by dropping the
development of MIRV they would be
willing to come in.

Mr. CASE. I appreciate the Senator's
concern, I appreciate very much the op-
portunity to discuss the matter with him
on the floor of the Senate because he has
been active and interested in this entire
matter of our defense, including the area
of strategic weapons, for a long time.

There is no question but that the num-
ber of missiles deployed by the Soviet
Union has increased; but there is no
question that our capacity for retaliation
is as strong and powerful a deterrent as
it has ever been, and the deterrent like-
wise operates against us.

This is the time when we are most
likely to get some kind of arms limita-
tion agreement. The Senator asks why
should the Soviets want to reduce arms or
come to an agreement when it is moving
ahead so quickly.

I think the answer is as simple as this.
As far as the Soviets are concerned, this
is not a question of their loving us, or
of their having a particular desire to
help us or to do otherwise than In the
words of Khrushchev, if the Senator
will, to bury us. But they realize the
world is too difficult and dangerous po-
tentially for these two greater super-
powers to let the arms race spiral to ever-
ascending heights at which the risk of
disaster will be so enormously increased,
and the necessity to limit the arms race,
therefore, at a time when both will have
and both do have and will maintain this
retaliatory capacity vis-a-vis the other.
This seems to me to be most in the inter-
est of the Soviets, our own interest, and
the interest of the whole world and they
are astute enough to see that.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I hope the Senator
is right. I again bring up the facts of
this case which have not indicated they
are overly anxious to participate. They
have known of our Intentions and de-
sires. I must say there has been no reac-
tion to our overtures and no response at
all that would give me the feeling that
by dropping MIRV it would cause them
to come to the table faster than dropping
the ABM at the present time would cause
them to come to the table.

Mr. CASE. The Soviet indication of
interest in this field has been made
known to us for a year or more, and
that we were interested is quite true.
Under President Johnson we were just
about to go, and then the situation in
Czechoslovakia came along and other
matters interrupted our getting together.
And so I do not think it is true that
they have to be enticed to the bargain-
ing table, because they want to come. The
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other day, the Secretary of State said
that he talked to Mr. Dobrynin, as I
understand it, and talks are scheduled
to begin in 6 weeks. That is not the prob-
lem. The problem is, as we see it, to main-
tain the situation in which not only
talks will go on but that circumstances
may also be maintained in which effec-
tive arms limitation agreements can be
made. That is the point.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Suppose the reso-
lution of the Senator is adopted. Is it his
idea that we immediately stop develop-
ment of our MIRV and not wait for the
Soviets to indicate that they will stop
theirs, or would it depend upon their
similar action in the field?

Mr. CASE. Certainly, we will not con-
tinue any suspension of testing for any
length of time unless they do the same
exactly. Thus, the difference between
the resolution of the Senator from
Massachusetts and mine is purely a
semantic matter. His would require
prior agreement on both sides. Mine
would suggest an immediate cessation, or
stopping, to be resumed if there is any
further testing on the other side. I think
it is purely a matter of semantics, really.
Neither one of us is talking about a uni-
lateral suspension.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I have not sug-
gested that.

Mr. CASE, I know the Senator has not
suggested that.

Mr. GOLDWATER. That, to me, is the
point the Senator must clear up. If we
stop experimentation in this field with-
out their stopping at the same time, I do
not believe we will achieve anything but
give them an additional balance in their
favor, where if we have a mutual agree-
ment between the two countries that we
will stop testing MIRV, that would be
an entirely different picture.

Mr. BROOKE. That very well may be
the slight difference in the resolution of
the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. CASE)
and the sense of the Senate resolution
which I propose. I would agree——

Mr, CASE. In which I associate my-
self,

Mr. BROOKE. With which the Sen-
ator from New Jersey associates himself.
I would agree with the Senator from
Arizona that we should not stop testing
until the Soviets stop their testing.

I do not believe that we should im-
mediately stop and wait for them to stop.
It should be done simultaneously. A ces-
sation of the operational testing of MIRV
should be done simultaneously.

If I may, I certainly would agree with
what the Senator from New Jersey has
said about the negotiations and the arms
control talks. I think that the Soviets
have indicated that they do want the
talks, but there were several matters
which have postponed them, One, as the
Senator very well points out, is the move
in Czechoslovakia by the Soviet Union.
Certainly they were responsible for that.
The others, of course, would be that there
has been a change in the administration,
and this prompted some delay. Then, I
think that President Nixon's insistence—
and rightfully so—that there be a thor-
ough inquiry and study of our position
prior to any talks, has further delayed
the talks.

But I think that the rationale for
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MIRV was the Soviet ABM system. We
know that the Soviets have an ABM sys-
tem around Moscow which they found
was not a very good system and which
some have said they are dismantling. We
do not really know whether they are dis-
mantling it or not. But, at least, we know
that we do have some leadtime, For the
Soviets to deploy a sophisticated, strong,
and hard system would take about 3 to
4 years of leadtime. We do not need more
than 1 year of leadtime for the comple-
tion of our testing of MIRV and the per-
fection of its offensive capability.

If, on the other hand, the Soviets decide
to deploy a sophisticated ABM system,
then, of course, we can go ahead with the
MIRYV testing at any time. This is our
deterrent factor. I think that this is the
rationale upon which the whole MIRV
technology is based. Bui that rationale
fails if the Soviets are not developing a
sophisticated ABM system and deploy-
ing it.

For that reason, I think that the sense
of the Senate resolution calling for a
moratorium on the operational testing
of MIRV at this time is so important,
because once the “genie” is out of the
box, then it will be difficult if not impos-
sible to proceed with further arms con-
trol talks. As the Senator from New Jer-
sey has so adequately pointed out, the
Soviets have shown no ineclination that
they are willing to let us come into the
Soviet Union for onsite inspection. As the
Senator from Arizona, who sits on the
Armed Services Committee with me
knows, they have not, even in the Non-
proliferation Treaty, discussed with us
onsite inspection.

Once we have MIRV, inspection will
be made even more difficult. In order to
determine if missiles have been mirved,
we might have to go in and dis-
mantle the ICBM’s which, of course, we
do not expect the Soviet Union would
agree to, nor would the United States
agree to it.

If we continue this testing and they
continue the testing, then, obviously, at
some time, and it would seem to be for
the near future, this technology will
be perfected. Then it might be too late,
too late to get on with the negotiations,
too late to commence serious arms con-
trol talks.

Therefore, I propose that.one thing we
can do at this time to bring about arms
control talks and negotiations and to
limit the escalation is to call a halt to the
operational testing of MIRV, and MIRV
technology, because this is unquestion-
ably the most potent, the most dangerous,
offensive capability that we know of on
earth today.

I think that if we can resolve this
problem, then, perhaps, we can put the
ABM issue where it should be. I do not
mean to take anything away from the
importance of the ABM issue. I know
that the distinguished Senator from
Kentucky (Mr. Coorer) has been talk-
ing about it and working in opposition
to deployment of it for some years now,
and he feels very strongly about it. I
think it is a very important issue. But if
we can resolve the MIRV issue, then we
may be able to resolve the ABM defen-
sive issue more easily, because we can
control the offensive capability against
which it may be deployed.




15960

Mr. CASE. I thank my colleague from
Massachusetts and join in his remarks on
that point also.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New Jersey yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CransTON in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from New Jersey yield to the Sena-
tor from New York?

Mr. CASE. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I think
that both Senators have raised critical-
ly important issues. I find myself very
much in the position of the Senator from
Kentucky, who is a long-standing op-
ponent of the ABM deployment.

Wwith all respect, this subject has not
vet been adequately clarified to the Sen-
ate. There are a number of questions
which I think need to be raised, and the
sponsors need to address themselves to
those questions.

I should like to raise one or two. It is
easy enough to go on the resolution. Cer-
tainly it would not be incompatible with
the principles which I have followed
here. But I have not yet gone on it. I
may. I am thinking about it seriously,
because I am sympathetic to it; but, as I
say, I think there are some questions
which will have to be answered first.

This is the main question which con-
cerns me: It is clear that the ABM rep-
resents a new plateau, another strategy,
in the nuclear arms race. Even the Pres-
ident has had to admit that. He himself
turned from the Sentinel to Safeguard;
in other words, from protecting or al-
leging that he could protect cities, to pro-
tecting missile sites. The Russians, in
their deployment, to the extent that it
proceeded as something called Galosh,
they, too, had the same concept that they
want to protect cities, that unless we do
get somewhere on the ABM, they will
undoubtly do the same thing and follow
us with regard tc Safeguard.

That represents a totally new strategic
concept, a different strategic concept
than the one that has been the balance
of terror for the last 20 years. The bal-
ance of terror has been the mutual of-
fensive capability of the United States
and the Soviet Union. Though we may
be ahead of them—and, indeed, I think
we are—the extent of the overkill is so
great that it hardly matters. We all rec-
ognize that.

What concerns me with the new idea
which our friends, our allies, our sup-
porters, Senators Case and BROOKE, are
introducing into the suggestion is wheth-
er or not it is desirable to now go back
from this new platform, which we are
all agreed on we have to fight from at
all costs. That is here by authorization.
We do not have to pass a sense resolu-
tion cn that as to whether we are for or
against. The question is whether it is de-
sirable to take specific objectives like
MIRYV and retrace on disarmament nego-
tiations from the platform of the struggle
led by the Senator from EKentucky (Mr.
Coorer) and others. He certainly has
been preeminent in it.

We have been fighting for the proposal
that we stop Safeguard and then go back
from that to SALT negotiations—mot
only MIRV, but the Minutemen in their
silos, to every kind of nuclear weapon, as
far back as we can, to halt the unbeliev-
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able consumption of the nuclear arms
Tace.

I am not satisfied that MIRV is the
place where we should stop. I want to go
back further, if we can. I do not know
what a SALT negotiation will produce.
I am not quite sold on what a SALT
negotiation will produce and that if they
stop producing MIRV, a great advance
has been made. I want to see a halt on
testing underground. I want to see nu-
clear arms reduced to nothing, and then
go on to traditional and conventional
weapons. I am not satisfied to stop only
at MIRV. I do not think that is a great
big success. Everybody in the world could
be killed, anyway, even if we stopped
MIRYV, if some insane man took control
in one country or another.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. CASE. The Senator has helped to
sharpen our point.

Mr. JAVITS. Good. I am glad. I invite
the Senator to go ahead and sharpen it.

Mr. CASE. ABM was a new plateau. I
suggest MIRV raises the plateau a thou-
sand times. It is not just that we are try-
ing to stop MIRV. The point is that once
MIRYV is deployed, we cannot negotiate
on anything; limitations on single weap-
ons, for example. We will not know
whether they are single weapons, This is
the enormously important part of
MIRV—the utter uncertainty that it in-
troduces into the whole matter of arms
limitation because of the utter unin-
spectability of all arms after MIRV be-
comes a possibility. That is the point.
And to suggest that this is new matter
which we are interested in for the first
time is a mistake.

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

Mr. CASE. I am happy to yield.

Mr. BROOKE. I am certainly pleased
to see the distinguished Senator from
New York join in the colloquy and ask
an important question. He is one whom
we would all like to see associated with
us.

Mr. CASE. It is inconceivable that he
will not be.

Mr. BROOKE. We would like to see
him join in the resolution of the Sen-
ator from New Jersey and the resolution
to be introduced tomorrow. I will join in
the last statement that it is inconceiv-
able that he will not be.

The Senator raises the point as to
whether the MIRV resolution is diver-
sionary. I certainly can understand the
Senator’s high regard for the work of
the distinguished Senator from Ken-
tucky (Mr. CoorEr) on ABM and the
work of the many others who have
joined in it, in their attempt to stop the
deployment of the Safeguard system. But
I do not think that the MIRV resolution
is diversionary.

In the first place, if MIRV is not
stopped at this time, then certainly next
year the ABM will unquestionably be de-
ployed, because we will have to deploy an
ABM if we know that the Soviet Union
has “MIRV-ed” its ICBM's. There is no
doubt about that.

I think, as the distinguished Senator
from New Jersey hag stated, we are on
the verge of MIRV, and if we allow the
perfection of MIRV and everything else
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that we have been talking about, all our
greatest fears will be upon us. That is
in the offing.

I know the Senator is interested in
the SALT talks, and in the ABM and
other issues. But we do not have any
time on MIRV. We know how close we
are to MIRV. We know about our testing.
We know the Soviets are testing, but we
do not know if it includes testing
MIRV’s. We do know that the Soviets
are testing MRV's. There seems to be
some conflict, in the testimony that I
have heard, at least, as to whether the
Soviets are testing MIRV’s. But if they
are testing MIRV’s, and if they “MIRV"”
their S8-9's, with the supermegatonnage
they have, then we are in serious trouble.

I would agree that in any nuclear ex-
change between the United States and
the Soviet Union what would probably
result is a society that we would not
want to live in. I agree with that. But we
do have an opportunity to stop it, and
we can only stop it if we bring about a
moratorium on the operational testing
of MIRV. Once it is a fait accompli, it
is possible we will never get on with any
negotiations. If we do, the issue is going
to be far more difficult.

The ABM issue has been discussed
over a long period of time, under the
leadership of the Senator from Kentucky
(Mr. Coorer) and other Senators. I cer-
tainly know that matter will come before
us. But it need not interfere with our
resolution calling upon the President of
the United States to ask the Soviet Un-
ion to agree to a moratorium on the test-
ing of MIRV. Those of us who raise this
issue are not in leadership positions in
this body. The resolution may not come
to the floor. But if a sufficient number
of Members of this august body say to
the President we believe we should get
on immediately with arms control talks
and we further believe that we should
stop the testing of MIRV in order to
get on with arms control talks, I think
it will be living up to our responsibility
as enlightened members of the legisla-
tive branch of this Government.

I do not think this proposal will in
any way affect the ultimate vote that
will be taken on whether we should de-
ploy the Safeguard system or not. Al-
though they are related subjects, I think
they certainly can be divorced so far as
any vote that will be taken on the floor
on the sense of the Senate resolution, or
whether we should deploy the Safeguard
system when it comes up for a vote.

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

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I shall say
only this before I yield to whoever else
would like to have the floor. The point is
we are not going to dilute or weaken our
position with regard to unjustified de-
ployment of ABM or the wrong kind of
ABM or the ABM in the wrong place. It
is by action that we develop strength, not
only strength to propose but to oppose,
and knowledge and experience. The
larger the group in this body—the Sen-
ator from Kentucky, the Senator from
Massachusetts, the Senator from New
York, the Senator from California—who
is on the floor and on his feet—the Sen-
ator from Maryland, the Senator from
Kansas, and other Senators, interested in
this subject, the more important and
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effective this body will be in relation to
every issue. It is not necessary to ration a
limited amount of strength in this
body. Strength grows with doing. It will
be more effective in the case of ABM be-
cause of having exercised itself on this
issue also.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield on that same point?

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr, CASE. I yield to the Senator from
Massachusetts.

Mr. BROOKE. In answer to the Sena-
tor’'s question, if the Soviets perfect
MIRV, we are not going to be talking
in the United States about the deploy-
ment of an ABM system like Safeguard.
Safeguard is not going to be sufficient to
protect us against the Soviet MIRV, 5S-9.
So we would not even be talking about
Safeguard.

‘We shall first have to stop the MIRV-
ing of the SS-9 through a moratorium
on the operation testing of MIRV, or else
the ABM issue is relegated to a position
of really not being of great importance.
I shall not say the issue will become in-
significant; but we will find ourselves
talking about a far more sophisticated
and expensive ABM system.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yleld to me for just a very brief
comment——

Mr. CASE. I am happy to yield.

Mr. JAVITS. I think we who are fight-
ing the ABM battle—and I think that
still remains the main engagement—
have to be very careful about our posi-
tion in the eyes of the American people,
that we are not gullible; and I think
the Senator’s resolution certainly covers
that in terms of reciprocity—that we do
not expect the millennium, but that we
want to stop somewhere, and we think
we have found the point at which to
stop, beyond which is the point of no
return.

If the Senator is correct in the cut-
ting edge of his argument, which is that
once we let MIRV come into being for
the Russians or us—probably much
more damaging for the Russians, be-
cause of their opposition to onsite in-
spection—then we have put ourselves
beyond the pale of disarmament agree-
ment, because there is no way of dealing
with MIRV except onsite inspections.
That is essentially the cutting edge of
the argument of the Senator from
Massachusetts.

I do not know that I agree with that,
for this reason: It may very well be that
the United States would at all times in-
sist on onsite inspection, if we limited
intercontinental ballistic missiles them-
selves. It may be that there is no auto-
matic surveillance in any way that will
substitute for it even to that extent; so
that just cutting off the MIRV would
not be taking us back far enough.

That may be. I am not saying it is,
but it may be.

In addition, we cannot discount the
development of the means. In other
words, In the last 10 years, for example,
without disclosing any big Government
secrets, we all believe that the means of
non-on-site surveillance, for example,
even in the field of peaceful uses of
atomic energy, have very materially ad-
vanced. I personally have little doubt
that those means will advance farther,
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probably to include even the multiple
warhead type of operation.

I think the argument itself has shown,
just now, the concern, which I think is
a proper one for me and for the Senator
from Kentucky (Mr. CooPer), who prob-
ably says things more kindly than I do,
but really implied the same thing: that
we do not want to get away from the
main struggle. And I am not entirely in
agreement with the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts that the main struggle does
not continue to be the ABM.

But be that as it may, I do think that
the resolution which the Senator pro-
poses, assuming the hypothesis that he
bases it on, is certainly a fair one in
reciprocity.

I think we all owe another debt of
gratitude—as I have owed many, over a
long lifetime, because I have served with
him, man and boy, for 20 years—to the
Senator from New Jersey, for calling
this matter strikingly to the attention
of the President and the country. That
again, itself, is of critical importance,
because it may be that all the while that
we have been fighting about Safeguard
and the ABM, a few smart boys in the
back room of the Pentagon have been
saying, “Well, these fellows are a joke.
When we get MIRYV, there is nothing to
be done about it; we have got to go on
and on from there.”

Maybe those fellows are right, and
that is the plan. That may be what we
ought to be deliberating about. Whether
I go on the resolution or not, or Sen-
ator Coorer does, I do not think is very
critical.

But I do think the sharpness of
focus with which the Senator from New
Jersey has raised this issue, and the fact
that it has been raised by him in a seri-
ous way, laying his tremendous prestige
on the line, as it were, is a great service to
the country, and I shall join in it with the
greatest of avidity and cooperation. I
believe that the greatest use of it is to
keep us from falling into the pitfall that
men most often fall into, which is not
the one ahead, up the road, but the one
which lies at their feet.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I would as-
sume that the Senator from New York
will and does support wholeheartedly
the Senator from Massachusetts, the
Senator from EKentucky, myself, and
others in our effort to secure earliest
hearings on this resolution.

Mr. JAVITS. Of course. I am on the
committee, and the Senator has my full
assurance of cooperation in that respect.

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

Mr. CASE. I yield.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I have
found no problem supporting this ex-
pression of concern about MIRV, in my
position, and I shall state my position.

I said a few minutes ago that the main
reason I opposed the installation and
deployment of ABM was to see if there
was a possibility to bring the nuclear
arms race to a halt, and perhaps under
control.

I do not know whether or not an
agreement can be reached, but it seems
to me that we have some time, perhaps
a year, in which to determine if it is pos-
sible. During that time, during that year
we can better see if the projections
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which have been made by the Depart-
ment of Defense and by Secretary Laird
are in fact correct assessments.

If Secretary Laird’s conjectured as-
sessments are in fact correct, and we
would have to take measures to meet the
projected threat—measures that are now
being proposed—in my view too early,
before it is necessary. I believe we should
first make a determined effort to bring
the nuclear arms race to a halt. For this
reason, I see no conflict in any way be-
tween my support of a resolution which
seeks to bring it to a halt to the deploy-
ment of a related weapon in the next
generation of nuclear weapons—MIRV.

As the Senator from New Jersey has
stated, and as has been stated in the
testimony given by many distinguished
scientists, and by the Department of De-
fense itself, the reason that we started
the development of MIRV was because
the Soviet Union had begun the con-
struction of an ABM; conversely, the
Soviet Union began the partial installa-
tion of an ABM around Moscow because
we were developing MIRV.

I was very much interested in reading
the testimony of the Secretary of Defense
in the so-called white paper which has
just been released, which is his testimony
before the subcommittee of the House
Appropriations Committee on May 22.

Throughout that testimony, again and
again, while Secretary Laird never cate-
gorically stated that the Soviet Union
is employing an MIRV, he left the im-
plication that not only that the USSR
has the capacity to do so, but that they
are probably coming very close to that
ability. In fact, in one place he made the
statement that the tests in the Pacific,
which he first said were tests of MRV,
could very likely have been MIRV tests.

He uses this possibility as an argument
to press upon Congress and the American
people to support the deployment of the
very doubtful Safeguard system, a sys-
tem deficient in technology and feasi-
bility. In very significant ways MIRV and
ABM are related. I am happy that other
Senators have undertaken to search into
the larger questions of arms control
which now face us. I support the resolu-
tion because it is one which speaks fto a
mutual halt of flight testing. ABM and
MIRYV are obviously related, and I should
be inconsistent if I did not support it.
It is my belief that the United States has
to begin, and begin now, these SALT talks
to see if we can stop this nuclear arms
race, with all its systems calculated fo
bring us to destruction.

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

Mr. CASE. I yleld to the Senator from
Massachusetts.

Mr. BROOKE. The Senator referred to
statements by the Secretary of Defense
that the Soviets were testing MRV’s, and
were probably testing MIRV's.

Did the Secretary of Defense at any
time clearly state that we have informa-
tion which would indicate that the
Soviets are actually testing MIRV’s?

Mr. COOPER. I read very carefully
over the weekend the so-called white
paper—the hearings before the subcom-
mittees of the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives
under date of May 22.

I studied in detail the testimony relat-
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ing to MIRV given by Secretary Laird.
In no place does he ever categorically
say that the Soviets have tested MIRV.
However, we find a statement like this on
page 9 after the preceding paragraph
speaking of the test of MIRV:

A number of these vehicles have been
launched thus far, three out to 5,100 n.mi.
into the Pacific. (The third was launched
Jjust the other day.) Although we still have
no conclusive evidence that these multiple
reentry vehicles are independently aimed, the
intelligence community considers it likely
that the Soviets will go on with the develop-
ment of MIRV’s and install them in a new
version of their SS-0 type ICBM's. Should
they also greatly improve the accuracy of
their small ICBM’'s, which the intelligence
community considers possible, the surviv-
ability of our Minuteman force as presently
deployed would be virtually nil by the mid to
late 1970s.

Immediately following that, in the
next paragraph, he said:

It is also possible that the SS-9 with the
three reentry vehicles will turn out to be a
MIRVed missile. If that should be the case
and if the Soviets were to back-fit all of their
55-8's with this new payload, three 5-mega-
ton warheads each, the more than 230 SS-9's
now operational or under construction would
in themselves constitute a severe threat to
our Minuteman force. And, if the Soviets
were to increase this force to even 420 missiles
and improve the accuracy to a quarter of a
mile, they could probably destroy 95 percent
of our Minuteman force, leaving only 50
surviving.

He never categorically testified that
any of the MIRV’s have been fired or
tested. However, there is a kind of impli-
cation running through the testimony
that perhaps the MIRV's have been
tested.

Then, through statements to the press
which have appeared in several papers,
in which articles the writers—and I do
not criticize the writers because they
state very clearly that the information
comes from authoritative sources—say
that the MIRV’s have been fired.

The articles give that implication. The
articles seem to be part of an effort to
impose upon Congress and the Ameri-
can people a belief that Soviet MIRV’s
are being fired or about to be fired and
that we are in such great danger that
we must immediately install the Safe-
guard ABM system.

The point is that all these new weapons
systems are interrelated. The installa-
tion of the ABM for example will bring
about the development of more offensive
missiles and increases the likelihood of
the development of MIRV’s.

Because it is so important to get into
talks about the limitations of all future
weapons systems both offensive and de-
fensive before they are deployed. I find
no difficulty in supporting the position of
the Senator.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator from EKentucky. I think he is
quite correct in his analysis of these two
most important matters.

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

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I yield to the
Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr, President, as I un-
derstand what the Senator from Een-
tucky has read and quoted from the
statement of the Secretary of Defense,
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it is to the effect that the Soviets are
likely to develop MIRV for the SS-9.
Of course, they are likely to develop
MIRYV for the SS-9. Of course, they want
to move on from MRV’'s to MIRV's. Of
course, the Soviets know that we are
testing MIRV's.

We cannot expect the Soviets not to
continue their testing and not to move
on to MIRV technology if they know
through their intelligence that the
United States has moved into MIRV
technology.

This is exactly what we propose to do
by a moratorium on operational testing—
to stop any further testing so that the
Soviets will not perfect their MIRV tech-
nology.

I am very delighted that the senior
Senator from Kentucky supports our
position. I think there is nothing that is
repugnant to his ABM position in this
sense-of-the-Senate resolution on the
moratorium on MIRV’s, nothing incon-
sistent with it, nothing incompatible
with it.

I hope that the distinguished senior
Senator from Kentucky, together with
the distinguished senior Senator from
New York, after asking all the questions
they want to ask about MIRV, will not
only support it thoroughly, but will also
join in the sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion as distinguished cosponsors of that
resolution.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I thank the
distinguished Senator from Massachu-
setts.

Before I yield to the distinguished
Senator from California and then to the
distinguished Senator from Maryland.
I point out that what has been said, it
seems to me, as he suggests, only under-
scores the great urgency of action on
this matter at the earliest possible
moment.

The closer the Soviet Union is and
the closer the United States of America
is to achieving the deployahility of
MIRYV, the closer we are to that point
of no return which we are all deeply
concerned about.

Mr. President, I am sorry to have de-
layed so long in yielding to my friend,
the distinguished Senator from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from New Jersey.

The evidence is overwhelming that
ABM and MIRV are inextricably linked,
that they are locked together. Those of
us who now oppose ABM may well find
ourselves supporting the ABM system
in the future. And if we fail to stop the
MIRV now, if MIRYV is let loose upon the
world, and if research and development
dispel further doubts concerning the
ability of an ABM to function, we may
be driven to the point of recognizing
tkat ABM is indeed required to give us
defenses against MIRV.

I point out to the distinguished Sena-
tor from Kentucky and to the distin-
guished senior Senator from New York—
whose deep devotion to peace and recog-
nition of the very great tensions and
strains and dangers that stem from the
arms race are beyond question—that
time is running out on this matter.

I know of the care and thoughtfulness
of the Senator from New York in ap-
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proaching all issues. However, on this is-
sue, the point of no return is close upon
us.

The original desire to enter into nego-
tiations to halt the development of this
and other devices of mass destruction
was strongly evident last year. Then came
the invasion of Czechoslovakia and an
end to all negotiations at that time.

Then came the new administration.
That administration has quite properly
devoted considerable time and thought
and exploration and research to the
whole question of disarmament.

During this period, time has been run-
ning. During these months, there have
been tests by us of MIRV and tests by
the Soviets of either MIRV or MRV,

Quite soon, each side presumably will
be satisfied that it has tested enough,
although all evidence now is to the effect
that neither side has yet reached that
point.

As the Senafor from New Jersey has
said, once deployment of MIRV occurs,
all is lost in terms of Inspection, short
of on-the-spot inspection, which is un-
acceptable to the Soviets and may well
be unacceptable to us under some cir-
cumstances. Indeed, we do not have to
wait until deployment comes for all to be
lost on this issue.

Once either side is satisfied that it has
tested enough, or once either side fears
that the other side has tested enough,
we have gone beyond the point of no re-
turn. That is why it is so urgent that all
strength possible be brought behind the
effort now to stop MIRV, before weeks,
let alone months, have passed and that
danger point is suddenly behind us.

With respect to the remarks made by
the Senator from Arizona, I totally
agree with him in his basie point that we
should not stop MIRV if the Soviet
Union does not stop MIRV. The resolu-
tion offered by the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts takes that point fully into
account and takes into account that
present abilities to inspect—not includ-
ing on-the-spot inspection—enable us
and enable the other side to know
whether or not there are experimenta-
tions with this device; and so each side
could automatically and instantly de-
tect a violation of a stand-still agree-
ment if this resolution were adopted and
a stand-still agreement was accepted by
both sides.

Finally, let me say, from this side of
the aisle, that I think a great contribu-
tion has been made to the cause of peace
by the fact that the Senator from Ken-
tucky (Mr. CoopreEr), on the other side
of the aisle, has provided the great lead-
ership he has provided in the ABM fight,
and he recognizes the interlocking na-
ture of the MIRV and ABM. This, to-
gether with the fact that the Senator
from Massachusetts and the Senator
from New Jersey, again on the other
side of the aisle, have provided such in-
spiring and effective leadership in the
MIRV battle, along with the ABM bat-
tle, bodes well for our country. When we
can have this sort of leadership within
that party, matched, I hope, by effec-
tive leadership on this side of the aisle,
I think we have rising hopes that we
can make a breakthrough in the cause
of peace.
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Mr. CASE. I thank the distinguished
Senator from California.

Mr. BROOKE. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from California.

I should like to say that he is provid-
ing distinguished leadership on that side
of the aisle, and we are very grateful for
having his association with the sense-of-
the-Senate resolution.

Mr. CASE. I yield to the Senator from
Maryland.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from New Jersey for yield-
ing in order that I can pay tribute to his
leadership and to his objectivity in bring-
ing this subject to the floor of the Senate
this afternoon.

As the Senator knows, I am very much
in sympathy with his views. I hope to
join with the distinguished Senator from
Massachusetts in the resolution to be of-
fered on the subject of MIRV.

I should like to make one cautionary
point. There has been a good deal of dis-
cussion this afternoon about ABM's; and
my own position on ABMs has been a
matter of public record for over a year,
since we had to vote on this matter in
the other body, of which I was then a
Member. I have stated here my views—
they are in sympathy with those of the
Senator—on the question of MIRV.

I hope that we will set this entire dis-
cussion—as I am sure those of us who
are here today do set it—in its proper
context. But I think we should make it
clear, not only for those who are in the
Senate today but also for all others who
may have some interest in these proceed-
ings—that we are discussing not just cer-
tain things, certain new instruments of
mass destruction, certain new weapons.

We should make it clear that we are
not falling for a new recipe of the Wash-
ington alphabet soup; that we are talk-
ing about an entirely new generation of
armament; and that as we discuss these
individual items of armament—offensive
and theoretically defensive—we are con-
templating the fact that the world is
threatened with a whole new generation
of armament, a new generation of arma-
ment that a erowded world and a hungry
world cannot afford and will not tol-
erate.

It is for this reason that I am ex-
tremely grateful to the distinguished
Senator from New Jersey and the distin-
guished Senator from Massachusetts for
the leadership they have shown. Unless
we can take hold of the objective points
in such a vast and complex question as
this—and we have taken hold of them—
I think it makes it very hard for Con-
gress and for the country to grasp the
implications, and I appreciate what the
Senator from New Jersey and the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts are doing.

Mr. CASE. I thank the Senator from
Maryland. I thank him not only for
jolning us in general support of our ob-
jective, but also for the particular con-
tribution he has just made in regard
to this matter as an element in the
escalation of the arms race.

The arms race will go from level to
level, ever higher in escalation, unless it
is stopped by verifiable agreements. This
matter is important further for two rea-
sons: In itself as an escalation of the
arms race and, most important, as an
element, depending on how we deal with
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it, which will have perhaps crucial im-
portance upon the possibility of securing
verifiable arms reduction agreements.

I thank the Senator.

I yield the floor, Mr. President.

SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1969

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bil: (H.R. 11400) making supple-
mental appropriations for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1969, and for other pur-
poses.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I
support the committee amendment to re-
store the $16 million which was cut from
the educational opportunity grants pro-
gram last summer. I congratulate the
Appropriations Committee for including
this item in the supplemental bill. It has
grieved me to see a program with so
noble a purpose as this, one which seeks
through education to promote equality of
opportunity in this country, stymied
through a lack of funds. I think that
this is a commitment we should keep.
Congress should cease playing a game of
cat-and-mouse with the young people
from disadvantaged backgrounds whom
this program is designed to serve.

At the outget, it was envisioned that
the EOG program would enjoy a steady
rise, enabling a gradually increasing
number of disadvantaged students to at-
tend college. This would be part of our
attack on poverty, and it would attempt
a cure at the roots—lack of education
and training for fruitful lifetime employ-
ment. It has long been recognized that
there is a great deal of talent wasted in
this country due to lack of opportunity to
exercise it.

College is expensive. Even a relatively
inexpensive college is expensive, for it
means, to begin with, the short run sacri-
fice of income. For the child of a family
which can shoulder little of the financial
burden of college expenses, the educa-
tional opportunity grants can add the
margin of help that makes it possible for
a student to attend college, pay the tui-
tion, buy the books, and cover the per-
sonal expenses which are involved. For
disadvantaged students, the colleges can
use a combination of work-study, indivi-
dual earnings, and loans, and fill the gap
with an EOG.

When appropriations for EOG’s were
cut by $16 million last fall, college oppor-
tunity was denied to some 32,000 aspiring
students. This is the approximate num-
ber to whom the colleges would have to
deny aid because of the reduced appro-
priations, and these are the very students
who have the fewest alternatives for
financing a college education. For Cali-
fornia residents the number denied
would be about 4,040 disadvantaged stu-
dents.

Even the 2-year community colleges,
which are among the Nation’s best educa-
tional bargain, will have to cut back their
services to disadvantaged students. Cali-
fornia has a vigorous community college
system. Many of these colleges are doing
yeoman work in the education of the dis-
advantaged in their areas, and their
reports to me indicate that they are hurt-
ing. Here is the complaint from the San
Mateo Junior College district, which en-
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rolls 1,300 minority students, many of
whom need financial aid:

One of the serious problems that has led
to alienation and to campus disruption has
been our inability to provide adequate finan-
cial aid for our students from homes of low
family income . . . We know that innovative
programs like ours, coupled with appropriate
student financial aids, can equalize oppor-
tunity and minimize campus tensions.

From the San Jose City College comes
this report:

We have a substantial number of minority
students who attend our college and we are
desperately in need of funds to maintain
adequate programs . . . The Student Finan-
cial Alds Program for 19689-70 at San Jose
City College has been drastically affected by
the curtailment of funds from the Federal
Government. We will receive approximately
forty per cent of the funds requested from
each of three programs—NDSL, EOG, and
Work-Study. What this means is that awards
to students in need of financial assistance
will either have to be reduced below the level
students will need to meet their educational
expenses, or reductions will have to be made
in the number of students whose low incomes
qualify them for financial help.

Mr. President, I hope these examples
will illustrate why I helieve that it is
urgent that we vote to restore no less
than $16 million to the EOG appropria-
tions for 1969. I do not believe that col-
leges should be hampered in their efforts
to equalize educational opportunity by
an unpredictable Congress. A program
like this requires funding close to the au-
thorization level if it is to do the job it
was designed to do. And in this case itisa
vitally important job which will be erit-
ical for years to come.

EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANTS

Mr. GOODELL, Mr, President, I am
extremely delighted that the Committee
on Appropriations has restored $16 mil-
lion in funds for the educational oppor-
tunity grants program in the second sup-
plemental appropriation bill now pend-
ing before the Senate. As I indicated in a
letter to the committee urging that this
action be taken, about 32,000 low-income
and disadvantaged students will be able
to take part in this program next Sep-
tember should these funds be appropri-
ated now.

The educational opportunity grants
program has been a successful and effec-
tive way of making the benefits of higher
education available to qualified high
school graduates of exceptional finanecial
need who, without this aid, would other-
wise be unable to obtain these benefits.
It is vitally important that we continue to
support programs of this kind to the full-
est extent possible.

The restoration of full funding for the
EOG program is significant from another
point of view. We have passed programs
in the Congress to identify and encour-
age needy students to continue their
education beyond secondary school. In
order for these programs to succeed, we
must have the requisite financial assist-
ance available for those students whose
potential we are attempting to develop.
It is simply inconsistent to encourage a
needy child to better himself through
higher education, and then have to tell
him that we cannot help him out when
he gets to college.

I hope that when this issue is discussed
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in conference, the conferees will agree
upon the necessity for a full restoration
of $16 million in funds for this program.
Congress has shown its interest in de-
veloping the untapped potential of our
disadvantaged youth. We cannot fail to
carry through in our commitment.

Mr. President, as an excellent exam-
ple of the immediate impact of these
funds, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp a letter from
Samuel B. Gould, chancellor of the State
University of New York, outlining the
possible effect of this funding restoration
upon the 63 campuses of the State Uni-
versity of New York.

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

StATE UNIVERSITY OF NEwW YORK,
Albany, N.Y., June 11, 1969.
Hon. CHARLES E. GOODELL,
U.S. Senate,
New Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SENATOR GoopeELL: I urge you to sup-
port current Senate efforts to add to the sup-
plemental appropriation bill in the amount
of $16 million to make the Educational Op-
portunity Grant (EOG) program available to
many more of the prospective low income
and disadvantaged students. In support of
this effort, I would like to offer some indica-
tion of the extent to which such action will
increase our ability to offer opportunity to
these students at the 63 campuses of the
State University of New York.

Of the approximately $1,230,000 in new
funds for initial EOG awards which are likely
to be made available to all colleges in New
York State from a $16 million appropriation,
about £270,000 would be assigned to the 25
State-operated campuses of the University.
This would increase State University's avail-
able initial year funds by thirty percent, to
$1,200,000.

Some 350 new EOG eligible students could
be enrolled at SUNY's colleges in September
in addition to the 1,100 for whom funds are
presently avallable. The families of most of
these 1,450 students have gross incomes be-
low $3,000; none exceed $6,000.

It is important to understand that none
of these young people will have to be sought
out once the proposed appropriation becomes
a reality. We now know who they are. They
are waiting for us to fulfill the promise we
made to them in partnership with the gov-
ernment based on the intent and authoriza-
tion of the Higher Education Act of 1965 as
recently amended. At least another 1,500
whose expectations have similarly been raised
by this action of the Federal Government
are walting to hear from us.

Our community colleges could, collectively,
expect at least an additional £300,000 from a
supplemental budget you propose. This
would bring their available grant funds to
about $1,500,000. The number of students
who could be offered this opportunity would
increase from about 1,800 to approximately
2,400. These additional 600 students repre-
sent only part of the community college
walting list. Many additional students eli-
gible and waiting for EOG support may have
to be turned away by community colleges
this fall,

Thus, for the entire State University, in-
cluding the community colleges, the net in-
crease in students who could be assisted by
the supplemental appropriation would be
close to 1,000.

State University with the support of New
York State is trylng to do its part in offer-
ing opportunity to the type of student the
Educational Opportunity Grant was intended
to assist. Our State University SEEK pro-
gram alone of about $4 million is ready to
provide the supportive educational and other
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assistance to these students. If the present
low level of Federal EOG support should con-
tinue, we may have to redirect some of the
SEEK funds from the educational programs
where it is most urgently needed to the kind
of direct financial aid that these students
require. I strongly believe this is poor policy
and the wrong use of resources, In addition,
such action will create a dilemma that
nelther students nor college administrators
should have to face.

The proposed supplemental appropriation
is urgently needed now, and I would appre-
ciate your willingness to give this measure
your fullest support.

Sincerely,
Samvuel B, GouLb.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, in light of
the situation which we now see at the
end of the day, it is unlikely that the
amendment I have submitted, to increase
the supplemental amount available to
the Neighborhood Youth Corps to $55
million, can be considered tonight.

I shall offer this amendment tomor-
row, with the support of a number of
Senators. However there are some re-
marks which Senators might find useful
to have in the Recorp, together with a
letter from the U.S. Conference of May-
ors, and a schedule showing precisely
why at least $55 million is necessary.

I might say preliminarily that this
amount was proposed to the Appropria-
tions Committee. I wish to express my
gratitude to the Senator from New Jer-
sey (Mr. Case)—and I believe that the
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. Pas-
TORE) was also of considerable help in
the Appropriations Committee—for put-
ting the matter before that committee
and for being successful to the extent
of $71% million, which was not in the
bill, and which represents an amount
which even the Labor Department agrees
we need and can be very fruitfully and
effectively spent.

Because I think it is critically impor-
tant, I would first express by thanks and
appreciation for that, and explain to
Senator Case that I would not have of-
fered this amendment at all were it not
for the very strong support coming from
the U.S. Conference of Mayors. If we
expect to cool off what could be a very
hot summer, I feel that we had better
listen to them and Senators from States
with big cities and smaller communities
with similar needs should at least hear
the argument and look at the figures and
have an opportunity to vote on the
needed amount, according to the Con-
ference of Mayors, rather than just let-
ting it go by default.

This does not take one thing away
from the magnificent service—and the
country should be very grateful—ren-
dered by Senator Case and Senatfor Pas-
TORE in the Appropriations Committee.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator.

I thoroughly sympathize with him, In
fact, as he has said, I did offer his
amendment in the Appropriations Com-
mittee. I think the reason for it is obvi-
ous. I believe that the U.S. Conference of
Mayors is the body most able to tell us
what is necessary. Based upon the esti-
mates from my own State, I know that
the amount that would be provided by
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the Senator's amendment is by no means
too generous.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, the amendment will be
cosponsored by me, together with the
Senator from Wisconsin and chairman
of the Subcommittee on Employment
Manpower and Poverty of the Commit-
tee on Labor and Public Welfare (Mr.
NeLson), the Senator from California
(Mr. CransTON), the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. Brooke), the Senator
from New York (Mr. GoopeLL), the Sen-
ator from Maryland (Mr. MaTH1AS), the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. McCAR-
THY), and the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
Youna).

It would provide an additional $55 mil-
lion under the Manpower Development
and Training Act for the Neighborhood
Youth Corps summer program for the
coming months.

The summer Neighborhood Youth
Corps program was developed to enable
disadvantaged youths to earn money
during the period when they tend to dis-
associate themselves from school and are
most subject to pressures to leave school.
Programs are administered on the loeal
level by public or nonprofit “sponsors.”
On the national level, administration is
the responsibility of the Department of
Labor, pursuant to a delegation from the
Office of Economic Opportunity. This
summer the Department has stipulated
that each sponsor must hire an inde-
pendent accountant to certify proper
handling and recording of funds. That
should avoid some things we have run
into in other summers, when we had
irresponsible handling of accounting and
bookkeeping details in some instances.

The Department of Labor has advised
that 1,530,000 youths 14 to 21 years of
age will be unemployed and eligible for
Neighborhood Youth Corps summer pro-
grams this summer. Yet, without a sup-
plemental the allocation for the summer
will provide only 336,000 slots, the same
number as last year. Thus, despite initial
appropriations and the recent realloca-
tion by the administration, the vast ma-
jority of our eligible disadvantaged
youths will have no choice but to spend
the summer months on our cities’ streets
rather than in meaningful employment.

We know that at this date there is a
difference between the number of Neigh-
borhood Youth Corps slots which is
needed and the number which can be
effectively utilized by the Federal, State,
and local officials involved in this essen-
tial program. Accordingly, I recently re-
quested that the Conference of Mayors
poll their cities to determine how many
additional slots could be beneficially used
during the coming weeks. On the basis
of reports confirmed on June 5, 1969, the
Conference has advised that 72,382 slots
can still be effectively used in our 50
major cities. For example, New York
City falls 21,621 slots short of its needs;
Chicago needs an additional 8,846 slots;
Los Angeles, 2,401 slots; Detroit 2,422
slots; Baltimore, 2,363 slots; Cleveland,
2,822 slots; San Francisco, 642 slots;
Boston, 814 slots; and Pittsburgh, 412
slots.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp a
chart prepared for me by the U.S. Con-
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ference of Mayors, dealing with the 50
largest cities and showing their needs
at 72,382 job slots for the summer, giv-
ing the figures according to the present
allocation, comparing them with 1968,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

and showing what is required for each
of the 50 larger cities.

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

NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH CORPS SUMMER PROGRAMS, 50 LARGEST CITIES, 1968 AND 1969—ENROLLMENT LEVELS

Summer, 1968

Summer, 1969

MDTA

Additional
slots added
by realio-
cation

Additional
required

Original

Total, all
allocation

Total

Atlanta__

Los ﬁn%
Louisvi

Memphis....
Milwaukee. .
Mlnnq polis.

san Diego
an Francisco...___.
ttie.

351
9,791

1) EE s SR R

20, 062

137,757 24,813 142,379 72,382

Note: All figures except last column supplied by Department of Labor; last

Mr., JAVITS. Mr. President, we need
not look merely to our 50 largest cities
to find tension, discontent, and the need
for additional opportunities for our dis-
advantaged youths. The Conference of
Mayors advises that 67,313 slots can still
be effectively utilized in hundreds of
smaller cities which have sponsors for
the Neighborhood Youth Corps summer
programs. For example, Little Rock, Ark.
is 600 slots short; Lexington, Ky., 150;
Birmingham, Ala., 100; Orlando, Fla.,
500; Fort Lauderdale, Fla., 100; and
Compton, Calif., 200.

An opportunity for one youth in the
Neighborhood Youth Corps summer pro-
grams costs approximately $411. To pro-
vide opportunities for the 72,382 youths
in our 50 largest cities and for the 67,313
youths in our smaller cities who can still
benefit from a summer job, will require
an additional appropriation of an amount
in excess of $55 million. As reported by
the Senate Appropriations Committee, a
supplemental of only $7,500,000 will be
available, an amount based upon only a
preliminary report from the regional of-
fies of the Department of Labor.

pplied by U.S. Conf

of Mayors.

As I said when I began, I respectfully
submit that the situation is such, and
the premium on having peace in our
cities is so great, that I feel in all fair-
ness the Senate should have an opor-
tunity to vote upon the amount which the
mayors think they need, considering the
tremendous budgetary strains under
which our Government departments are
now laboring and the tremendous pres-
sures on them to bring everything down
to the barest minimum without real con-
cern for the priorities involved.

The overall situation for this sum-
mer has been aggravated by the effect
of certain decisions by the Department
of Labor. I have made it quite clear
in previous statements that the Depart-
ment should be given the chance to re-
define the “mix” of training opportu-
nities available to our young people and
I have every reason to believe that the
administration is acting in good faith
and that, in the end, the administra-
tion will provide expanded and more
relevant opportunities.

But despite the Department’s best ef-
forts, the summer has arrived before
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those ambitious and well-intended plans
can be culminated. Thousands of youths
who were in Job Corps centers desig-
nated for closing have chosen not to ac-
cept transfer to other centers and have
returned to the cities, still awaiting as-
signment to other manpower programs.
The Secretary recently reported that as
of May 24, 1969, only 225 of over 3,000
enrollees who had returned to their
homes from Job Corps centers have ac-
tually been enrolled in other programs.
In addition, the Department is making
efforts to locate more than 1,100 drop-
outs who, once located, should be pro-
vided summer jobs. The Secretary has
also indicated that more than 9,000
youths who had been accepted or had
applied for Job Corps have been delayed
entry and many may not be assigned to
centers until as late as August or Sep-
tember because of a recruiting freeze
instituted by the Department of Labor
as a part of the phaseout.

We must make available Neighbor-
hood Youth Corps slots for those youths
who are caught in the uncertainties im-
posed by the transition between the elim-
ination of almost half of the Job Corps
centers and the implementation of new
plans for an expanded and improved
manpower training program.

Mr. President, we have been telling
this Nation’s disadvantaged over and
over again that the road out of poverty
is traveled by those who are willing to
work. If we let an additional 136,500
youths 14 to 21 years of age spend this
summer in idleness, how can we be as-
sured that they will not spend the rest
of their lives on welfare rolls? To fail to
provide these slots is to miss an oppor-
tunity to let disadvantaged youngsters
learn from their own experience that it
means something to have a job.

Is $55 million too high a price to pay?
How much is $55 million? Mr. President,
colleagues, $55 million can buy more
than 136,500 meaningful opportunities
for youth or it can buy 200 tanks. Putting
it another way, the recently announced
cost overrun on the Minuteman missile
would provide the number of job slots
which we seek to add for this summer for
every summer for the next 70 years.

Mr. President, I do not use those fig-
ures to denigrate what we do in defense
or the provisions which are made to se-
cure the hardware for our Armed Forces.
I only point out that from the facts in-
volved, considering the order of magni-
tude of the appropriations with which
we deal, the amount of $55 million is not
very large. A critical situation faces this
country again this summer, as is wisely
recognized through the Nation. There-
fore, the price—if it may be deemed
that—which we pay for an added meas-
ure of domestic security cannot begin to
be compared to the amounts we spend
unhesitatingly in the military field.

Mr. President, I, and many others,
have fought hard for a rearrangement
of our national priorities, within reason.
I have talked about the overall fizure of
$5 billion as a figure which needs to be
reoriented to the uses of the war on pov-
erty, on rural poverty, as well as on urban
poverty, and the other deep, social ills
which assail our country today.
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The sum of $55 million is of an emer-
gency character. It is for summer jobs
for the most volatile element of our
population. This is simply an effort to
rearrange our national priorities more in
keeping with the aggregate of our na-
tional problems than, seemingly, has
come out of the administration.

Mr. President, I would not have made
this amendment without the support of
the U.S. Conference of Mayors and their
express statement that it is what is
urgently required by those men to whom
we will be looking to keep their cities
“cool” throughout the summer. If we
expect them to do that—and we do—we
had better give them some tools to work
with. This is what it takes.

The amount involved is so dispropor-
tionate to the issue involved, and so well
within the capability of every budget,
whatever freeze we may place upon it,
that I respectfully submit that the
amendment should be adopted.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text thereof be printed
at this point in the Recorp, along with
a number of documents which establish
the need which this amendment seeks
to fill.

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

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, June 5, 1969.
Hon. Jacos K, JaviTs,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear BEwaToR Javirs: This is In response
to the joint inquiry you and Senators Nel-
son and Cranston made concerning Job Corps
enrcllees at the centers to be closed.

The data we have reflects what has hap-
pened at the centers as of May 30 and at the
local employment offices in the home areas
of the enrollees as of May 23 except for 16
States where the latest information is as of
May 10. These data are obtained each week
and we can provide more up-to-date infor-
mation as it is received and processed.

The status of the 16,636 enrollees at the
centers to be closed April 11, including some
264 that arrived at the centers since that
date, is as follows:

1. Transfers to other Job Corps centers.
4,700 have been transferred to other Job
Corps centers. Another 1,100 are still in the
centers to be closed and have been sched-
uled to be transferred to other centers. Ac-
cording to Job Corps officlals handling the
transfers, 97 percent of the women's and
100 percent of the men's urban center en-
rollees have been placed In the same pro-
gram or in courses closely related to the skill
tralning they were receiving in the centers
that are being closed. The training program
in the conservation centers ls standard so
that all conservation center enrollees trans-
ferring to other centers were able to continue
their program without interruption.

2. Placement in other manpower training
programs. As of May 30, employment service
interviewers have referred 600 enrollees to
training programs directly from the centers.
About 85 percent were referred to MDTA pro-
jects, the remainder to NYC projects. We do
not have data at this time to indicate how
many have actually started their new pro-
gram.

As of May 24, 3,000 enrollees had returned
to their homes for placement assistance. Em-
ployment service interviewers at the local
offices In the enrollees home towns have re-
ferred about 700 enrollees to training. Of this
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number 225 have been enrolled in a program
with the remainder waiting for the courses
to start. The types of programs are as fol-
lows:

Referred Enrolled

NAR OB, . oo i 82 a2
MDTA, institutional _ z
DTA, OIT.

124 52
1 0

83
48

225

There were about 500 ex-corpsmen who had
been placed in an assessment program and
were receiving stipends, and another 1,300
that were being processed.

3. Placement in employment. About 1,000
enrollees have been placed In jobs, with
slightly more than half placed after they re-
turned home and the remainder placed di-
rectly from the center. Over 80 percent of the
placements have involved jJobs paying $1.60
per hour or better; 28 percent had wage rates
of more than §2.00 per hour.

4, Job Corps graduates. As of May 30, 2,300
enrollees at the closed centers have gradu-
ated, Another 800 are scheduled to graduate
before their centers close.

5. Dropouts. As of May 30, 1,100 enrollees
have dropped out of the centers to be closed.
The local offices in the home areas of these
enrollees have been notified of their leaving.
Since the enrollees will have to contact the
local offices to obtaln whatever pay and al-
lowances owed to them, it is expected that
they will contact the local office at which
time they will be put into the same assess-
ment and counseling program as the other
enrollees. As soon as the bulk of the enrollees
that checked in through the employment
offices is satisfactorily taken care of, we plan
to make special efforts to contact the drop-
outs that have not contacted the local office
by checking with their parents, school offi-
clals, ete.

6. Summary (data rounded to mnearest
hundred).

Job Corps enrollees In centers to be
closed

To graduate
To transfer to other centers
To be referred to jobs or training___

To be referred to jobs or tralning.... 6,500

Referred to training

Still at Job Corps center

In transit to home area or data not
received from local employment of-
fice because of lag In reporting ..

In counseling and assessment pro-

B
Recelving stipends
Being pro d

I trust that this information will give you
a clear picture of what has happened to
enrollees at the centers to be closed.

During my April 25 appearance before your
committee there were several requests made
for information which I promised to supply
for the record, but which we were unable to
furnish the committee before the transcript
was printed. I am now enclosing four tables
developed in response to your inquiry about
the need in the United States for manpower
programs and the extent to which that need
is being met (page 250 of the Hearings).
Also enclosed 1s " jaterial relating to the cost
of operating the new centers (page 275 of
the Hearings).

Sincerely yours,

GEORGE P, SHULTzZ,
Secretary of Labor.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, May 29, 1969,
Hon. ALAN CRANSTON,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SenaToR CransToN: This is in re-
sponse to the questions raised in your tele-
gram of May 7 concerning recrulting and
processing of youngsters for the Job Corps.

At the time the recruiting freeze was
imposed, Job Corps records indicated there
were 3,642 males and 1,748 females for a
total of 5,200 who had applications processed
and accepted.

There were 2,753 males and 1,272 females
with applications in various stages of pro-
cessing by Job Corps.

Screeners have been advised informally to
tell youths about the likely delay in entry.
The following communication is being sent
to all youths whose applications are pres-
ently held by the Job Corps:

“DEAR : Your application for
the Job Corps has been processed and ap-
proved. At the present time, all openings In
exlsting Job Corps centers are filled. As open-
ings become available, you will be assigned
based on the earliest applications on file
departing first. While you are awaiting as-
signment, you should check in regularly with
your local employment service office and
screener. In closing, Job Corps wishes to
thank you for your interest in the program
and will advise you as soon as openings
become available.

“Sincerely,
“Job Corps Regional Administrator.”

During mid-June, Job Corps will begin
assigning young men to Men’s Urban Cen-
ters. Civillan Conservation Center assign-
ments are expected to resume in mid-July,
and young women will be assigned to the re-
maining centers late In August or early in
September.

Male recrulting will begin sometime in the
middle or latter part of June and female
recruiting in late July or early August.

Sincerely,
GEeORGE P. SHULTEZ,
Secretary of Labor.

Target group for NYC summer programs
(In-school youth 14 to 21)
Age, sex, and race
Total, 14 to 21

Number

Total, 14 to 156

Female, white __._.
Female, nonwhite

Total, 16 to 17

Male, white
Male, nonwhite
Female, white
Female, nonwhite

Total, 18 to 21

Male, white
Male, nonwhite
Female, white
Female, nonwhite
Department of Labor.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I should
like to make a short statement and then
ask one or two questions. I am the first
to say that the No. 1 urgent need in our
country today, so far as meeting the
conditions of those living in poverty is
concerned, is to provide jobs.

I have a high priority for housing be-
cause of my responsibilities on the Hous-
ing and Urban Affairs Subcommittee.
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But I think that, if given a choice of
priorities, I would say that jobs should
come first, because we would probably
not be able to have housing without jobs,
the lack of which brings about a eondi-
tion of despair, a feeling of worthless-
ness in a society that is the most afluent
society on earth today. The great gap
which exists between those who work
and those who do not is the feeling of
being wanted and needed. This is par-
ticularly true with respect to young neo-
ple. They have a feeling of frustration
during the summer months, when they
may be idle. Such a time of year brings
young men and women out on to the
streets, roaming about. I think that the
distinguished Senator from New York,
who has focused upon this particular
aspect of unemployment, makes a very
important point.

I cannot help thinking of the tragic,
almost disastrous condition we have in
my own State of Illinois, in the city of
Cairo, where once again blacks and
whites are engaged in an exchange of
gunfire, with the National Guard lining
up on one side to try to maintain law
and order.

Here we have a condition that appears
to be a racial fight. However, I cannot
help believe that down underneath, the
underlying struggle is for jobs. There are
too few jobs in that community. The
power structure is controlled by the
whites. It is jobs that the blacks want. It
is possibly for control of the power over
those jobs that the struggle is all about.

It is the inadequacy of income to meet
the sufficiencies of living that brings
about these clashes.

The same condition exists in East St.
Louis, a city presently in great difficulty.
I hope that our hunger committee can
go there for hearings and see at firsthand
what the conditions are in that city,
where, under normal conditions, year in
and year out, one out of four young black
males is unemployed—25 percent. From
month to month they have a feeling of
frustration and bitterness because of the
lack of utilization of the education they
have gained.

Therefore, Mr. President, I do not
doubt the need at all. I really feel that
the American people are quite prepared,
over the long pull, virtually to guarantee
a job to every person who is able to work,
and willing to work.

Mr. President, 70 percent of the peo-
ple responded favorably to a Gallup poll
question as to whether they would pro-
vide such a guarantee to an individual
in this country.

Thus, the American people are willing
to move up to see that if private indus-
try cannot absorb all of the people avail-
able for work, then the public sector will
undertake to provide the skill, the edu-
cation, and the wherewithal to provide
jobs in the public sector or as a supple-
ment to the private sector, so that we
can make it possible for those who are
now idle, to work.

My question concerns the timing and
the amount.

I have no doubt that the present Sec-
retary of Labor, Mr. Schultz, is com-
passionate, knowledgeable, and an ex-
perienced man who, above all men I
know, desires to see idleness replaced
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with worthwhile work. I commend the
administration for not wanting to see
any cuts in the budget over last year. I
am concerned that just the inerease in
our population alone and the increase in
inflationary pressures should they just
stand still, that we get from idle money,
may release the amount of $55 million so
that it can be used. I think the Senator
from New York would envision as the
time schedule, if we approve the amend-
ment, that it be made a part of the
supplemental bill before us.

I ask the Senator from New York,
what processes would be necessary, how
long would it take until this money is
actually approved and can be dispensed
and placed in the hands of the mayors
so that it can actually be put to use this
summer? After all, summer has begun,
school is out in many parts of the coun-
try, and these youths are now idle.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the time
limits are practicable because this is a
supplemental and the House has already
passed it. The House included nothing for
this.

I should like to join with the Senator
in respect to what he said about Secre-
tary Schultz. He is a very broad-gaged
man, with a deep understanding of the
problems of the cities, as he has shown
in many ways. I think that, in this
particular case, he has been under con-
siderable budgetary pressure, which is
understandable because I think the Pres-
ident puts that on every Secretary, so
that the Secretary of Labor has gone
about as far as he can go in his survey
of his own regional offices. He has turned
up the need for $24 million, and he found
some $16 million of that in programs
where the money would not be used by
the 30th of June. Then he advised us that
an additional $7.5 million was the mini-
mum required. Of course, that is provided
for in the bill.

Now we had almost a similar experi-
ence last year, when we came in very late
and the supplemental appropriation was
not made available until July 2.

The supplemental funds were used. I
know what our experience is in New York
City. The U.S. conference of mayors fig-
ures represent additional slots that can
be put to use under the management
techniques by which summer jobs are
given to the Neighborhood Youth Corps
in every one of the 50 cities, and the
smaller cities. There are actually far
more applications and people who need
to be given the jobs than can be given.
So it is very easy and quick to call in
the people to whom this opportunity has
been denied and give it to them. They
are very delighted to get it.

In addition, the way in which this pro-
gram works now is that there are only
about 10 weeks, with the $411 figure per
slot. So there is still ample opportunity,
before school opens, to use the money.

Furthermore—and this has been true
in other situations—if the Senate should
adopt this $55 million proposal, with
some assurance that if something better
than what is offered will come out of
conference, every city will keep a cer-
tain number of applicants on hand to be
put quickly to work the minute the
money is forthcoming. As a matter of
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fact, last year New York City put them
to work, taking a chance on an estimated
figure that would come in. That is the
tactical technique.

I will say that this is just about the last
minute to get anything like this done. I
have been around New York City a bit. As
the Senator knows, we have quite a may-
oralty campaign going on in New York
City. As a result, I have been around
the city in an unusually intensive way,
though I live there and know it, any-
way. I am deeply convinced that no as-
surance can be given as to which way the
cities will go this summer. I think that
in New York City we are especially for-
tunate to have a mayor who has a repu-
tation for being able to keep the “roof”
on the town. That will help us a great
deal. But I still do not know, and I
think, with all respect, nobody knows,
how nicely adjusted the temper of the
community is. There is plenty of reason
for frustration. Not nearly enough has
been done. At the same time, we do have
some good marks for trying, and there
are some visual evidences of our effort.

I wish to tell the Senator from Illinois
that he should take tremendous satis-
faction from his role in housing. I see it
on every side. I think the Appropriations
Committee has recognized it by the res-
toration which has been made even in
the supplemental bill. When the regular
appropriation bill comes before us, we
may have a little trouble, but these are
very good programs, especially the pro-
gram for home subsidies.

I feel that it is feasible and practical,
as the Conference of Mayors has sug-
gested, to act now on this particular sup-
plemental bill, which has to be completed
before the end of the month, anyway, for
other reasons than this particular appro-
priation. We could expect that the money
will be effectively used and that it will
have a measurable impact on the sit-
uation in our big cities.

I should like to point out to the Sen-
ator something that is very interesting
to me. Last summer the Neighborhood
Youth Corps was very effective in *“cool-
ing down” our hot cities. This was not
because they were vigilantes or were
special policemen, but it was because they
wore clean clothing and were in effect
saying, “I am doing something, and the
Government is trying to help.” This was
very persuasive on people who were in-
clined to lose their temper and their
heads.

Considering the amount involved, I
think it is a desirable and wise provision
by us. I shall put it to the Senate in the
temperate and modest way in which I
have put it now. Like my colleagues, we
are exploring a field where the difference
between a situation of reasonable accept-
ability and one which is very dangerous
to the country may be a hair’s breadth,
and this may be the breadth.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I appreci-
ate very much-the explanation given to
me, From my own experience, looking at
the figures of the request for the city of
Chicago that has been submitted, this
sum would provide an additional 8,800
jobs. Here is a city of 3.5 million people.
and one wonders what difference 8,800
jobs would make. But it does make a
difference to every single boy who will
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be employed and helped. I can remember
very well every summer I worked in
between school terms. I can remember
how it added to my experience and how
I felt an additional importance because
of that work, no matter how menial it
was.

Every student who can get work may
p-event himself from being a dropout.
It can help him have a sense of worth-
whileness. It can give him a sense of
appreciation for education, which is the
most powerful weapon he can have, and
what it can mean to him in later life.

In my own city of Chicago, what we
would be voting for would be to give
young people 8,800 jobs which can help
them feel worthwhile, and not like an
IBM card, unwanted, unrelated, and
unneeded in a society which is moving
ever faster and leaving the individual
behind. Here is our chance to step up
and help.

With the confidence and knowledge of
my distinguished colleague in this field,
in which he has been so preeminent, we
can vote to so employ this money. I hope
we can do it. I wish we could increase
the money. I am sympathetic with our
administration’s effort to try to stop
inflation and to try to protect the income
of people who are ha/ing their pockets
picked because of the ravages of infla-
tion. I would rather see the money cut
out of some other part of the budget and
put into these jobs.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague. He
has asked a question which is very per-
ceptive. According to the figures we have,
the target population has increased by
thousands. We will have something like
a million and a half this year. That is
the reason for doing better.

Mr. PERCY. So if we do the same as
last year, we are slipping back, because
of the population increase. We must add
the factor of population.

Mr. JAVITS. Yes.

There was a story in the New York
Times last Sunday in which it was stated
that the private industry community was
expected to do better. Every bit of evi-
dence we have indicates the private busi-
ness community will have to do much
better. After all, last summer was not a
bed of roses. I hope private business will
do better. One of the ways to encourage
private business to do better is to show
that we will do better.

I thank my colleague for his support.

THE ADAM CLAYTON POWELL
DECISION

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the Su-
preme Court, in the Adam Clayton
Powell decision, announced today,
showed again the determination of the
Supreme Court to usurp the powers and
prerogatives of Congress.

In my judgment, the decision that the
House of Representatives was without
power to exclude PoweLr from the 90th
Congress was contemptible and spiteful,
and an arrogant affront to Congress.

It gave indication of Chief Justice
Warren's determination to use what I
hope is his swansong, as a vehicle to give
Congress a parting slap; and also to try
to make of the Supreme Court a super-
Government riding herd over the other
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branches of Government and usurping
their duties and responsibilities.

It mattered not to Chief Justice War-
ren that PoweiLL had been found by the
House to be guilty of misuse of public
funds. Warren ruled that no matter how
PoweLL had conducted himself, if he had
been elected by his constituency, was
over 25, had been a citizen for more than
T years, and was an inhabitant of the
State from which he had been elected,
he could not be denied a seat of the
House of Representatives.

Following the Court's reasoning, Con-
gress must seat any person no matter
how reprehensible his conduct, how un-
scrupulous his character, no matter how
disloyal to ethical principles, if he is
elected and meets the age, citizenship
and residence requirements of the Con-
stitution. No other qualifications or lack
of them can be brought into play.

The Supreme Court ignored the fact
that the Constitution gives each House
of Congress the power to judge the quali-
fications of its Members and punish its
Members for disorderly behavior. This
power of Congress has, before now, been
unquestioned during the 180 years of our
existence as a Republic.

I think it is significant that the
Supreme Court in reaching this decision
reversed a decision of the Court of Ap-
peals of the District of Columbia, of
which Judge Warren E. Burger is a
member.

Judge Burger's line of reasoning will
be a welcome relief from that of Chief
Justice Warren.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, if there be no further busi-
ness to come before the Senate, I move,
in accordance with the previous order,
that the Senate stand in adjournment
until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o'clock and 42 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Tuesday,
June 17, 1969, at 12 o’clock noon.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate June 13, 1969, under authority of
the order of June 12, 1969:

AssiSTANT POSTMASTER GENERAL

Harold F. Faught, of Pennsylvania, to be
an Assistant Postmaster General.

DIiPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

Ridgway B. Enight, of New York, a For-
eign Service officer of the class of Career
Minister, to be Ambassador Extraordinary
and Plenipotentiary of the United States of
America to Portugal.

U.S. ApvisorY COMMISSION ON INFORMATION

William F. Buckley, Jr., of Connecticut, to
be a member of the U.S. Advisory Commis-
slon on Information for the term of 3 years
expiring January 27, 1972, vice Sigurd S, Lar-
mon, term expired.

U.S. DisTRICT JUDGE

Gerald S. Levin, of California, to be U.S.
District Judge for the northern district of
California, vice a new position created under
Public Law 89-372 effective September 18,
1966.

GOVERNOR OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS

Melvin H. Evans, of the Virgin Islands, to
be Governor of the Virgin Islands.
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In THE A FoRrCE

Gen. John P. McConnell, (major
general, Regular Air Force), U.8, Air Force,
to be placed on the retired list in the grade
of general under the provisions of section
8962, title 10 of the United States Code.

Gen. John D. Ryan, (major gen-
eral, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force, to
be appointed as Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force,
for a period of 4 years beginning August 1,
1969, under the provisions of section 8034,
title 10 of the United States Code.

CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

Gen, Earle Gilmore Wheeler, (88888 Army
of the United States (major general, US.
Army), for reappointment as Chairman,
Joint Chiefs of Staff, for an additional term
of 1 year.

CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS

Adm, Thomas H. Moorer, U.S. Navy, for
appointment as Chief of Naval Operations
in the Department of the Navy for a term of
2 years.

Executive nominations received by the
Senate June 16, 1969:
IN THE ARMY NATIONAL GUARD
The Army National Guard of the United
States officers named herein for promotion as
Reserve commissioned officers of the Army,
under provisions of title 10, United States
Code, sections 593 (a) and 3392;
To be major general
Brig. Gen. Ross Ayers, EE888884, general of
the line.
Col. John P. Jolly, EEZEE8EY, Adjutant Gen-
eral’s Corps.
To be brigadier general
Col. Jackson Bogle, ESSEESRY.
Generals Corps.
In THE Navy
The following-named officers of the Navy
for temporary promotion to the grade of rear
admiral in the staff corps indicated subject
to gualification therefor as provided by law:
MEDICAL CORFS
Harry P. Mahin
David P, Osborne
Herbert G. Stoecklein
SUFPLY CORPS
John A, Scott
Vinecent A. Lascara
Edwin E, McMorries
CHAPLAIN CORPS
Francis L. Garrett
CIVIL ENGINEER CORFS
Albert R. Marschall
DENTAL CORPS
John P, Arthur
In THE AR FORCE
The following-named officers for promotion
in the Regular Air Force, under the appro-
priate provisions of chapter 835, title 10,
United States Code, as amended. All officers
are subject to physical examination required
by law:

Adjutant

LINE OF THE AIR FORCE
Lieutenant colonel to colonel

Adams, Donald D., BEESESE.

Adams, Marvin L., ;

Adams, Ranald T., Jr.

Adcock, Roy D.,

Aguilar, Adolph,
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Atkinson, Anderson W,,
Audick, Albert E., ESSSSISY,
Augustyn, Frank J., ES33SE8.
Austin, David A., ESSSEEE.
Austin, Harold R., ESSEY.
Bain, James, ESEE00Y.

Ball, Clarence C., Jr., B33,
Bally, William J., Jr., ESSSee84.
Barrentine, Emmett S., Jr., EXSEEE.
Barron, Thomas P.,
Bartholf, John C., ESSE3E.
Bartholomew, Gabriel P., ESZ88E.
Barton, Bernard H., ESSE.
Bass, Bernle S., ES38881.
Baumann, Lee S., B8,
Baxter, Willlam D., ESSe.
Baynes, Hugh L., ESSEEEEY.
Bean, James R., ESSS3RY.
Beard, Charles E,, Jr., B335,
Bechtold, Louis A., ESESEE.
Becker, William R., ESSES.
Behr, Robert M., ESSSE3Y.

Bell, Paul E., ES3eee3d.

Bellis, Benjamin N., BSSS3.
Benham, Harold N,, ESES00Y,
Benit, Henry J., ESEEY.
Benneft, Samuel L., BESSEE.
Benton, Ernest L., ESS88E4.
Bissell, Donald R., ESES8.
Blanchard, Jerome L, ESSES38Y.
Blanton, Eugene T, [RS8,
Bolen, George O., Jr., ES3ESY.
Boswell, Marion L., B3RS,
Boucher, Ernest W., ESEE00d,
Bouldin, Frank H., ESSEs8
Boutwell, William A, ESS3SS.
Boyd, Harwell L., Jr., BESSS0.
Bradburn, David D., ESS3E333.
Brechwald, Edward J.,
Brewer, Orse, Jr., ESES.
Brim, Raymond E., BS54,
Buckingham, Charles E., B,
Burcham, Lee A, ESSSEE.
Burgess, Richard B,
Burkett, Daniel L., ESSES884.
Burnham, Perry H.,
Burns, John J., EEE3EE.
Butler, James J,, Jr., B,
Butler, Ralph J,, EXSed.
Butts, Jack N., B,
Cameron, Carl C., ESSE.
Campbell, John R., BRI,
Carey, Russell J., Jr., ESSEEE.
Carroll, Thomas L., ESSEEEEY.
Carson, James S., EESE08Y,
Carter, Jack E., EEE335X.
Caruthers, Marion F., ESSE538Y
Casey, Maurice F., ;
Castelll, Joseph R., EEESUY,
Castle, Johnny R., EES0.
Chacey, David D., EESEE%.
Chapman, Kenneth R., BSSSEEY,
Chatfield, James D.,
Chille, Peter J., EREEEEY.
Christensen, Keith L.,
Clague, Charles E., Jr., ERESEH,
Clancy, Orville W.,

Clark, Philip S., ESS88.
Clayton, Gerald H., EXSSEE
Cohlmia, George V., ESSSSSd.
Coke, Paul E., ESSEad.
Colladay, Martin G, ESSSREY.
Connor, John H,, -
Cook, Harvey A., Jr., EESS8.
Cook, Walter E., ESS358%
Cooke, Robert R, Jr., ESSE,
Corra, Nicholas A., ESSRY
Cotellesse, Peter, ESS8000d.
Covington, James C. ESSSS,
Crenshaw, David L.

Cross, Floyd E., BEseesy.
Crowder, Charles W
Crum, Walter 8.,

Culver, Frank B,, IIT,
Dahlem, Walter E., Jr., ESS3E884.

Dalferes, George L. J., BRSSO,
Dallman, Howard M., BSSSSS.
Damewood, Lawrence D.,

Daniels, Robert W, W
Darmstandler, Harry M.,

Davies, Franklin C.,

Davis, Marion M., Jr., %
Deatrick, Eugene P,, Jr., !

Delmore, John R., ESSEEE.
Demmon, George B., ESSREI.
Demont, Russell D., ESS00Y.
Deniston, Dale R., ESSSES.
Denniston, Clyde R., Jr., BSSRS.
Denton, Edward P., E3ZEE80.
Derienzo, Joseph F.,

Dienst, William L., ESSESE84.
Dingeldein, Robert, ESS35RY.
Dobrowolski, Edward L.,
Dodds, John E., ESSSEEEY.
Doherty, Albert M., ESSSeEy.
Dorman, George S., ESSS888d.
Downer, Charles P., ERSS3%.
Drelseszun, Abraham J., EESSU.
Drew, Adrian E., ESSE8E.
Duckett, Wayne G., [SE381.
Dulion, Willlam E., ES3SESRY.
Dunlap, Lloyd L., Jr,, ES33EEEY.
Durkee, Frank W., ESSSE5.
Dye, L. A., Jr., BSSSSSS.

Dye, Rufus, Jr., EES%EE.
Easley, Frank, B335,
Eckerman, Chester E., ESSES83Y.
Edge, Robert L., EEEEEEY.
Eichelberger, Willlam R., ESS38384.
Eldridge, Malcolm W., ESSSERRY,
Elias, William, ESSS3854.

Ellis, Frederick D., ESS8E%.
Ellis, Richard H,, EXSSSRY.
Elstun, Maurice REESE.
Evans, Marion T., ESESSEY.
Evans, Robert A., ESS38388.
Evans, William J., EESE884.
Evely, Clyde P., B,
Ewing, Donald E., EXS8Y.
Felices, Salvador E., E3ESEEE.
Ferrato, Theodore P,, EESS8.
Fertig, Willlam V., ESSSFSY.
Finley, David H., PSSSeeey.
Fleek, Thomas A., EES3I0Y.
Florick, Leo, ES3EE30Y.

Foley, Roland D., Jr., ESEES01.
Foust, William L., S35,
Fowler, Lawrence A., EESSSEEY.
Fox, Harold L., EES3EEA,
Francis, Charles F., B4,

Franklin, R. C., Jr., ESSSSE8Y.
Freshwulr&er, Robert E., ESSIEEY,
Frisbie, Norman H., RS%%S%%.

Fry, Joe, EEEEE. s
Fuqua, Robert P., E2SE3EE.
Gaines, Edmund P, Jr., ESSSEEY
Garvin, Thomas P., i
Gauch, Eugene W., Jr., ESSEeed.
Gauthier, Adelbert G., ESS8EH].
Gibson, Ralph D., EESEY.
Gibson, Winfield S., PSS
Gilbert, Willlam W., ESSSSEd.
Gimmi, Richard F. B., Jr., ESSSS,
Giraudo, Joseph L., Jr., ESSSEEY.
Glass, Donald R., B33,
Glover, Kenneth, D., ESSEES.
Gordon, Lawrence N., RAWSS%d.
Graafs, Edward H., B335,
Grace, Harold W., Jr., RAG%S%%S.
Green, Norman H., E
Greenwade, Paul V., Jr., ESSESEEY
Greenwood, Guiher G., ERSSE,
Greget, Tony M., BESEISY.

Grifiin, Hiram, RSSGSGSS.

Griffin, Robert J,, EEetesd.
Grimm, Harley L., BASSSSSS.
Grooms, Wayne G., BSR4,
Gross, Eenneth E., ESSSSISY.
Grossman, Frank H., BESSEEY.
Grossmiller, Willlam J., ITI, ESE33¥04.
Grow, John W., Jr., ESS38.
Gustin, George, ESSSSS.
Haggard, Samuel R., B8,
Hall, Richard C., ERSS.
Hamel, Robert E., B,
Hamilton, Maynard G., ESSES8sd.
Hamilton, Robert 5., Rad%%%%S.
Hansen, Leroy P., B8,
Hanson, Lewis C., BaA%S%4S.
Hardy, Alan H., RaSGS%SS.

Harre, Eugene H., BS54,
Harris, Edgar S., W
Harris, Roy L., Jr,, f
Harward, Garn H., B,
Haynes, Robert M., ESSSSE1.
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Hays, Ralph M., ES33t88Y.
Head, Vernon L., ESSS0RY.
Hedlund, Donald O., ESS3E3.
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Heiberg, Harrison H. D., Jr., EEES00S,

Henderson, Fred H., Jr.,
Henner, Ernest 5., Jr., XSRS,
Hess, Walter N., B335,

Heyl, Rodney W., BEEEY.
Hightower, Loyd W., Jr., EESSEESY.
Hildebradt, James E,, EISE8E.
Hiley, James H., FS3SE3eq.

Hill, James F., B33

Hinton, John R., Jr., SIS,
Hoffs, Henry, ERSSER.

Holladay, Robert L., Jr., ESS883%9.
Holmberg, Herbert A., ESESSESY.
Holton, William D.,

Horn, John D,, EESESE0Y.

Horne, Raymond E., Jr., S35,
Horton, Clarence F., Jr., ESSSSSSy.
Hoskins, James E., ESZS38d.
Houghton, Homer H.,
Howell, Phillp V., Jr., ESSSE3%Y.
Hoyt, Robert F., 3333354,

Hoza, Paul P., EEEEey.

Hudson, James D., RAGGRSS.

Huff, Wesley E., E3RRS.

Hughes, Eugene, ESS00Y.

Hughes, James D., BS3333%3.

Hulett, Charles E., ES88.

Hunt, Ralph M., ESS335CS.

Hutto, Merl G., EESE5Y.

Jackson, Bush M., Jr., EEESE.
Jackson, Robert A., ESSSES.
Jacobs, Albert, EESSR.

Jacobs, Robert A., BEseseey.
Jacobson, Hilding L., Jr., ESSESESS.
Jacolick, Harvey T., ESSEESRY.
Janssen, Willlam L., ESSSS00Y.
Jeffers, Ulle H., Jr., RASGSWSS.
Jewell, Harold R., B8Ry
Johnson, Ivan D., EEEEEEY.
Johnson, Marvin M., EEES0Y.
Jolley, Bryan R., EEEEEesy.

Jones, Arthur M., EESE0S.
Jones, Glenn W., ESS33333.
Jones, Paul D., ESSSRRRY.

Jones, Robert L., ESS3835Y.

Jones, Robert L., EESSSS.
Kaiser, Henry A., ESSSS0S.

Kalb, Robert D., BESEEE.

Keith, Jack L., E2S3SE8Y.
Kendrick, Claud D., EESSE31.
Kenny, Patrick H., Jr., B,
Kiger, Robert I., ESSEES.
Kimball, Wesley D., ESSSSES.
King, Nat D.,

Lancaster, Roy A,

Lapping, Sherwood F.,

Lasalle, Louis W, BaSG%4S.
Laseter, William H., BRSRRERY.
Lebell, Jonah, ESEEEEY.

Lee, Pitzhugh, Jr., EEEY.
Leighty, Claude C., ESSSReed.
Lengnick, Roger H., ESS333%.
Leonard, John H., EEEE00Y.
Lester, Frank G., EX3SE0.
Leuchtmann, Robert L., ESEI853.
Lieber, Bernard, ESSREEY.
Ligon, Vernon P., Jr., BSS3333.
Lillie, William H., Jr., ESSSCeey.
Lilly, Bobby J., EESS883.
Lindeman, Jack R., RS,
Litchfield, Robert L., ERRSeeY.
Lobdell, Harrison, Jr., BESESEY.
Lockee, Archie S., RaWG%S.
Loftus, Marshall J., B&SSGA%%Y.
Lowe, Jerome G., BSSSSRRY.
Lowry, Robert M., Jr., EEEEEY.
Lowry, Thomas J., Jr., EEEEEEY.
Luby, Edward W., ERSSSS.
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Lucas, Charles W., ESSS884.
Lucchesi, Gene A., E3S3304.
Luebbert, Herman E., ESSREeY.
Luther, Joseph G., E3E3E8Y.
Lyles, Luther W., ESSS88%.
Lysaker, Howard E., ESSEeEY.
MacDonald, Nelson J., ES3333%4.
Macia, James H., Jr., S35
MacKenzie, Robert F., EESSEE.
MacWilliams, Malcolm M., ESSSEeRY.
Madison, John E., ESSE8354.
Magnan, Mark W., ESS3TY.
Mahon, William J., ESESUE.
Mann, Gerald E., EEESS0Y,
March, William C.,
Marshall, Charles W., ES3S383Y.
Martin, Hugh J., ESESES.
Martinez, Cesar J., ES823804.
McBurney, Raplee Y., EESES8.
MeCain, William M., ESS3EEEY.
McCall, James L., E3SE30.
MecClure, Robert D., ESSEE.
MecCollum, Vance W., ESES88.
MecCormick, Howard E., B3R
McDonnell, Michael C., EES3eed.
McGee, Charles E., ESSSe5].
McGilpin, Willam A., Jr., ES3S304.
MecGugan, Charlie T., Jr., ES3S383.
McIntire, Jesse C., ES38EEY.
McEenney, Lawrence E., E3E355%.
McEennon, Sandy J., ESES8&d.
McKinney, Joseph T., BSS38%.
McPherson, Daniel E., Jr., ESSeeed.
McInney, Joseph T., EZESeeed.
MceVey, William H., EESEI30Y.
Mejaskl, Joseph W., ESZ8E.
Merz, Charles F., BSEESSRY.
Meyers, Roy I., ESE0.

Miller, Clement K., B30,
Miller, James M., EEEoee8d.
Milton, John L., ESS8eed.
Milzer, Carl W., BESS88Y.
Minnich, E. Scott, EZ3338H.
Minor, John M., ESSE8E83.

Mock, Theodore E., B384,
Molchan, John E,, EESS8384.
Moore, Arthur R., Jr., EESS38.
Moore, James A, B33,
Morgan, Whitney L., 3335,
Morris, Edward D., EESS00.
Morris, George H., EEZEE.
Morris, Grady, ESSSU.

Morris, Jack B., E3SE30Y.

Morris, Julian B., ESSEEE.
Morrison, Charles M., EESS8E8d.
Moseley, James C., Jr., EEESE8.
Moulton, Ralph R., EZSEES.
Mulcahy, William J., EEE8eesy.
Murfield, J. Donald, EE2ssesd.
Murphy, James S., ESES88X.
Murphy, Robert B., ESZESSY.
Murphy, William J., Jr., ESEESE.
Myers, Howard S., Jr., EESSE.
Nakis, George M., 23358,
Naleld, Jerome F., ESS388%.
Naler, James D., ES228eed.
Nealon, John F., B3,

Neff, Benjamin G., EEZSEEY.
Neighbors, Willlam S., ES23885d.
Nelsen, Raymond Z., Jr., EEZ88ee.
Nelson, Palmer A., EZESES.
Nelson, William H., EZESE8.
Newby, Warner E., EEZEEE].
Newell, Richard G., EEZEE.
Newhouse, Morris H., ERSSSSY.
Nielsen, Austin, BS54,
Norwood, Billie J., ESSI3E0Y.
Novy, James S,, ES338834.
Nunez, Raul, EESSERRY.

Obarr, William C., EESSE.
Obarskl, Stanley J., ESSSEE].
©O'Connor, John T., B3R,
O'Connor, Theodore J., BSSSE,
Oliver, Jeptha D., Jr., B3,
Oliver, John W., Jr. ESSERY.
Qrell, Joe, A

Ostrye, Norbert B., EXSRE,
Pace, Robert E., EXSS81.

Paige, Leroy D. RSty
Palenscar, Alexander J., Jr.,
Pappas, Antonio S., ESS88834.
Parker, John M., ESSSES8d.

Parker, John B., B3I
Parr, Ralph S., EE333Y.
Paschall James E., ESSSEE3Y.
Pate, Ernest W., LS.
Payne, Donald W., EZ3335%%.
Pear, Charles E., ES333334.
Pendergraft, Wesley L., ES383ey.
Perez, Richard A., BSSIS8Y.
Perry, Daniel C., ESSS888Y.
Perry, Frank V., ES388%%.
Perry, Roland A., EZ338%8Y.
Pettigrew, Joe D., B3
Phelan, James, ESEeeeey.
Pisanos, Steve N,, E3SE8334.
Pitts, John E., Jr., 3333333
Poe, Bryce IT, ESSE0RY.

Pohl, Nelson O., ESEE0Y.

Pool, Sam J., ESESE.

Portt, Glen A., ESEEREY.

Price, Jack R., EE3308%Y.
Prieve, Donald G., EE833884.
Prothero, Alvin E. EZESSERY.
Rafalko, Edmund A., ESSSeeey.
Ramsey, Charles E., Jr., EE3388.
Ranson, Jerald J., ESE3338Y.
Hea, Parks M., ES333003.

Reece, Horace S,, ESE305Y.
Reed, Junior B., EES353Y.
Reisinger, William J., ES33303Y.
Riave, Lionel L., ES33338Y.
Rice, Franklin C., BSS388%Y.
Ridgway, Clifton S., ESS8388Y.
Ritchey, Andrew J., ESEE3E0Y.
Roberson, John F., E3338.
Roberts, Lionel W., ESS838q.
Roberts, Ray D., EZEE30.
Robinson, Ray A., Jr., ESSE3E.

Rodriguez, Reynaldo A., BS33358Y.

Rogers, William J., B335
Rose, John G., E3338339.

Rose, John M. Jr., EZ3385%.
Rosenow, John J., EZESE88Y.
Rossman, Russell J., ESSESSEY.
Rothwell, Ian D.,
Rowdon, Earle J., ESSS38Y.
Ruffatto, Bennie J., EEEEIY.

Russell, Durward B. Jr., EEEE.

Ryan, Robert M., Jr., ES3E8SRY.
Sadler, Robert E., ESESE.
Sanderson, Duncan M., ESES3EEY.
Sanderson, Robert W., BESEY.
Sargent, Jack S., ESEE0Y.
Savuto, Joseph A., EES30EHY.
Saxton, David W., ES3EE0Y.
Schmitt, John J., Jr., Eeseestd.
Bchroeder, George Z., B33,
Schulz, Richard G., EXSEeeeY.
Sears, Phillip F., ESE3385.
Seaver, Owen L., EESI0Y.
Seccomb, Milo L., Jr., ES33SEY.
Seeger, Charles M., BESSSEY.
Senter, Lee R., ESSSEY.
Severn, Theodore, ESEEEEE.
Sexton, Roy D., ESS388Y.
Shafer, Jonathan K., PSS,
Shahbag, John C., EEEESe8Y.
Shannon, William E., ESSEEed.
Sheehan, Daniel J., Jr., ES338eed.
Shepard, Leland C., Jr., RaSSS%4S.
Shiver, William H., [EEF8Y.
Short, Vere, ESSEss.

Shriner, Frederick F., EESSEE.
Sigman, Isiah, EESEUERY.
Simmons, Alfred C., BSSS.
Sizemore, Robert, EEESSEY.
Skinner, Harry G., EERSeeed.
Smith, Charles A.,

Smith, Donald R.,

Bmith, George K., BRSNS,
Smith, James S., BGAGSS.
Smith, Robert R., iAWY,
Smith, Stanley C., BaGSSSNY.
Sowers, Robert L., ESSe888.
Spalding, John R., Jr., ESSSEY,
Spencer, Earl W., :
Spencer, William R., ESSS0EY.
Sples, Fred R., EEE3R8Y.

Staley, Ray C., E28%1.
Stephens, Homer Q., EZSE3esY.
Stevens, David H., ES33555.
Stewart, Emmett F,, EESEEEY,
Stewart, James L., BS54,
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Stewart, Eenneth M., ESESEsEY.
Stewart, Robert B., [S333353.
Stickman, William R., Jr., ES33083.
Stippich, Robert C., EEiEed.
Stokes, Louis S., RIEE0EY.
Stonberger, Harold W.,
Stringer, Elbert M., X
Stull, Grafton W., 333389 .
Summer, Peter D,, ESES838T.
Swan, Clinton D., ESS8353.
Sweetnam, Richard W., ESSEEEEs.
Swindell, Charles W., ESSE3883.
Bwisher, Kenneth C., B3S3338.
Tallman, Kenneth L., ESS38883.
Taylor, Paul P., E3SE359.
Temple, Robert J., E33SE833.
Temple, William A.,

Theus, Lucius,

Thomas, John E., ESEES.
Thomas, John H., EE3E8EY.
Thompson, Earl A, ESE38333.
Thompson, George W., ESSE3333.
Thompson, Webb, EES3Eey.
Thornhill, Howard A., EEEIES.
Thurman, George D., BESES38Y.
Toolan, Frank J., EESeey.
Townsend, James G., RIS,
Trautwein, Donald F., ESSI30Y.
Trout, Darvin L,, BISES08Y.
Trumble, John B., ESSS5558.
Turner, Howard D., [SESE30Y.
Tyndall, Joseph M., ES3ESE0.
Vanhoy, Lonnie E., ESSS33%Y .
Vanpelt, Warren W., ESSS3859.
Vansickle, Earl R., ESS3300S .
Ventres, Robert L., ES3EE308.
Versurah, Vincent V., EES38Y.
Vickrey, Mac, ESS3533Y.
Vidmer, Richards, Jr., BESES388.
Vincent, John H,, EESEE3Y .
Voss, John G., EEESERY.
Walker, William L., ESSSE33S.
Warndorf, James P., EES30E .
Warren, Foster G., EESESEES.
Wassner, William R., ES33R383.
Watkins, Charles T., Jr., B30
Wayne, Robert E., BESEE.
Webb, Marcell E., B3SI300Y.
‘Weber, Marvin O., Jr.,
Wehrle, Joseph H.,
Weinbrenner, George R.,
Wells, Eugene O., ESE33553.
Wengel, Emil J,, ESESC00S.
Wenzel, Lloyd H. N., ESES3R3S.
Werbeck, Donald L., ES383889.
Weyhrich, Melvin P., ESISEsE9.
White, Richard J., B3SSSIFS.
Wilkinson, Stanley, Jr., ESESEEE
Willlams, Durwood R., RESEREey.
Willoughby, David J., B3SSEESY.
Willson, Dean W., E3ES35%Y.
Wilson, Ernest R., ES3E30Y.
Wilson, Harold H., ESSSR0Y.
Wilson, Howard E., ESS3SY.
Winn, David W., ESSSSs0S.
Winters, Robert E., BA%SS%SS .
Wood, Branson L., Jr., 3333338
Yancey, William B., Jr., ESES3308.
Young, Elton C., B3RS,
Young, Kendall S., B33
Zaniewskl, Felix J., ES333333.
Zeh, Theodore G., Jr., BESSEE.
Zweifel, Harold J., ESSS3%3.

Chaplains

Jellico, Thomas M., B3I
Stein, Martin J., ESSSEIEY.

DENTAL CORFS

Baldwin, Kenneth H., ESSEIte3.
Hoot, Norman G., EESEEEY.
Jones, Eugene H., ESSSIEES.
Julius, Loy L., EEESIY .

Knoll, Oliver J., EESEEty.

Roy, Edward W., BSSSSeTs.
Sachsel, Arthur J., EESY.
Segreto, Vincent A., ESSESY.
Weaver, Robert N., EXZERES.
Zellers, Howard W., Jr., ERES,

MEDICAL CORPS

Anderson, George R., ESSEY,
Balrd, Glenn D, EESEEiss.
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Chesney, Murphy A.,
Clark, Randall L.,
Fitch, Ray F.,

Nafis, Warren A.,
Peniston, Willlam H.,
Richard, Eli F.,
Smith, J. Lewis, Jr.,
Upp, Charles W,
Wesp, Joseph E,,
Willmarth, Charles L.,

NURSE CORPS

Garvin, Sara E,, EESE5SH.
Lawrence, Evelyn N.,

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

MEDICAL SERVICE CORFPS

Delahunt, John C., EEEEEH.
Dibona, Philip, ESSSE.
Herrin, Daniel M., Jr., EESSSEH.
Leahy, Joseph H., [SESESEY.
Merritt, William F., FSS8ssq.
Morden, Harold R., BESSE8.
Otter, Henry F., EESUIEY.
Templeton, Robert C., EESESE.

VETERINARY CORPS

Grau, William H., Jr., BESE8E8.
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BIOMEDICAL SCIENCES CORPS
Bodycomb, Joyce, EESESEeT.
Madget, Mary E.,
Smith, Francis S.,
U.5. TARIFF COMMISSION
Will E. Leonard, Jr., of Louisiana, to be a
member of the U.S. Tarif Commission for
the term expiring June 186, 1975. (Reappoint-
ment)
COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS
Howard A. Glicksteln, of New York, to be
Staffl Director for the Commission on Civil
Rights.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

NEW GENERAL MOTORS PLANT
OPENS IN WEST VIRGINIA—PUBE-
LIC OFFICIALS PARTICIPATE IN
DEDICATION—GM PRESIDENT ED-
WARD N. COLE GIVES CHALLENG-
ING ADDRESS

HON. JENNINGS RANDOLPH

OF WEST VIRGINIA
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Monday, June 16, 1969

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, on
June 13 General Motors Corp. formally
dedicated its eastern parts plant at Mar-
tinsburg, W. Va.

This was an important event in the
State’s economie life. I was privileged to
be present for the dedication ceremony
with Edward N. Cole, president of Gen-
eral Motors; Gov. Arch A. Moore, Jr., of
West Virginia; Representative HArLEY O.
StaccErRs; and 200 business leaders.

Senator Rosert C. Byrp was unable to
attend and sent greetings by telegram.

This new production facility of the
Nation's largest automobile manufac-
turer already employs 1,100 workers and
is expected to add nearly $17 million to
the local economy annually, including a
payroll of more than $10 million.

I joined in the official welcome of Gen-
eral Motors to West Virginia and pointed
out the important role it will perform in
the life of the State. The selection of
West Virginia by General Motors is in-
dicative of the advantages we possess for
industry. This also is demonstrated by
other new industries that have moved fo
the State and by the expansion of enter-
prises already there.

The General Motors plant is adjacent
to the new Interstate Highway No. 81,
undoubtedly an important factor in se-
lecting a site for a facility that will pro-
vide automobile parts for 15 distribution
centers in 21 Eastern States.

As I said at Martinsburg, such high-
ways are essential to the economic
growth of West Virginia and the rest of
the Nation. The fact that there is a
backlog of more than $250 billion worth
of needed construction underscores the
necessity for moving ahead with a new
national highway program.

When the presently approved Inter-
state System is completed, we must be
ready to meet future needs, and the Con-
gress is looking into that challenge.

The late Charles F. Kettering, a tal-
ented and brilliant man who was vice
president and research director for Gen-
eral Motors, once said: “My concern is
for the future because I am going to

spend the rest of my life there.” I was
reminded of this wise observation at
Martinsburg as we welcomed General
Motors and extended to it the invitation
to spend its future years in West
Virginia.

In his welcome to General Motors,
Governor Moore said the decision to lo-
cate the new plant in West Virginia
supports the belief that the State has a
bright future.

West Virginia, the Governor empha-
sized, is on the move again, and General
Motors is helping to give the State new
confidence and new optimism.

Several thousand citizens toured the
vast faecility on the day following the
official ceremonies.

Paul B. Martin, editor of the Martins-
burg Journal, crystalized the feeling of
our people in a helpful editorial on June
12. He stressed the partnership that ex-
ists between the new General Motors
plant and the Martinsburg community.

Mr. President, the remarks of Presi-
dent Cole at the dedication of the plant
were a very timely and thoughtful dis-
cussion of the automobile industry.

In view of the importance of his in-
dustry to the Nation and to West Vir-
ginia, I ask unanimous consent that ex-
cerpts from his challenging address and
the Martinsburg Journal's editorial be
printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

EDITORIAL
NEw GENErRAL MoTORrRS PLANT OPENS IN WEST
VIRGINIA

Already GM is proving to be a “good citi-
zen" in our community and so we welcome
this biggest of all Amerlcan Industries to
Martinsburg and wish for it a long, happy
and profitable experience and continued cor-
dial relationships here.

Appress BY Mg. COLE

This new Eastern Parts plant has a sig-
nificant role in our world-wide system of
processing and distributing service parts to
our dealers. In addition, we are proud to
have the opportunity of locating a major
GM plant in the beautiful state of West
Virginia, adding to the economic impact of
the automoblle industry in this state.

Latest avallable data shows that manu-
facturers of motor vehicles operate 10 plants
and offices In West Virginla—not including
the new Martinsburg facility. The state's
more than 400 new car and truck dealers have
an investment of $46 million in their busi-
nesses. Together, the operations of automo-
mobile manufacturers and new vehicle deal-
ers account for an employment of 7,300
workers with annual payrolls of more than
$37 million.

The Martinsburg plant, which went into
full operation early this year, employs about
1,100 people with an estimated annual pay-
roll of over $10 milllon—including wages and
employe benefits. In addition, we expect to
purchase about $6 million worth of goods
and services from other business concerns
in this region each year.

The number of cars in use in this country
has risen dramatically during recent years.
Along with the greater sophistication of car
owners and their demands for higher levels
of operational efficilency in their cars and
trucks, the magnitude of automotive servic-
ing requirements has increased substantially.
The construction of this new modern facil-
ity is one of a number of major steps taken
by General Motors in recent years to meet
increasingly complex and demanding service
requirements of our customers.

We operate in a highly volatile and com-
petitive business environment spurred by in-
creasing consumer demands, rising costs and
other pressures. Our basic requirement is to
provide automotive vehicles which are safe,
reliable, durable and which represent a high
level of transportation value for the consumer
against competition from all cther types of
goods and services.

But society today expects more from the
businessman than just doing a good job
of running his business. It looks to him for
leadership in seeking solutions to some of
the major challenges of our times.

We in the automobile industry are partic-
ularly concerned with those social and en-
vironmental issues related to the use of our
products and the operation of our facilities—
traffic safety, air and water pollution, and
urban transportation.

We in American business must place even
stronger emphasis on our important role as
builders of a greater society. We must con-
tinue to seek ways of improving the capacity
and efficiency of the business resource so that
we can better serve the Increasingly demand-
ing requirements of our soclety.

The automobile industry has made tre-
mendous progress in improving the safety of
its vehicles over the years. This includes ad-
vances both in the capability for avolding
accidents and protecting the occupants in the
event of an accident.

We have assigned high priority to the de-
velopment of features which will improve the
capabilities of the driver to avold an accident.
Controllability, ease of handling and rapid re-
sponse characteristics are basic requirements.

We are concerned, however, that similar
attention is not being given by state and
federal authorities to improvements in both
roads and driver performance, Regardless of
the continuing advances ia automotive safety
design, we cannot expect a significant reduc-
tion in traffic deaths and injuries unless there
are strong nationwide efforts to upgrade the
quality of our highways and drivers.

In the area of air pollution control, we have
made substantial progress toward cleaner air.

New control systems introduced in the
1960's have reduced the amount of both
hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide emissions
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