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SENATE~Wednesday, July 2, 1969 
The Senate met -at 12 o'clock noon and 

was called to order by the President pro 
tempore. 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edw~rd 
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the followmg 
prayer: 

We thank Thee, 0 God, that the free
dom we celebrate in coming days is not 
an attainment, but an obtainment-that 
it is Thy precious gift to man as part 
of his createdness. We thank Thee for 
the daring of our forefathers in reclaim
ing their "ancient rights." We thank 
Thee, too, for the heroes' valor, the pa
triots' devotion, the prophets' vision, and 
for all the blood and sweat and toil by 
which our freedom was purchased. As 
we commemorate our national independ
ence accept again the declaration of our 
everlasting dependence upon Thee. In all 
our joy and thanksgiving enable us to 
remain a nation "under God," and give 
us grace and goodness to minister to 
mankind in His name. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the reading of 
the Journal of the proceedings of TUes
day, July 1, 1969, be dispensed with. 

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

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT, 
APPROVAL OF JOINT RESOLU
TION 
Messages in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States were commu
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Leonard, 
one of his secretaries, and he announced 
that on June 30, 1969, the President had 
approved and signed the joint resolution 
(S.J. Res. 122) to provide for a tempo
rary extension of the authority con
ferred by the Export Control Act of 1949. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, the President 

pro tempore laid before the Senate mes
sages from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations, 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

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

ing currently is receiving many calls in 
connection with the publication of con
gressional eulogies in tribute to former 
President Eisenhower. The joint com
mittee now has set Friday, July 11, as 
the closing date for final acceptance of 
any further insertions in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD. It must be noted that 
ample time has been extended to all 
Members who wished to express their 
sentiments. It is the joint committee's 
intention that these tributes be published 
and distributed later this year. For that 
reason, all copy must be submitted on or 
before the above-mentioned date. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of .i:ts 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House has passed the following bills, in 
which i1t requested the concurrence of 
the Senwte: 

H.R. 1462. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Vita CUsuma.no; 

H.R. 1698. An act for the relief of Joeck 
Kuncek; 

H.R. 1707. An act for th.e relief of Miss 
J>BJ.ileh F'Mwh Salameh El Ahwal; 

H.R. 3920. An aot for the relief of Beverly 
Medlock and Ruth Lee Medl·ock; and 

H.R. 5419. An a.ct to provide relief for 
Comdr. Edwin J. Sabec, U.S. Navy. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the following con
current resolutions, in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate. 

H. Con. Res. 66. Concurrent resolution pro
viding for the printing as a House docu
ment of certain maps and indicia relating to 
Vietnam a.nd the Asian Collitinenrt; 

H. Con. Res. 208. Concurrent resolution 
authorizing the printing of a.dditional copies 
of parts 1, 2, a.nd 3 of the publication en
titled "Subversive Influences in Riots, Loot
ing, and Burning"; 

H. Con. Res. 209. Concurrent resolution 
authorizing the printing of additional copies 
of the committee print "The Analysis and 
Evalua.tion of Public Expenditures: The PPB 
Sysrtem"; 

H. Con. Res. 291. Concurrent resolution tx:> 
provide for the printing of iillaugural ad
dresses from President George Washington to 
President Riohard M. Nixon; and 

H. Con. Res. 294. Oonc'llll"'l'ent resolution 
authorizing the priruting ·as a House docu
ment of a representative sampling of the 
public speeches of former President Dwight 
D. Eisenhower. 

PUBLICATION OF EULOGIES TO HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 
DWIGHT DAVID EISENHOWER The following bills were severally read 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. twice by their titles and referred to the 
President, the Joint Committee on Print- Committee on the Judiciary: . 

OXV---!1146-Part 14 

H.R. 1462. An act for the relief of Mrs. Vita 
Cusumano; 

H.R. 1698. An act for the relief of Joeck 
Kuncek; 

H.R. 1707. An act for the relief of Miss 
Jallleh Farah Salameh El Ahwal; 

H.R. 3920. An act for the relief of Beverly 
Medlock and Ruth Lee Medlock; and 

H.R. 5419. An act to provide relief for 
Comdr. Edwin J. Sabec, U.S. Navy. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLU
TIONS REFERRED 

The following concurrent resolutions 
were severally referred to the Committee 
on Rules and Administration: 

H. Con. Res. 66. Concurrent resolution pro
viding for the printing as a House document 
of certain maps and indicia relating to 
Vietnam and the Asian Continent; 

H. Con. Res. 208. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the printing of additional copies 
of parts 1, 2, and 3 of the publication en
titled "Subversive Influences in Riots, Loot
ing, and Burning"; 

H. Con. Res. 209. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the printing of additional copies 
of the committee print "The Analysis and 
Evaluation of Public Expenditures: The PPB 
System"; 

H. Con. Res. 291. Concurrent resolution to 
provide for the printing of inaugural ad
dresses from President George Washington 
to President Richard M. Nixon; and 

H. Con. Res. 294. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the printing as a House document 
of a representative sampling of the public 
speeches of former President Dwight D. 
Eisenhower. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The PRESIDENT pro tempoil'e. The 

Chair is advised that under the order 
entered yesterday, the Senator from 
Mississippi <Mr. STENNis) is to be recog
nized for 1 hour at this time. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I should 
like to have the privilege to yield, if I 
may, without losing my right to the 
ftoo·r, to any Senator who has a matter 
which would customarily be taken up in 
the morning hour. However, of necessity, 
I shall have to ask that such matters 
be fairly brief. I understand that the 
Senator from Massachusetts has a state
ment that will not take long. How much 
time will the Senato·r require? 

Mr. KENNEDY. About 4 minutes. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I may yield 4 
minutes to the Senator from Massachu
setts without losing my right to the :floor 
and without that time being charged to 
my allotment of 1 hour. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Mississippi asks unani-

18185 
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mous consent that he may yield to the 
Senator from Massachusetts for 4 min
utes, without that time being charged to 
the 1 hour allocated to him and without 
affecting his right to the floor. Is th&e 
objection? 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I ask unanimous 
consent to have a statement printed at 
this point in the RECORU. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
Senator from Tennessee? 

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

DEPLOYMENT OF ANTI-BALLISTIC MisSILE 

Mr. GoRE. Mr. President, the principal rea
son advanced by President Nixon and Secre
tary Laird in support of deployment of an 
Anti-Ballistic Missile weapon system is that 
such deployment is necessary "to preserve the 
integrity of our deterrents." Secretary Laird 
argued that an ABM protection of that por
tion of our Minutemen which are located in 
Montana and North Dakota was necessary 
because "with the large tonnage the Soviets 
have they are going for our missiles and they 
are going for a first strike capab111ty." He 
added "There is no question about that." 

This is the principal justification advanced 
in support of ABM deployment. Indeed, it is 
the only basis on which the Administration 
has seriously sought to justify it, unless one 
takes seriously the imaginary nuclear threat 
from Red China which has been occasionally 
mentioned. 

When Secretary Laird appeared before the 
Disarmament Subcommittee on March 21, I 
opened the hearing with a brief statement in 
which I said: 

"Your principal argument yesterday, Mr. 
Secretary, was that the deployment of the 
ABMs around two Minuteman missile sites, 
one in Montana and one in North Dakota, 
would 'preserve the integrity of our deter
rents.' 

"Mr. Secretary, on this your principal point, 
I wish to join issue.'' 

Mr. President, the integrity of our nuclear 
deterrents must be maintained. This is true 
because our strategy to avoid nuclear war is 
based upon policies designed to deter any 
potential enemy from leveling a nuclear 
attack against the United States. We hope 
in this way to prevent nuclear war. The cen
tral question, thus, is whether a defensive 
missile system is needed "to preserve the in
tegri.ty of our deterrents". If such a need 
could be established there would remain the 
question of whether the proposed Safeguard 
system would be a proper and an effective 
response. 

But the first and foremost question is, and 
throughout this argument has been, 
whether deployment of a defensive nuclear 
missile weapons system is necessary or even 
advisable in order "to preserve the integrity 
-of our deterrents". 

The testimony of Secretary of Defense 
Melvin Laird before the Disarmament Sub
committee on March 21 in support of de
ployment of the so-called safeguard ABM 
Weapons System was in open session and 
was earned live by national television net
works. After emphasizing that the United 
Stwtes had been and was stlll only "going 
for a second strike capab1llty" he said: 

"With the large tonnage the Soviets have 
they are going for our missiles and they are 
going for a first strike capab111ty. There is no 
question about that". 

This statement made headlines in newspa
pers throughout our country and, I am ad
vised, in many parts of the world. 

Herein, Mr. President, lies the heart of 
the ABM issue. If any nation possessed, or 
was about to achieve, or was seriously seek
ing to achieve a "first strike capab111ty" 

against the United States, then the security 
interests of our country would require that 
we take action. In the present context of 
world tensions and dangers, it is necessary 
that we maintain a credible deterrent. 

It might be well at this point to recognize 
that the terms "second strike capability" and 
"first strike capability" are words of art or 
more specifically, terms of aJ.'It in military 
terminol-ogy. For the meaning of these terms 
I cite a "glossary of terms" prepared by the 
Library of Congress for the Subcommittee on 
National Security and Scientific Develop
ments of the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
of the House of Representatives for its hear
ings in March of this year. Here is the defini
tion given for the term "first strike cap
ab111ty": 

First Strike Capab111ty-For delivering the 
first blow against the enemy's forces and 
destroying his retaliatory capacity before he 
launches a counter-attack. 

Now, Mr. President, 1f the Soviets are, in 
fact, without question, "going for a first 
strike capab111ty" then, as I have said, it 
would be necessary to take such action as 
would then appear advisable to "preserve the 
integrity of our deterrents." 

But Mr. President, at some time since 
March 21, Secretary Laird has altered. his po
sition. In h:is testimony before the Hou.se 
Appropriations Oommittee, he emphasized a 
"first strike weapon" instead of a "first strike 
capablllty." There 1s a vast dtiference. 

The importance of the alteration of posi
tion by Secretary Laird will be revealed, I 
believe, in the testimony of Secretary Laird 
in closed session before the Senate Foreign 
Relations COmmittee which will be published 
soon. I think the testimony will show that 
this principal jus·tification for deployment of 
the ABM Weapons System, the very founda
tion of this argument, is no longer advanced. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator withdraw his reservation of 
objection? 

Mr. GORE. I do. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With

out objection it is so ordered. 
The Chair now recognizes the Senator 

from Massachusetts. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 

nominations on the Executive calendar 
are to be considered. I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate go into execu
tive session to consider the nominations. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the Senate will proceed to 
the consideration of executive business. 

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTU
NITY COMMISSION 

The bill clerk read the nomination of 
Luther Holcomb, of Texas, to be a mem
ber of the Equal Employment Opportu
nity Commission for the term expiring 
July 1, 1974. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the nomination is con
firmed. 

THE DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION 

The bill clerk read the nomination of 
James A. Washington, Jr., of the District 
of Columbia, to be general counsel of 
the Department of Transportation. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the nomination is con
firmed. 

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE SEC
RETARY'S DESK IN THE PUBLIC 
HEALTH SERVICE 
The bill clerk proceeded to read sun

dry nominations in the Public Health 
Service, placed on the Secretary's desk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the nominations in the 
Public Health Service, placed on the Sec
retary's desk, are confirmed en bloc. 

Without objection, the President will 
be notified of all nominations confirmed 
today. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I move 

that the Senate resume the considera
tion of legislative business. 

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

PROGRAM FOR MONDAY NEXT 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I should 

like to have Senators know that when the 
Senate convenes at noon on Monday, the 
debate will continue on the Department 
of Agriculture appropriation bill, and 
that it is expected that votes will occur 
on Monday. 

Senators should also understand that 
there will be some debate on the bill prior 
to 2 o'clock, but that as I understand, a 
number of votes will occur after 2 o'clock. 
So it is appropriate that Senators be on 
notice that that is the current plan, 
according to an agreement with the .dis
tinguished minority leader. 

Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry, 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from Massachusetts will state it. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I should like to know 

whether the time I have used until now 
has been charged against the 4 minutes 
that were yielded to me. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair regrets to advise the Senator that 
that is the case. The Senator from Missis
sippi can, of course, obtain unanimous 
consent to extend the time without the 
extension being charged to the hour al
located to him. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, 1n order 
that the Senator from Massachusetts 
may now have 4 minutes for his own use, 
I ask unanimous consent that I may 
yield 4 minutes to him without the time 
being charged to me or without my los
ing my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. The Sen
ator from Massachusetts is recognized 
for 4 minutes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator 
from Mississippi. 

THE SITUATION IN NIGERIA AND 
BIAFRA 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, little of 
human dignity survives war in our time, 
but a meaningful peace can only be found 
in the civilized behavior of all toward 
their fellow man. By that measure, the 
situation in Nigerla-Biafra is headed for 
more chaos and battle, and an even 
greater destruction of human life. 

The mercy airlift of food and medicine 
into Biafra has stopped. The 3 mil-
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lion people supported by the airlift face 
starvation and death. 

No amount of verbiage from our own 
Government, or from any quarter, can 
disguise the simple fact that the Nigerian 
Federal Government, in its frustration 
over the continuing existence of Biafra, 
has decided to starve its people into sub
mission. 

And as the situation deteriorates into 
one of desperation and genocide, the ac
tive sense of urgency which is needed 
among governments to answer the piti
ful cries of a suffering people seems fur
ther away than ever before. 

The United Nations chooses silence 
over leadership. Governments stand par
alyzed in disbelief and selfish political 
concern. 

Our own Government, reflecting so 
much of our moral and humanitarian 
leadership in recent years, goes along 
with the crowd. 

There is little public or private evi
dence to suggest that we are much con
cerned-let alone inclined to take some 
meaningful action in an effort to head 
off what is clearly developing into one of 
the greatest nightmares of modern 
times. 

Admittedly, the situation in Nigeria
Biafra is difficult and complex. The fea
sibility of what might be done is always 
in question. And so we hesitate. 

But should we be less concerned be
cause our action to help might offend the 
political sensibilities of those who show 
too little human sensibilities? 

Are we as a Nation so morally bank
rupt that the threatened death of hun
dreds of thousands of innocent people 
can be swept under the rug and into the 
pages of history without an effort to save 
them by the United States? 

Perhaps the mass starvation of people 
in Nigeria-Biafra is not in our vital in
terest. 

But it is in our conscience. And that 
is reason enough for this Nation to act 
for peace and relief. 

The United States has always found 
a way to make its weight felt in the af
fairs of others, when our political self
interest and national security have been 
at stake. In the historic tradition of this 
Nation, I would also hope that we can 
still exert our powerful influence when 
great human tragedy strikes our fellow
man. 

This influence is needed today in 
Nigeria-Biafra, and in the counsels of 
government throughout the world. 

To carry out this effort, I make two 
recommendations: 

First, I urge the President to seek the 
support of other governments in appeal
ing to the· Secretary General of the 
United Nations to use the power and 
prestige of his office to gain an imme
diate resumption of the mercy airlift 
into Biafra. 

I appeal especially to those great 
powers--Great Britain, the Soviet Union, 
and France-that so willfully pour arms 
in to the area and needlessly prolong 
violence at the expense of innocent mil
lions, to join this effort for humanity. 

Second, I urge the President to take 
the initiative in calling for early con
sultation among the ambassadors to the 
United Nations from Great Britain, the 

Soviet Union, France, our own country, 
and perhaps others, in the question of 
an arms embargo and a general de
escalation of the great powers involve
ment in the Nigerian conflict. 

They should also pursue appropriate 
means to promote a cessation of hostil
ities, and negotiations leading to a politi
cal settlement under the auspices of an 
African heads of state committee. 

Mr. President, we are conditioned in 
the world we have created to accept suf
fering and injustice, especially in our 
time, when violent conflict and oppres
sion are active in so many areas. 

But the newer world we seek will not 
evolve if we ignore these challenges to 
leadership, and take comfortable refuge 
in the mundane patterns and attitudes of 
the past. 

So let us act with others to pursue 
peace and relief in a trouble<I area, be
cause it is unconscionable to· remain 
silent, and because the hope of all man
kind for a better world will be strength
ened. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that press accounts of the current 
situation in Nigeria-Biafra be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles . 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the New York Times, June 29, 1969] 
CHURCHMAN SAYS BIAFRANS FACE NEW WAVE 

OF STARVATION DEATHS 
(By R. W. Apple, Jr.) 

LAGOS, NIGERIA, June 28-The rebel state Of 
Biafra again faces critical food shortages. 
About 1.5 million people have died. of starva
tion there during the two-year civil war, 
according to a Red Cross survey. 

Dr. E. H. Johnson, moderator of the Pres
byterian Church of Ca.nada, said in L001don 
this week after a visit to the secessionist area 
that the situation would "soon reach, and 
possibly exceed, the proportions of last sum
mer, when thousands, mostly children, were 
dying each day." 

Authoritative reports reaching J,agos from 
Geneva and other sources indicate that 
stockpiles of high-protein foods, such as 
stockfish, dried milk and cornmeal, are al
most exhausted, and that dispensaries are 
closing because they have no medicine. 

In the fighting, heavy seasonal rains have 
somewhat restricted major operations. 

However, at a news conference today, the 
Minister of information, Chief Anthony Ena
horo, said that federal forces had cleared 
the rebels from an area west of the Nigel' 
River-a claim that has been made several 
times in the past--and had launclhed two 
new offensive operations. 

REPORTED NEARING OWERRI 
He refused to supply deta.ils. But military 

sources said the Third Marine Commando 
Division had been pushing north toward the 
city of Owerri, which it lost to the Biafrans 
in April, and that it had reached the out
skirts of the city. 

The sources also reported that N~gerian Air 
Force planes had strafed Owerri in support 
of the infantry. 

In strategic terms, the balance in the war 
does not appear to have changed in the las·t 
two months. If the federal air force could 
succeed in permanently closing the Uli air
strip, however, the Biafrans would soon run 
desperately short of ammunition and weap
ons, as well as high-protein food. 

The new crisis over food shortages has de
veloped just when it seemed that Biafra's 
food problems had been brought under con
trol. The region's recent maize harvest was a 
success, the "land army" program stimulated 

cassava and yam production, and the airlifts 
operated by the Interlllational Conunf.ttee of 
the Red Cross and Joint Church Aid was ef
ficiently supplementing these staple foods 
with protein. 

Then came the air attacks led. by Count 
Oarl Gustav Von Rosen of Sweden, which 
humiliated the Nigerian federal Govern
ment and prompted it to strike out at the 
relief organizations. The :raids, said a Euro
pean army officer based here, "were the bee 
sting that made the horse go wild." 

On June 1, the Nigerian Air Force began 
stra.flng and rocketing the airstrip between 
Ul and Ihiala, where the relief planes 
land. On June 5, a Swedish Red Cross DC-7 
was shot down in dayHght. On June 10 
the airlift from Cotonou, Dahomey, and the 
islands of Fernando Po and Sao Tome was 
temporarily halted. 

On June 14, the Lagos Government an
nounced that Dr. Auguste R. Lindt, the Red 
Cross relief coordinator for Nigeria, had been 
declared persona non grata. 

Joint Church Aid offi.ci.als said this week 
that their planes had resumed operations, 
but there has been no guarantee from the 
federal Government that they will not be 
shot down. Soviet l"adar stations are now 
believed to be operating at Port Harcourt 
and Calaba.r to aid federal Nigerian pilots, 
and a new consignment of Soviet-built jet 
fighters is reported to have arrived. 

"ABSOLUTELY STYMIED" 
"We're absolutely stymied at the moment," 

a relief official said today. "There is nothing 
we can do. And we have about tens of thou
sands of people in r·efugee camps who are 
not going to survive unless we c.an get 
enough protein food into Biafra soon." 

President NiX'On's relief coordinator, C. 
Clyde Ferguson, Jr., announced earlier this 
month that he had WQrked out a plan to take 
relief supplies up the Cross River from Cala
bar to Ikot Okporo, where they would be 
turned over to Biaf:ran repres·entatives. 

Two United. StaJtes-built, Colombian
owned landing ships, the Dona. Mercedee and 
the Dona Maria, were to be used. One is 
already in Lagos and the second is due 
shortly. Each can carry 900 tons-the equiv
alent of three night flights by the airlift 
planes. 

The federal government at first indicated 
approval of this project, but then began 
backing away. Authoritative sources say that 
a dispute has raged all week within the Gov
ernment. ·It has apparently been resolved, 
and Government offi.ci.als have promised to 
disclose their new policy on Monday at a 
meeting with representatives of relief agen
cies. 

[From the New York Times, July 1, 1969] 
RED CROSS RELIEF CURBED BY NIGERIA 

(By R. W. Apple Jr.) 
LAGOS, NIGERIA, June 30-The Government 

announced today that it had relieved the 
International Committee of the Red Cross, a 
Swiss organization, of responsibility for co
ordinating relief efforts on both sides of the 
lines in the two-year civil war. 

From now on, the Government said in a 
statement, it will oversee the entire relief 
program itself, with outside agencies play
ing a sharply reduced role. 

The Nigerian move was expected to lessen 
drastically the chances of renewed relief ship
ments to the rebel state of Biafra, where hun
dreds of thousands of civilians are reported 
to be facing malnutrition or starvation. 

[In Geneva, the acting head of the Inter
national Red Cross said that the agency 
could not accept the Nigerian action.] 

The Nigerian Government statement said 
aU shipments to Biafra, "whether by air, sea, 
river or land, must be cleared by the armed 
forces and police after thorough inspection 
in Lagos or other approved points in federal 
areas.'' 

Thus the Red Cross airlift from Cotonau, 
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Dahomey, and Santa Isabel, Equatorial 
Guinea, and the joint church aid airlift from 
the Portuguese island of Sao Tome in the 
Gulf of Guinea. were both proscribed. Until 
suspended this month after the shooting 
down of a. Swedish Red Cross DC-6, the flights 
had taken as much as 300 tons of food and 
medicine into Biafra each night. 

Despite their unhappiness, relief officials 
said they were determined not to give up. 
They Eaid talks were under way to see how 
muoh of their operation oould be salvaged. 

The Government threatened to shoot 
down any plane that tried to defy its orders, 
asserting that it "will not bear responsibility 
for any attempt to break the blockade" of 
the rebel area. 

Although the statement, read to officials of 
internaJtiona.l relief organizations by Chief 
Anthony Enahoro, the federal Minister of 
Information and Labor, did not specifically 
mention an American proposal for a river 
supply route, the insistence on military in
spection of all cargoes appeared to doom thaJt 
plan as well. 

The Btafrans have refused to accept any 
proposal that made them dependent on the 
federal Government, arguing that their se
curity would be jeopardized. 

Chief Enahoro also emphasized that the 
Government would forbid mercy-flight oper
ators to transport fuel, spare parts for radios, 
vehicles or a.irc.ra.f·t--even their own-"whioh 
the rebels can commandeer for military pur
poses." He said any future flights would not 
be permitted to carry Biafra officials or jour
nalists into or out of the oountry, as they 
have done 1n the past. 

For Biafra, a permanent cessation of relief 
flights would be a double disaster. 

First, it would deprive Biafra's 8 million 
to 14 million people of almost all high-pro
tein foods, such as salted fish and dried milk, 
which have been used to supplement locally 
grown carbohydrates. This would almost cer
tainly lead to further deaths from starvation, 
in addition to the 1.5 million who :nave al
ready died, according to a recent study made 
for the Red Cross. 

Second, the absence of relief flights would 
make it far more difficult fOT arms and am
munition flights from Gabon and elsewhere 
to reach the Biafran airstrip without being 
intercepted and perhaps shot down. 

The relief officials were appalled by the 
new federal policy. One descri_bed it as "a 
bombshell." A second said it was "as hard as 
it could possibly be." A third said it probably 
meant the end Of relief opemtions on the 
Biafra side of the lines. 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, 
July 1, 1969] 

NIGERIA IMPOSES VIRTUAL BLOCKADE ON 
RELIEF TO BIAFRA 

LAGOS, NIGERIA, June 30.-Nigeria an
nounced new rules today that could choke off 
all relief supplies to secessionist Biafra. 

Although the Nigerians did not spell out 
how they would enforce the rules, the effect 
could be a virtual blockade of Biafra, which 
has been reduced to 3000 square miles wilth 
an estimated population of 3 to 4 m1llion. 

The Nigerians announced that the federal 
government would take over control of all 
relief efforts for both sides in the civil war 
and that ilt would no longer allow the Inter
national Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) 
to appeal for and accept donations on be-
half of Nigeria. -

The Biafrans have consistently rejected 
the idea of accepting supplies brought 
through federal ports or airfields, as the 
Nigerians now propose. The Red Cross and 
other agencies have been flying in supplies 
from outside the country. 

[In Geneva, the ICRC said it refused to 
acoept the Nigerian government decision un
til every avenue was explored. In Copen
hagen, a spokesman for Joint Church Aid said 
that group would continue its mercy flights 
into Biafra from the island of Sao Tome.] 

The Nigerian announcement was made by 
the government's commissioner for informa
tion and labor, Chief Anthony Enahoro, at 
a. meeting attending by representatives of 
more than 20 relief agencies, including Bern
hard Frey of the International Red Cross. 

Frey, who appeared shaken, refused to 
comment, but other relief officials called the 
statement a "bombshell" and said, "This is 
the worst possible thing." 

Enahoro said: "The federal government has 
decided thrut the coordinating role of the 
ICRC shall cease forthwith. The ICRC will 
therefore no longer be competent to appeal 
for any aid from the international com
munity and foreign donor governments on 
behalf of the government and people of 
Nigeria." 

He said relief would be allowed to con
tinue to isolated Biafra, but only after prior 
approval and inspection by Nigerian authori
ties. Supplies, he added, would be restricted 
to basic essentials and could not include 
fuel or spare parts. 

"Any foreign government or agency inter
ested in assisting ... must therefore deal 
with the National RehabiUtation Commis
sion and the appropriate federal ministries," 
Enahoro said. 

Nigeria has maintained that arxns and 
equipment have slipped in on the relief 
flights to Biafra. 

Observers felt the blockade could be main
tained by Soviet-built Mig jets, . which have 
proven their effectiveness by shooting down 
a Swedish Red Cross DC-7 on June 5. Fed
eral authorities alleged that the Swedish 
plane was carrying arxns. 

"The federal government will not ... bear 
responsibility for any attempt to break the 
blockade," Enahoro said. 

Relief must continue because Biafra's Ibos 
must later be reintegrated into Nigeria, En
ahoro said, but strict controls are necessary. 
He gave no details on how Biafra would be 
supplied. 

Relief officials questioned not only whether 
the government could deal with the program, 
but also raised the following questions: 

Will the government be able to provide 
the status of neutrality to relief teaxns work
ing in the field? 

Will donor governments be in a position to 
contribute directly to an agency of the fed
eral government? 

Will the new system allow for roughly the 
same distribution system, with only the top 
positions changing from foreign to Nigerian 
personnel? 

The government announcement came a 
few days after Chief Awolowo, highest civil
ian in the federal adminis·tration, said star
vation was a legitimate means of war. 

Enahoro ca.lled the present relief program 
counterproductive because it has prolonged 
the war, killing more, "thus canceling out 
the value of saving some lives." 

Since the downing of the Swedish Red 
Cross plane, the amount of supplies reach
ing Biafra has dropped drastically. Only aid 
to federal-controlled areas had been contin
uing normally. 

Airlifts by the ICRC and Joint Church 
Aid reached about 3 million Biafrans at their 
peak. The ICRC is feeding another 1.3 mil
lion persons in federal territory. 

(From the New York Times, July 1, 1969] 
NEW HEAD OF RED CROSS AsSAILS NIGERIA'S AID 

CURB 

(By Victor LUIS1nchi) 
GENEVA, July 1.-Marcel A. Noaville, new 

president of the Red Cross, denounced the 
Nigerian Gov,ernment today for having re
lieved the organization of its Nigerian relief 
duties "in the same way that a. f'aithless 
servant is shown the door." 

Mr. N.aville took over the presidency of the 
all-Swiss oonunittee tJod;ay. He said 'at a news 
conference that the Nigerian Govenunent's 
announcement yesterday that it was taking 
over the committee's role as coordinator for 
international relief for Nigeria. was a "deli~-

ate insult" to the huma..nlta.rian ideal for 
which the Red Cross stood. 

The 49-year-old former Swiss banker .a.loo 
said that because of the halt in the flow of 
relief supplies to B1a:fra three weeks ago "sev
el"al hundred thousand children are going to 
die in the next few days." 

The Red Cross president spoke in unusually 
strong terms in what was viewed as a deliber
ate departure from the tradit'ional guarded 
statements of an organization thJait zealously 
preserves its neurtmlity beoause of its C'OIIlcern 
with the welfare of prisoners of WIM and the 
civilian victims of war. 

While measuring his words oarefully, he 
clearly showed that the Nigerian Government 
action l"ankled when he sa;td: "It 1s surprising 
that a state representing a respectable and 
a respected people can think that a. hum.an
itarian organization can be dismissed in the 
same way that a f,aithless servant is shown 
the door." 

Mr. Naville stressed that the committee 
did not challenge the Nigerian Government's 
right to call an end to the Red Cross action. 
But he made it clear that the committee 
was indignant at the manner in which it 
was done, without prior consultation or offi
cial warning. 

Mr. Naville was critical of what he termed 
the "incomprehensible" role of "certain non
African powers" in the Nigerian conflict. 

These powers, in weighing their policies in 
connection with Nigeria, "commit a tragic 
error of appreciation," he said. Though he 
did not identify the powers to which he was 
referring, it was assumed that he had in 
mind countries such as Britain, the Soviet 
Union and France, which have supplied 
arms to one or the other side in the conflict. 

He also denounced unspecified "cannon 
merchants" and said that he wanted to re
mind some people that "all the oil in Nigeria 
would not provide enough detergent to en
able them to cleanse themselves." 

With the Red Cross relief supplies in Bi
afra. now exhausted, "we are at the eve of 
a great tragedy," Mr. Naville said. 

The Red Cross mercy night airlift to 
Biafra was halted by what the committee 
official termed the "deliberate" shooting 
down of a. Red Cross plane by the Nigerian 
Air Force with the loss of four lives. 

Mr. Naville did not appear to take seri
ously a new offer by the Nigerian Govern
ment to permit daylight flights of relief 
planes to Biafra from the federal capital of 
Lagos. 

The Red Cross is transmitting the offer to 
the Biafran authorities although it is known 
that the offer is unacceptable to them, he 
said. 

Mr. Naville said, however, that the com
mittee was ready to resume flying relief sup
plies to Biafra at a moment's notice from its 
bases at Cotonou, Dahomey, and Santa Isa
bel, Equatorial Guinea. 

BIAFRA REPORTS MILITARY GAINS 
COTONOU, DAHOMEY, July 1.-A military 

comminique by the Biafran radio today said 
that more than 1,000 Nigerian soldiers were 
killed in clashes with Biafran forces in the 
Obaku sector northwest of Owerri during 
June. 

Biafran soldiers have pushed back a gen
eral federal Nigerian offensive and are 
progressing west of the Niger River toward 
the south, the communique said. 

It said that 23 attacks had been launched 
by the Nigerians in the war north of Oni tsha 
and on the southwest front but that no 
gains had been made. 

[From the New York Times, July 1, 1969} 
STARVATION THE WEAPON 

Nigeria's hardliners have won an important 
political debate in Lagos and the immediate 
result is likely to be the deaths of hun
dreds of thousands of innocents, mostly 
children, in the blockaded Bia.fra.n enclave. 
Mass starvation is a certainty if the relief 
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airlifts, mounted by the International Com
mittee of the Red Cross and Joint Church 
Aid, remain in suspension. 

Lagos says it will continue to permit relief 
shipments into Biafra, but it knows full well 
that the stringent conditions it has imposed 
would block effective assistance indefinitely. 
It would be more honest to say what Chief 
Awolowo, the ranking civillan in the Fed
eral Government, said last week: "All is fair 
in war, and starvation is one of the weapons 
of war." 

As with so many tragedies in the Nigerian 
conflict, however, over-all blame. cannot be 
assigned exclusively to one side. For months, 
the Federal Government offered immunity 
for daylight airlifts; but Biafra, citing secu
rity reasons, refused them. Lagos also ac
cepted the proposal of some American mem
bers of Congress early this year for reactivat
ing the Obilagu airstrip for around-the-clock 
flights, and trucking relief supplies a few 
miles into Biafra; General Ojukwu again 
refused. 

The Biafran regime, time and again, has 
been willing to exploit starvation in order 
to advance its political ends. Lagos resented 
the fact that some relief agency workers, 
supposedly concerned only with humanitar
ian efforts, became political propagandists 
for the Biafran cause. 

But none of this justified Nigeria in throw
ing out Dr. Auguste Lindt, the fairminded 
and incredibly patient Swiss coordinator for 
the International Red Cross, or in shooting 
down a Swedish Red Cross relief plane June 
6. These were clearly blind, panicky reac
tions by Lagos to the unexpected Biafran 
bombing raids by the highly publicized 
"mini-air-force" of the Swedish Count, Carl 
Gustav von Rosen. 

As a sovereign nation recognized by all 
but a handful of countries, Nigeria has a 
legal right to enforce a blockade in order to 
put down what it regards as a simple re
belllon. But this is no longer primarily a 
matter of international law; and whatever 
Chief Awolowo may believe, world opinion 
will no longer accept the starvation of mll
lions of innocent people. 

The United States, which has supplied $70 
million in relief supplies to both sides, 
should make this point forcefully to Lagos. 
It will help if the friends of Biafra, recog
nizing General Ojukwup's share in the re
sponsibility for this appalllng situation, will 
press equally hard for a more reasonable 
attitude by this regime in the interest of 
saving lives. 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, July 2, 
1969] 

BIAFRA MILLIONS SEEN DYING IN FOOD CUTOFF 

(By Spencer Rich) 
The President's Special Consultant on 

Hunger said yesterday that 2 mlllion Bi
afrans wm die of starvation within the next 
three weeks if international relief for the 
hungry is cut off. 

Dr. Jean Mayer, the Harvard professor and 
internattonally known nutritionist who was 
chosen by President Nixon to organize the 
White House Conference on Food, Nutrition 
and Health, said there were nearly 3 mil
lion persons dependent on international food 
shipments, and most of these "already were 
hanging on a slender thread." A reduction 
of food now could send millions to the~r 
deaths, Mayer said. 

Mayer, who went to Blafra on a study 
mission last February, made his comments 
in the wake of Monday's announcement by 
Nigeria that it was taking over from the 
International Committee of the Red Cross 
(ICRC) the function of coordinating food 
relief to the hungry in Nlger.ian-held areas 
of the civil war-torn country. 

At the same time, Nigeria announced that 
it would allow food shipments into land
locked Biafra only if first cleared by Nigerian 
police or soldiers, and not when flown di
rectly into Biafra from abroad. 

Rescue agencies fear that the new regu
lations will be used to choke off food to Bi
afra. Chief A wolowo of Niger,ia, highest 
civ111an in the federal administration, said 
recently that starvation was a legitimate 
means of making war. 

Mayer's sentiments were echoed yester
day by Marcel Naville, the new president of 
the ICRC, who predicted in Geneva, Switzer
la;nd, according to press reports, that "hun
dreds of thousands of children" will starve 
in the next few days alone unless interna
tional food relief to Biafra was allowed to 
continue. 

Naville, like Mayer, said millions of per
sons could die of starvation. 

In Washington, State Department spokes
man said the U.S. was worried that relief 
operations might be hampered by the new 
Nigerian policy. 

Dr. Mayer, referring to the Biafra situa
tion, said, "We're really seeing the death 
of a nation right now." He said his study 
mission had concluded that 1.5 million per
sons had already died as a result of food 
shortages and "within the next three weeks, 
2 million more people will die of starvation" 
unless international relief can be continued. 

"There are three million people in refugee 
camps completely dependent on outside food 
supplies," he said. "So unless they get the 
food, they'll die." 

A Nigerian spokesman said here yesterday 
that pending the takeover of relief coordina
tion functions by a Nigerian government 
commission-which would be very soon and 
was already beginning-the ICRC would 
continue in that role. 

He said direct night flights of food into 
Biafra from abroad would continue to be 
banned, and day flights allowed only if 
they first stopped at Lagos or other Nigerian 
areas to be sure cargoes did not include war 
materials. 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, 
July 1, 1969] 

GENOCIDE 

One word now describes the policy of the 
Nigerian military government toward seces
sionist Biafra: genocide. It is ugly and ex
treme but it is the only word which fits 
Nigeria's decision to stop the International 
Committee of the Red Cross, and other for
eign relief agencies, from flying in food to 
Biafra. Nigeria says it intends to take the 
control of all relief measures into its own 
hands. But lest there be any doubt of what 
that means, let it be noted that a few days 
ago Chief Awolowo, the highest civilian in 
the Lagos government, was quoted as saying 
that starvation was a legitimate means of 
war. Upward of a million people in Biafra 
have already died of starvation and its at
tendant ravages, and it now is likely-ac
cording to the President's consultant on 
nutrition, Professor Jean Mayer-that two 
million more may die within a matter of a 
few weeks. 

For the Nixon Administration there should 
be no confusion or delay in deciding how to 
respond. The United States must immed
iately and unequivocally join in what we 
trust will be a worldwide demand that 
Nigeria not interrupt the flow of food and 
drugs to the civilian victims of the Nigerian 
civil war. As the principal relief donor Wash
ington can do no less without becoming an 
accomplice to official genocide. Quite rightly, 
Nigeria states that providing relief to rebels 
is an act of political intervention. Nigeria is 
right too in claiming that Biafra's leadership 
has not hesitated to increase its own people's 
suffering as bait for world sympathy. It may 
be true that Red Cross flights have been 
misused as a cover for running arms. But so 
what? There are no diplomatic or political 
considerations so overwhelming that the 
United States must stand quietly by while 
another government murders a m1111on or 
more souls. 

Mr. PEARSON subsequently said: 
Mr. President, I wish to express my con
currence with the views· stated by the 
senior Senator :from Massachusetts in 
describing the terrible conditions exist
ing in Biafra today. 

The news accounts this morning in
dicate that the President's special con
sultant on hunger and malnutrition ex
pects that 2 million people will die in 
that area in the next 3 weeks if the relief 
airlifts are not allowed to continue. 
Nigerian Government officials have indi
cated that no night flights may go in 
and only day flights that have been 
cleared may go into the area held by 
Nigeria and Biafra. 

Mr. President, these are shocking fig
ures, especially when added to the 1 Y2 
million people who have already starved 
in that country. 

I wish to associate myself with there
marks made by the Senator from Mas
sachusetts. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I may yield to 
the Senator from Kansas <Mr. PEARSON) 
for 3 minutes without the time being 
charged to my time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. The Chair 
recognizes the Senator from Kansas for 
3 minutes. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF 
SENATOR JAVITS 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the senior Sen
ator from New York <Mr. JAVITS) be 
recognized for 20 minutes following the 
speech of the Senator from South 
Dakota (Mr. McGOVERN). 

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, a par

liamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator will state it. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, how 

much time under the unanimous-consent 
agreement do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the order heretofore entered, the Sen
ator from Mississippi would still have 
the original hour granted yesterday. 

Mr. STENNIS. One hour? 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator is correct. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I may yield to 
the Senator from West Virginia for 2 
minutes, without losing my right to the 
floor, and under the usual request. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. The Chair 
recognizes the Senator from West Vir
ginia. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank 
the able Senator for yielding. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
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Subcommittee on Antitrust and Monop
oly of the Committee on the Judiciary 
and the Permanent Investigations Sub
committee on Government Operations 
be authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate today. 

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

PAST EXPENDITURES ON Mll.JITARY 
MISSll.JE PROGRAMS 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, it has 
been my purpose to make this state
ment for several weeks. The press of 
other matters, notably the hearings on 
and marking up of the fiscal year 1970 
military authorization bill, has prevented 
me from doing so. 

Mr. President, I shall refer to a table 
that was printed in the RECORD on March 
7, 1969, at the request of the Senator 
from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON), and I 
shall also refer to remarks made by the 
Senator from Montana <Mr. MANSFIELD). 
I have discussed this matter with each 
of these gentlemen and they fully under
stand my purpose. I discussed with the 
Senator from Montana the remark I 
shall quote from a statement he made 
to the press. He agreed that the press 
had accurately requoted him. The Sena
tor from Montana could not be present 
in the Chamber at this time but he un
stands that I intended to make these 
remarks some time soon. The Senator 
from Missouri has been notified. I talked 
with him this morning. He understands 
that I am going to speak. I expect him to 
be in the Chamber within a few minutes. 

Mr. President, I want to discuss today 
the recent allegations from various 
sources that there has been $23 billion 
of "waste" on military missile programs 
during the past 16 years. Some of the 
charges have come from responsible, 
conscientious, and usually well-informed 
Members of this body. 

I commend all of those who have 
shown concern about this problem and 
for their interest in and zeal for econ
omy in military programs. My concern 
is as great as theirs, and has been. I be
lieve in governmental economy whether 
it be in the Department of Defense, the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, or elsewhere, in or out of Gov
ernment. 

Since January of this year, the Senate 
Armed Services Committee and its staff 
has been searching earnestly for possi
ble savings and appropriate decreases in 
military authorizations. I am already 
convinced that our efforts will bear fruit 
and that this will be apparent when we 
send the military procurement bill to the 
floor. 

As soon as we can get the actual 
:figures together, I expect to issue a brief 
statement to the press, perhaps in the 
morning, giving a broad outline of the 
:figures as they will appear in the mili
tary authorization bill that we wlll send 
to the floor. 

At the same time, however, the charges 
of a "waste" of $23 billion in military mis
sile programs should not go unchal
lenged; otherwise they gain credence 
both with Congress and the general pub
lic and bring the Military Establishment 

into unnecessary and unjustified disre
pute. Therefore, I propose to examine 
the facts and lay them on the table for 
the purpose of putting this subject in its 
proper perspective. 

I say with emphasis that I do this as a 
matter of duty as the chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services, and to 
clear up some impressions that have 
arisen about waste in the missile pro
grams referred to by the Senator from 
Missouri. 

I believe the allegations in question 
stem from a statement made on the floor 
of the Senate on March 7, 1969, by the 
distinguished Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. SYMINGTON). This statement was 
entitled: "Over $23 Billion Already Ex
pended in Abandoned Missile Programs." 
In the course of his statement the Sen
ator from Missouri inserted two tables 
in the RECORD. One table, totaling $4.16 
billion, was headed "Major Missile Proj
ects Terminated During the Past 16 
Years--Prior to Deployment." The sec
ond table, totaling $18.8 billion, was en
titled "Total Investment Costs for Mis
sile Systems No Longer Deployed." The 
resulting total of $23 billion is the sub
ject matter of the charges of waste in 
military missile programs. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that there be printed in the RECORD 
at this point the tables to which I have 
referred, with the same entitlements I 
have given, as they appear in the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD Of March 7, 1969, at 
page 5602. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
ALLEN in the chair). Without objection, 
it is so ordered. . 

The tables ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD are as follows: 

MAJOR MISSILE PROJECTS TERMINATED DURING THE PAST 
16 YEARS (PRIOR TO DEPLOYMENT) 

Funds 
Year Year invested 

Project started canceled (millions) 

Army: 
Bemmes ___ ___ -- ------- 1944 1954 $96.4 Dart ____ ___ _________ ___ 1952 1958 44.0 
Loki__ ___ ____ __ _ --- -- -- 1948 1956 21.9 
Terrier, land based ____ _ 1951 1956 18.6 Plato _____ _____________ 1951 1958 18. 5 Mauler ________________ 1960 1965 200. 0 

Total, Army _________ --------- ---- ------ __ 399.4 

Navy: 
Sparrow'---- ---------- 1945 1958 195.6 
Regulus" - --- --- ------ 1955 1958 144. 4 PetreL ________________ 1945 1957 87.2 Corvus ____ ____________ 1954 1960 80.0 Eagle __ ____ ____________ · 1959 1961 53. 0 Meteor ______ __ ________ 1945 1954 52.6 
Sparrow"- --- --------- 1945 1957 52.0 Rtgel ____ __ ____________ 1943 1953 38. 0 Dove __________________ 1949 1955 33.7 Triton _________________ 1948 1957 19.4 
Oriole __ _______________ 1947 1953 12. 5 Typhon ________________ 1958 1964 225. 0 

Total, Navy ___ ____ -- - - ___ _ --------------- 993.4 

Air Force: 
Navaho _____ __ ------ ___ 1954 1957 679.8 Snark __________ _______ 1947 1962 677.4 
GAM-63 RascaL _______ 1946 1958 448.0 
GAM-87 Skybolt__ ______ 1960 1963 440. 0 
Talos,land based _______ 1954 1957 118.1 
Mobile Minuteman ______ 1959 1962 108.4 Q-4 Drone ___ ____ ______ 1954 1959 84.4 SM-72 Goose _______ ____ 1955 1958 78. 5 
GAM-67 Crossbow __ ____ 1957 1958 74.6 MMRBM ____ ________ --- 1962 1964 65.4 

Total, Air Force ___ __ _______ __________ _____ 2, 774.6 

Grand totaL--- --------- ---- -- -- --- --- ___ 4,167. 4 

TotaZ investment costs for missile systems no 
longer clepZoyecl 

Army: Milli ons 
Nike-Ajax ------ ----------------- $2,256 
Entac (antitank missile)--------- 50 
Itedstone ------- ---------- ------ - 586 
Lacrosse - ------ ----------------- 347 
Corporal ---------------------- -- 534 
Jupiter - - - - ---- - - - - ------------- 327 

Total, Army____ _____________ _ 4, 100 

Navy: 
Polaris AL- ------- - ------- - - --- - 1, 132 
Iteguaus --- ---------------------- 413 

Total, Navy __ .___ ____ __ _____ __ 1, 545 

Air Force: 
Houndog A------- --------------- 255 
Atlas D , E, F - --- ---------------- 5 , 206 
Titan!--- ---------------------- - 3, 415 
Bomarc A----------------- - -- - -- - 1, 405 
!4ace A-------------------------- 328 
Jupiter ------- ------------------ 498 
11lor -- - --------- --- ---------- - - - 1, 415 

Total Alr Force-------------- 18, 241 

Grand total--------- - - ------- 18,886 
Plus missile systems terminated prior 

to deployment- - --- -------- - - ---- 4, 167 

Total --------- - ---------- - -- 23, 053 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, it should 
be noted that the Senator from Missouri 
did not categorize these expenditures as 
"waste." He merely specified the amount 
which the taxpayers have expended on 
"missile systems first placed in produc
tion, then deployed, then abandoned," 
and also on "additional missile systems 
which were abandoned in the research 
and development stage." 

Taking off from this point, however, 
others have concluded that the $23 bil
lion mentioned by the Senator from Mis
souri was wasted. Even our distinguished 
and respected-and I can say beloved
majority leader was quoted in the New 
York Times as saying: 

In the past decade on missile develop
ment and deployment we have wasted about 
$23 billion. 

These charges have been echoed by 
others. 

Mr. President, I would not have used 
that quotation, as I have said, without 
first checking it with the Senator from 
Montana. He fully understands the spirit 
of my speech. I think that I understand 
the spirit of his remark; that he brad in
fered from the tables, and possibly from 
something said by others, not the Sen
ator from Missouri, that this was all 
waste. The Senator from Missouri did 
not make that statement. 

With all deference to the press, after 
the statement by the Senator from Mon
tana especially, it was echoed and re
echoed by the press, radio, and televi
sion, and by columnists throughout the 
land, over and over and over again, that 
$23 billion had been wasted on these 
missile programs. I do not blame anyone. 
I knew all the time that, as I saw things, 
the entire amount should not be charac
terized as waste. However, it took time to 
make a careful analysis, and, as I said, 
I have been working almost continuously 
on the military bill. 

The analysis which I have now made 
of the projects contained in the tables 
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inserted in the RECORD by the distin
guished Senator from Missouri dispels 
the idea that waste in the amount of $23 
billion, or anything approaching that 
amount, was involved. I do not think the 
distinguished Senator from Missouri 
meant to suggest or imply that all the 
projects which he listed were "wasted." 

Mr. President, I want to make clear 
that this speech is made solely on my 
initiative; that it was written solely 
by me, with the help of a staff member; 
that it did not come from the Pentagon; 
nor was it proposed by the Pentagon, or 
anything of that kind. I speak on my 
own responsibility and give my own 
views. 

The program listed by the Senator 
from Missouri fall into three main cate
gories: 

First. The majority of the programs 
listed, and by far the largest dollar 
amounts, were successfully developed, 
produced, placed in operation, served 
their functions, and in due time were re
placed by more modern successors-just 
as automobiles have progressed since 
their inception, virtually all of which 
progress has passed before my eyes dur
ing my lifetime. This process contin1:1es. 
Just as Polaris A-1 was replaced by Po
laris A-3, we expected Poseidon to replace 
Polaris, Minuteman I is now being re
placed by Minuteman II and III. Nike
Ajax, Bomarc A and Titan I were all 
replaced by more advanced missiles of 
the same family. These systems con
tributed to the security of the United 
States, and were not wasted in the sense 
of mismanagement, poor planning, or 
because they were unnecessary during 
their lifetime. 

Second. A second category includes 
those projects which were started in de
velopment competition with other pro
grams, and which were terminated as 
the result of that competition. This prac
tice was particularly common immedi
ately after World War II, when a variety 
of missile programs was started. An ex
ample is the air-to-air missile competi
tion among Orion, Meteor and Sparrow 
I, II, and III with Sparrow m the win
ner and survivor. 

Mr. President, I do not claim to be an 
expert in this or any other field. How
ever, it was my fate, under assignment 
by the Senate, to sit there at a table and 
hear testimony a great deal of the time 
as chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Military Construction during the years 
when these missile programs were being 
born. 

The subcommittee was one of the first 
to take a look at missile programs, be
cause they had to have sites when the 
missiles were ready for deployment. Over 
and over again, with my limited knowl
edge of the subject matter, I heard and 
re-heard the testimony of experts as to 
what .was best, what would work best, 
and what was needed. 

Let me refer to one of those experts, 
Dr. Wernher von Braun. After sputnik 
was launched everyone wanted us to have 
something similar, and the question arose 
as to what kind of missile it should be. 
Dr. von Braun had been testifying about 
the kind of ICBM that would most prob
ably work better. I remember his testi
mony as to the need for solid fuel mis-
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siles, such as we now have in Minute
man. He also said that what was needed 
was a mobile missile. He told us how 
badly that was needed during World War 
II, how his operation would be located 
and then destroyed by bombing, and how 
this could have been avoided if he could 
have moved under cover of darkness. 

At the time Dr. von Braun testified, the 
thought was that maybe a mobile missile 
could be developed. A railroad car was 
considered but was abandoned because 
it was found to be impractical and not 
feasible. We have not yet deployed a 
mobile ICBM. 

This illustrates the problems in con
nection with these things. It illustrates 
the changes of mind and direction which 
occur in the light of developments. It 
also illustrates the so-called failures that 
inevitably occur in research efforts. But 
does this justify classifying all these ex
penditures as "waste"? Certainly not. 

Third. The third category includes 
those programs that were canceled be
cause the approach was found to be too 
difficult. They were overtaken by other 
approaches. Examples are Rigel, Nava
ho, and Rascal. There are risks involved 
in all research and development pro
grams, and such failures will occur and 
recur. It is a function of management 
to discern such failures before excessive 
sums of money have been spent. 

The sum of $4.16 billion was involved 
in missile systems falling in categories 2 
and 3 above, which were abandoned in 
the research and development stage. The 
fine and distinguished Senator from Mis
souri was once Secretary of the Air Force. 
He did an outstanding job there. He has 
outstanding knowledge and great exper
tise in military matters in general and 
missile programs in particular. He fully 
understands, I am sure, that all research 
and development projects do not reach 
fruition as deployed weapon systems. Un
avoidably, a certain number of the re
search and development projects do not 
pan out for technological reasons. Others 
are overtaken by time or events, as was 
true in the case of Skybolt, upon which 
the Air Force spent almost $450 million 
for research and development before it 
was canceled for reasons other than the 
technological feasibility of the weapon 
itself. 

There was a lot of argument about the 
Skybolt. I do not know whether it was 
technically feasible, but I do not have any 
doubt that a great contributing factor in 
its cancellation had nothing to do with 
the missile and lay in fields of govern.:. 
mental and foreign policy. 

The nature and uncertainty of re
search and development is a fact of life. 
It will always be so. The reason we have 
research and development is to know 
where we are going and to learn what 
can be done. 

If there were certainty about weap
ons development, and if the technologi
cal feasibility of every project was clear 
at the outset, then the expensive re
search we engage in would not be neces
sary and the military facts of life with 
which we must live would not be quite so 
hard. All those who have an elementary 
understanding of both peaceful and mili
tary scientific pursuits should readily 
grasp this fact. Therefore, I cannot 

agree that the money spent on missile 
research and development on projects 
which were not deployed was "wasted" 
in its entirety. 

There might have been some waste
! cannot and do not say there was not
but it was the system we had to follow 
and was followed. I think in most cases 
fairly good judgment was shown. But this 
does not deny the possibility that some 
waste oecurred. 

The category involving missile systems 
deployed and then phased out involves 
almost $19 billion of the $23 billion of 
alleged waste. A blanket condemnation 
of all of these weapon systems as "waste" 
simply ignores the facts and discredits 
the contribution which many of these 
weapon systems made to our national se
curity-and perhaps our national sur
vival-during the time they were de
ployed. 

I have discussed many of the systems 
named in the first two categories. Many 
of those items were so small that. an 
elaborate description of them was hardly 
justified. I am going to discuss now the 
missile systems deployed and then 
phased out at a cost of almost $19 
billion. 

Listed among them is Polaris A-1, 
with a total cost of $1.13 billion. I never 
saw a system start out with less promise 
than Polaris, according to my view, nor 
one that finished with finer results, ac
cording to my view, than Polaris. This 
Polaris A-1 Navy fleet ballistic missile 
system became operational in November 
1960 and was phased out in October 1965. 
The Polaris program was one of the most 
successful military programs in Ameri
can history and it was spurred largely 
by congressional insistence. It was phased 
out because of a growth version which 
produced a more modern and effective 
missile known as Polaris A-3, which is 
still deployed in the same · submarines. 

That took the place of Polaris A-1. 
We are all familiar with how the model 
T Ford came into being, was succeeded 
by the model A, and now we have the 
modern models. In a way, Polaris is a 
family, with one missile being succeeded 
by a more modern version, as the newer 
and better one is perfected. The old one 
is no longer used, although we are still 
using the same submarines as launch
ing platforms. 

The Polaris system, including Polaris 
A-1, has certainly been one of the ma
jor items of our deterrence since 1960 
and it defies logic to label this as either 
a mistake or as waste. 

One can assert that the Polaris 
weapon system was a mistake or con
stituted "waste," but I do not believe he 
can come before the American people 
and prove his case. If anyone intention
ally means to say that Polaris was waste, 
I call upon him to prove his case or with
draw his charges, because the wrong im
pression in such a vital matter should 
not prevail in the views and thinking 
of the American people. 

The Corporal Army surface-to-surface 
missile, involving a cost of about $535 
million, is also cited in this table. This 
missile was operational for over 11 years, 
having been put in the hands of our 
troops for possible use in 1953 and 
phased out in 1964. 
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This is the missile the troops had with 
them as they moved along. This was a 
part of their artillery. 

The liquid-fueled Corporal was a first 
generation missile and, as a result of im
provements in technology, was replaced 
by the solid fueled Sergeant system 
which is more modern, more effective, 
and much easier to handle. 

The advantages of a solid-fuel missile 
are very obvious for a moving army. It 
eliminates problems of reliability, in
tricacies and possibilities of explosions. 
However, liquid-fueled missiles do work. 
We are using liquid fuel in our big mis
siles in the space program. They are sta
tionary and do not have to move about. 

Would anyone call the Corporal mis
sile that the Army relied on for 11 years 
waste? It is no longer deployed because 
we have replaced it for something better. 
But I do not see how anyone can call the 
military availability and usefulness of 
Corporal for 11 years as being waste. 

Also on the list is Hounddog A. This 
was a high performance Air Force air
to-surface nuclear-tipped missile devel
oped for use on the B-52 bomber. It in
volved a cost of about $255 million. It be
came operational in December 1959, and 
was phased out 8 years later, in De
cember 1967, in favor of its higher per
formance successor Hounddog B, which 
is still operational and in use. Should we 
say that the cost of the Hounddog A was 
waste, when it was the father and 
mother, you might say, of Hounddog B, 
and served us for 8 long, critical years, 
including the Cuban crisis? 

Atlas D, E, and F and Titan I are also 
on the list-a more or less blacklist, ac
cording to the allegations. They involved 
a total cost of $8.6 billion. These are the 
big missiles. They were developed essen
tially concurrently to provide increased 
assurance of deploying a credible deter
rent; and who· can tell how history would 
have been written if these missiles had 
not been operational during the Cuban 
missile crisis in October 1962? No one 
knows, but I shall always believe that 
the fact that the late President Kennedy 
had those missiles at his command 
tipped the scales in getting that matter 
settled. I have no doubt about that I was 
fairly close to that problem as it devel
oped. 

Still talking about this matter of waste, 
Atlas D became operational in 1960, 
Atlas E in 1961, Atlas F in 1962, and 
Titan I in 1962. They were phased out 
in June 1965. Why? Not because they 
were failures; not because they did not 
serve well; but because technology and 
science had produced the second gen
eration solid-fuel Minuteman. They were 
liquid fueled, had a slow reaction time 
and presented problems with respect to 
handling, maintenance, and reliability. 
The improvements of missile technology, 
particular the solid-fueled Minuteman, 
permitted their retirement. Now, because 
Minuteman came along and could do a 
better job, can we charge the cost of 
its predecessors to waste? Or semiwaste, 
or uselessness? I think not. 

Maybe we should never have had any 
ICBM's. But every President we have 
had, and every Congress, since this prob
lem arose, have thought we should have 

these missiles. I, too, wish we .had not 
had to have them. 

However, Titan II, which shared the 
$1.6 billion of Titan development costs 
with Titan I, and uses storable liquid 
fuel, is still in the inventory. 

It is not classified to say that that is 
the largest, strongest, most powerful of 
our ICBM family. I think one reason we 
kept it is for the assurance it gives. It uses 
storable liquid fuel, and is still in our in
ventory. I believe it will remain in the 
operational inventory for several years. 
If I am correct in that belief, you can 
hardly charge its creation, its research, 
and other costs things to waste or mis
management. 

Even in retrospect, it is di:fficul't to 
classify these missiles as being a mistake 
or "waste." They were our first ICBM's 
to go operational and they had a strong 
deterrent effect for several years. In
deed, they may have been a crucial fac
tor in maintaining the credibility of our 
deterrence in the first part of this dec
ade. They may have contributed, and I 
believe did contribute, to our very sur
vival. 

Now, after all this is over and that 
part of the danger is past, and we have 
these better and more sophisticated 
weapons to meet in the inventory to 
counter the threat, are we going to turn 
around, then, and say all this was waste? 
I do not see how we can logically do this. 
No one at the time ch81rged that the oo..st 
of a credible deterrent was waste. The 
threat looked very different then. My 
point is that when you put the micro
scope on and examine these matters, 
with the threat, the job they did, their 
availability, usefulness, the time they 
served, it ill behooves us to say in retro
spect that the money expended was 
wasted. 

The Jupiter IRBM involved a cost of 
about $825 million. It became operational 
in March 1959, being deployed in Italy 
and Turkey-we furnished it-and was 
phased out in April 1963. I remember 
when those bases were authorized. I re
member questioning their need and their 
advisability. I remember going into the 
matte•r on one occasion in Turkey, when 
I was over there on Senate business. 

Jupiter was a liquid fueled system and 
presented problems in reliability and 
maintainability; but another reason for 
the phaseout was international agree
ments and foreign policy considerations. 

The Thor IRBM involved a cost of 
about $1.4 billion. It was dev,eloped by 
the Air Force as an interim strategic de
terrence weapon and was deployed in 
England in 1958 and remained opera
tional for about 5 years. This was a part 
of our active suppo-rt of NATO. It was 
something peculiarly within our capa
bility and ability. This also was a liquid 
fueled system and presented reliability 
and maintenance problems. Again, how
ever, one reason for the phaseout was 
foreign policy considerations. 

I remember the former Senator from 
Connecticut, Mr. Bush, and I got into 
the Thor question and made a special 
study of it, and its effectiveness and use. 
That was before there was talk about its 
being phased out. We thought perhaps 
some money could be saved; but when we 

got through, we decided that it was a 
chance that we did not want to take. 

It should be mentioned that even 
though the Atlas series, Titan I, Jupiter, 
and Thor were phased out of the opera
tional weapons inventory, they were all 
used in space programs and contributed 
substantially in that field. 

As I mentioned in passing, I remember 
when sputnik was launched. That is 
what caused us finally tJo create NASA, 
and from that came the space program. 
But as we met around that table down 
there, in some of the most notable meet- · 
ings in all of my years here, we were 
actually praying for something that we 
could do to offset what we feared might 
be the impact of sputnik. 

No one knew what the impact of it 
would be. No one knew what weapons it 
was forerunner of, but we fe81red we 
could be destroyed because we had no 
offensive capacity and, of course, no de
fensive capacity in the long-range missile 
field. I remembeT vividly the testimony 
of some of those witnesses. I have already 
referred to Dr. von Braun. 

I remember one witness testified that 
if we did not develop a missile with a 
thrust of 1 million pounds we would be 
lost in 5 or 10 years. At that time the 
largest thrust we had was about 300,000 
pounds-the old Redstone, I believe. No 
one was certain what we could accom
plish in that area. 

We now have missiles that have a 
thrust of more than 6.5 million pounds. 
That is the liquid-fueled missile that is 
used in our space program. But I am 
talking about how things looked then 
when we started to spend the money that 
is now referred to as being spent use
lessly, mismanaged, or wasted on our 
missile programs. 

No one spoke up then against them. 
The weapons were as understandable 
then to others as they were to members 
of our committee. The joint committee 
was in the midst of this matter, as was 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

I do not want to refer here particularly 
to anything I did. However, as far as 
getting behind some of these missiles 
and checking on duplication or possibl·e 
duplication and matters of that kind and 
getting something done in some of the 
fields, I am proud that I did find time 
to do a little of that years ago. The 
printed records of appropriations and 
other committees will show that. 

The Entac was a first-generation wire
guided antitank missile developed by 
France, purchased by the United States, 
and introduced into the inventory in fis
cal year 1961 at a cost of about $60 mil
lion. It was phased out in fiscal year 
1964 in favor of the SS-11, also developed 
by the French, also wire guided, and 
still in the inventory. The evolutionary 
process with weapons is stressed by the 
fact that the. purchases of the SS-11 have 
now ceased and it will be replaced in the 
inventory by the U.S.-developed wire
guided Tow missile. 

Tow is in the bill that will come up 
next week. We are in the first stages of 
stocking it. We have a small number in 
the inventory now that will be used this 
year in testing and training. Additional 
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procw·ement will be at issue in the bill 
we will consider next week. 

We have taken a very close look at it 
and questioned the inventory proposed 
over a period of years. We have not ap
proved the proposed inventory objective, 
but there is procurement of a relatively 
small increment in the fiscal year 1970 
bill. This is a very clear example of the 
evolution of weapons over a period of 
years. 

Lacrosse was a short-range, command
guided system, radio controlled by a 
forward observer to provide accurate reg
istration against fortified targets. It in
volved a cost of about $345 million and 
was operational from fiscal year 1959 to 
fiscal year 1964. Improving counter
measure technology made its command 
radio susceptible to jamming, and it, 
therefore, went out of the inventory. 
That is a case where they developed a 
defensive countermeasure and put it 
out of business. However, it was a good 
horse for a long while. 

The Nike-Ajax involved a cost of 
about $2.2 billion. It was the world's first 
operational antiair missile system. It 
entered the inventory in fiscal year 1954 
and remained operational for 8 years. 
Nike-Hercules, which replaced the Ajax, 
uses the same guidance technology and 
modified and improved ground-based 
hardware. Nike-Hercules is still in the 
inventory. 

That is one that I thought we should 
cut down on to some extent. The com
mittee did decline to authorize all of those 
requested about 10 years ago. It proved 
to be a saving. I can get the figures on 
that. 

The Redstone system, involving a cost 
of about $585 million, was a first genera
tion ballistic missile system, with a range 
of about 200 miles. It became operational 
in fiscal year 1956, remained operational 
for about 8 years, and was phased out 
and replaced in fiscal year 1964 by the 
second generation Pershing system, 
which uses a simple, solid-propellant mo
tor instead of the nonstorable liquid fuels 
of Redstone. 

That is another case where a solid fuel 
missile has made progress and has taken 
place of other more cumbersome ones 
using liquid fuel, although liquid fuels 
still are used in big boosters, as I said. 

Redstone also provided support to the 
space program. As a matter of fact, our 
first man in space used the Redstone 
first stage. This was not an orbital short 
but it was the first time we put a human 
being in space. Also, Redstone was used 
to launch the first small object we put 
in space following the sputnik program. 

Regulus I involved a cost of about $412 
million and was turbojet-powered, pilot 
less aircraft developed to provide a nu
clear attack capability with a 500-mile 
range for submarines. It became opera
tional in 1955, but the plans for it were 
sharply curtailed with the advent of the 
Polaris program planning in 1956, which 
offered the advantage of submerged 
launch, increased range and increased 
numbers carried. The successful opera
tion of Polaris I in 1960 brought an end 
to expansion plans for the tactical Regu
lus. That is another case of the better 
product replacing an older one. 

Bomarc A involved a cost of about $1.4 

billion. It was a long-range unmanned 
air-to-surface interceptor. It was the 
only U.S. surface-to-air missile designed 
with an effective range in excess of 200 
miles. It was introduced into service in 
1959 and was succeeded in 1964 by its 
higher performance successor, Bomarc 
B, which is currently operational in the 
United States and Canada. 

Some argument might be made that 
Bomarc B is not needed now. However, 
these matters involve judgment. And it 
is the judgment of those that review the 
military needs that this missile does have 
a place in the defense program. My only 
point is that the cost of the Bomarc A 
should no't be charged to waste. 

Mace A was a turbojet-propelled 
winged missile. It involved a cost of about 
$328 million. It went into service in May 
1958 and remained operational for more 
than 8 years, being replaced in August 
1966 by an improved version, Mace B, 
with twice the range. Mace B is still op
erational. 

Snark was a large, subsonic unmanned 
aircraft designed to carry large nuclear 
warheads to iilltercontinental ranges us
ing inertial guidance-a different sys
tem. The development and procurement 
of this system proceeded during the dec
ade before the ICBM was demonstrated 
to be feasible. It involved a coot of a:bout 
$720 million and become opemtional in 
limited numbers in 19·59. It was phased 
out the following year as Atlas proved it
self and became operational. 

Sparrow I involved a cost of about 
$195 million. The purpose of this pro
gram was to provide the Navy with an 
all-weather air-to-air missile system. The 
Sparrow I system became operational in 
1955 in the F3-D night fighter naval air
craft. With the success of the more ver
satile Sparrow III, there was no further 
production of Sparrow I, and it was 
phased out of the inventory in 1958. 

I have discussed in detail all of those 
missile systems listed by the Senator from 
Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) as having 
been deployed and later phased out. 
There is nothing unusual in this; in fact 
it is inevitable. In the natural course of 
events all weapon systems outlive their 
usefulness-or most do-and are replaced 
with mere sophisticated operational 
hardware having greater capabilities. 
Obsolescence and the march of science 
and technology are inescapable facts of 
life. 

I say all this based on the experience 
I have had in watching the development 
of these great weapons over the years, 
and considering what we have been and 
are up against. I think we would make a 
great mistake not to have frontline weap
ons. We must have the best. That is my 
general philosophy. 

I have said to the military service that 
I feel we must follow a rule such as one 
controlling football; that is, when a man 
goes into a game, another man must 
come out. Likewise, when we install a 
new, modern weapon system, I should like 
to see an older system taken out, if at all 
possible. That will reduce costs, including 
manpower costs. In that way, we can find 
ways-and I believe that we shall find 
more ways-to reduce the cost of our 
military program. 

It is the ever-growing cost of sophisti-

cated weaponry that is keeping up the 
cost of the frontline weapons I have 
talked about. The cost is going to go up 
even more with newer types of aircraft. 

Radar equipment and other electronics 
will go out of date, and the newer ones 
inevitably will cost more money. I will 
give an illustration. 

I do not know of a more substantial, 
solid production than of the old B-52 
bombers. We call them the "old B-52's" 
now. The first one came off the produc
tion line in 1952 at a cost, in round fig
ures, of $1.5 million apiece. The last one 
came off the production line in October 
1962. That is a long time ago, according 
to some standards. In 1962, they cost, in 
round numbers, $9.5 mUlion, as contrast
ed with $1.5 million 10 years earlier. 

We have had a great amount of infla
tion, and we have had increased competi
tion for products of various kinds. We 
had both economic inflation and ab
normal inflation, but a great deal of the 
increased cost was due to advanced tech
nology and the added characteristics of 
the bomber as a weapon. 

The new fighter that will be recom
mended in the bill soon to come up, with 
the strong support, I think, of virtually 
every Senator, so ·far as I know-the 
Navy's F-14-will cost something like $16 
million per plane. 

That is another illustration of how 
the cost of weapons is climbing. But we 
must have them. We must take action 
and reduce the personnel as soon as pos
sible. Personnel, operation, and main
tenance take about 60 percent of the 
military dollar anyway. Until we reduce 
that amount, we will not move too fast 
in decreasing the defense budget. Cer
tainly I hope we will find every way we 
can to reduce the costs, and I will do 
whatever I can in this area. 

But I do not want to let charge of 
"waste" go unchallenged. The Senator 
from Missouri <Mr. SYMINGTON), who 
placed the tables in the RECORD, did not 
make the charge. The charge was made 
by newspapers, columnists, and even by 
our beloved floor leader, who, when he 
used the phrase, had the wrong facts be
fore him, or had them misinterpreted. We 
cannot let those statements go unchal
lenged, because I think the facts are 
bottomed on a different foundation. 

We must, of course, avoid indiscrimi
nate deployment of hardware, partic
ularly the heavy deployment of weapon 
systems which become obsolete before 
their deployment is completed. However, 
I cannot agree that all or a major por
tion of the systems listed in the tables in
serted in the RECORD by the distinguished 
Senator from Missouri can be so cate
gorized. On_ the contrary, the great 
majority of those deployed were success
ful and workable systems which filled a 
specific need in our inventory of weapons 
at the time and, in my judgment, con
tributed substantially to our defense pos
ture deterrence while deployed. I do not 
believe that anyone can say with cer
tainty that the money spent on them was 
wasted. 

It would be just as reasonable to say 
that the money spent on these deployed 
systems "was wasted" as it would be to 
say that we threw away the money spent 
on the B-36, which was the last propel-
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ler-driven bomber, and on the B-47 
bomber, which was the first jet-pro
pel bomber, neither of which ever saw 
combat. 

The distinguished Senator from Mis
souri is justifiably proud that he was the 
Secretary of the Air Force who signed 
the contract for the B-47 bombers. They 
are gone with the wind now. Neverthe
less, they served a purpose. They played 
a part in making our deterrent posture 
credible even though they were not called 
on to drop nuclear bombs. 

To take a more recent instance, 
Minuteman I is being replaced with 
Minuteman II's and Minuteman III's and 
the Polaris system is being replaced by 
Poseidon. These systems, along with our 
manned bombers, have been the back
bone of our strategic nuclear deterrence 
since the early 1960's, and I doubt that 
any of us would suggest that, from a 
military standpoint, the money spent on 
them was wasted. It has been not only 
our deterrence, but also the deterrence 
which protected on the part of the rest 
of the free world. 

I say once again that I have made 
these remarks merely to set the record 
straight and to put into proper perspec
tive the tables inserted in the RECORD 
by the distinguished Senator from Mis
souri and the conclusions which should 
be drawn from them. So far as I know, 
there is no disagreement between us 
about this matter. The problem has 
arisen primarily because of the interpre
tation of the Senator's remarks by 
others. 

This is no defense of the military as 
such or of unnecessary military spend
ing. 

I do not represent the military; I rep
resent Congress, the congressional 
branch of the Government, in my work 
in this field, and more particularly the 
Senate. 

It is partly a defense of Congress itself 
because it was Congress which recog
nized the need for our IRBM, ICBM, 
Polaris, and other weapon programs at 
an early date. We insisted that some of 
these programs be expedited and pro
vided money for the military so to do. 
Despite technological difficulties which 
seemed almost insurmountable ;:~.t the 
time, these weapons were developed and 
deployed on a crash basis. In my opinion, 
they made a unique and historic con
tribution in maintaining the balance of 
power and, thus, contributed substan
tially to our deterrence at a very critical 
time in our history. It is a record in 
which the American people and Congress 
can well take pride. 

Mr. President, I do not wish to prolong 
the discussion. I do have another matter 
I wish to present. I see the distinguished 
Senator from Missouri in the Chamber. 
Before I begin the presentation of my 
nther matter does the Senator wish me 
to yield to him? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, the 
able Senator from Mississippi, as usual, 
i~ very kind. We had a long meeting in 
the Committee on Foreign Relations this 
morning, so I did not have a chance to 
be in the Chamber during all of his re
marks. But I have had the privilege of 
reading his excellent and well-prepared 

address. With most of it I agree; with 
some of it, I say in good spirit, I do not. 
Therefore, when the able Senator fin
ishes what he wishes to take up next I 
will make a few remarks on my own 
time; and perhaps later shall say some
thing in more detail after a chance to 
read his remarks more thoroughly. 

I say to the Senator that I deeply ap
preciate the kind manner in which he 
refers to the statement I made. Although 
I cannot agree with all of his interpreta
tions of the statement. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, how much time do I 

have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

EAGLETON in the chair). The Senator has 
1 minute remaining. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for 5 additional minutes. 

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

MILITARY SYSTEMS REPORTING 
PROCEDURES 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, cost 
overruns and cost increases on major 
weapon systems has been very much in 
the news during the past several months. 
Therefore, I want to advise the Senate 
whBit the Committee on Armed Services 
and Preparedness Investigating Sub
committee is doing in the procurement 
area and how we propose to monitor and 
surveil weapon systems programs and 
cost overruns in an effort to bring about 
needed improvements. First, however, I 
would like to give some of the back
ground and history of the new reporting 
system which has been established at 
my direction under which we get peri
odic reports and information from the 
Pentagon on the cost, performance, and 
schedule status of major weapon 
systems. 

For many years I have been inter
ested in military procurement and in ef
fecting needed economy in this field. 
Therefore, even before I officially as
sumed the chairmanship of the Com
mittee on Armed Services last January, 
I had concluded in January that it 
would be of great assistance and serve 
the national interest for the commit
tee and its staff to exercise and main
tain a continuous and close surveil
lance over the larger and more impor
tant defense programs authorized by the 
Congress, and oversight over the man
ner and method by which funds author
ized and appropriated for defense pur
poses are obligated and expended. I had 
a number of conferences with the staff 
of the full committee and the Prepared
ness Investigating Subcommittee about 
how we could best move forward in this 
:field. 

At a meeting of the Committee on 
Armed Services on January 23, 1969, I 
expressed my concern and discussed my 
plans about this matter. I emphasized 
that it was necessary for us to follow up 
on procurement to a greater extent than 
we had in the past and that the staff of 
the Preparedness Investigating Subcom
mittee could and should be very profit
ably utilized for this purpose. I men-

tioned that, in addition to examining 
and following existing programs; it was 
important that we keep a close check on 
new programs such as the F-14 and F-15 
fighter aircraft which have been sub
mitted to Congress for approval this 
year. 

I amplified and enlarged upon this 
matter in a subsequent meeting of the 
Committee on Armed Services held on 
February 20, 1969. I told them that I had 
definitely determined to do more toward 
following the money which we authorize 
and appropriate and that I had made 
arrangements to augment the staff of the 
Preparedness Investigating Subcommit
tee with competent auditor-investiga
tors. 

On February 24, 1969, I wrote to the 
Secretary of Defense and told him of my 
decision to esta·blish this reporting sys
tem so that the committee staff of the 
Preparedness Investigating Subcommit
tee and the full Committee on Armed 
Services would be able to follow and 
monitor ongoing and future defense and 
military programs. 

I emphasize the word "future," because 
after things have happened it takes an 
army of auditors a long, long time to go 
back and reOOThStruct the thing. My idea 
is to try to follow everything from the 
word "go." 

When we authorize a project and the 
first dollar is spent, we expect to have our 
committee staff members, qualified audi
tors, with all the background of their ex
perience, there and to have them follow 
that contract from the standpoint of the 
contractor and from the standpoint of 
the Secretary of Defense. 

We are getting these periodic reports 
already on 31 selected major weapon sys
tems. That procedure will be followed in 
a more extensive way. The Secretary of 
Defense has cooperated fully. In fact, 
they have decided to start special peri
odic checks of their own with respect to 
some of these contracts. 

I told the Sec·retary in my letter: 
Our interest will be in obtaining reports on 

a periodic basis which would indicate any 
significant changes in cost estimates, produc
tion schedules, performance characteristics, 
and other significant items connected with 
the program and the contractual obligations. 

Subsequent discussions between the 
chairman, the staff members and repre
sentatives of the Department of Defense 
established as a requirement that the 
Defense Department submit quarterly re
ports covering the cost, performance and 
schedule status of 31 selected major 
weapon systems. This new and unique 
reporting system which was thus ini
tiated is a part of our general and overall 
surveillance of defense procurement and 
contracting. They will contribute sub
stantially to our effort to maintain a con
tinuous and close surveillance over the 
larger and more important defense pro
grams authorized by Congress and over
sight over the manner and methods by 
which funds authorized and appropriated 
are obligated and expended. In other 
words, we are making every effort to fol
low the money we authorize if it is sub
sequently appropriated. 

I have available a list of the 31 major 
weapon systems which are now on the 
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reporting system list and ask unanimous 
consent that it be made a part of the 
record at the conclusion of these re
marks. Additional weapon systems will be 
added as is appropriate from time to 
time. The weapon programs now on the 
list represent the major systems now un
derway and cover a substantial percent
age of the funds authorized and re
quested. 

Last week the initial group of 12 of 
these reports were furnished to the sub
committee. I ask unanimous consent that 
a list of these weapon systems also be 
made a part of the record at the con
clusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, nine of 

the programs covered by the initial12 re
ports, according to the Pentagon figures, 
are responsible for an aggregate cost 
growth or cost increase for the systems 
involved of approximately $3.5 billion. 
This is a very substantial amount and 
certainly is cause for grave concern. This 
total is based on the figures furnished by 
the Pentagon and we are already follow
ing up for the purpose of verification. 

Mr. President, the matter of cost over
runs will come up extensively during de
bate on the bill, I am sure. I shall not go 
into that matter in detail today. However, 
during debate and discussion of the mili
tary authorization bill, I shall outline 
more fully this system, and explain what 
we propose to do about it, and outline 
what the committee thinks is its special 
responsibility in the premises, the ma
chinery we have set up to do it, and the 
plans we have made. 

We are getting these reports declassi
fied to every extent po·ssible. They will 
be available to Congress, whether they 
are declassified or not, and they will be 
available to the public when they are 
declassified. 

I think that this is a very valuable sys
tem and a very valuable program. The 
objectives of it are to attempt to identify 
cost overruns, and other problems in con
nection with weapon systems at an early 
date, and to keep both the Committee 
on Armed Services and Congress as a 
whole informed in this very important 
field. In addition, I think that this will 
result in improved and strengthened pro
cedures in the Department of Defense 
and will assist the Pentagon in its in
ternal management and control of 
weapon systems programs. 

I appreciate the fact that in his letter 
to me transmitting the 12 reports to us, 
Deputy Secretary of Defense David 
Packard stated: 

It is our hope and belief that this new 
reporting procedure that your Subcommittee 
has initiated will not only be helpful to the 
Subcommittee, but also to the Department 
in its internal management. 

I believe it will. 
I should emphasize two other things. 

The first is that the reporting system 
which our committee has initiated is but 
a part of the general and overall sur
veillance of the defense procurement 
and contracting which we will pursue. 
As I have said, our primary interest will 
be in any indication of significant 
changes or slippages in cost estimates, 

production schedues, performance char
acteristics and other significant items 
connected with the major military pro
grams and contractual obligations. I 
think it is very important that an arm 
of the Congress maintain this surveil
lance on a permanent and systematic 
basis. 

Second, as additional reports are re
ceived covering other weapon systems, 
we propose to inform both the commit
tee, the Congress, and the public as to 
the cost and performance situation re
vealed by these figures. I have already 
advised the Secretary of Defense that in 
future the reports should be submitted 
either in unclassified form or in a man
ner which will clearly indicate the ma
terial contained in the reports which is 
classified. In this manner we will be able 
to release a great deal of the pertinent 
material to the Congress and to the 
public. 

This is a fine program and, although 
it took time to set up and formalize, it 
is working out well. It is my hope that 
it will prevent our being surprised by 
discoveries of huge cost overruns as has 
occurred in the past. I think all are in
terested in learning what the committee 
which has primary jurisdiction of mili
tary matters is doing in this field. 

EXHIBIT 1 

LIST 1-MAJOR WEAPONS SYSTEMS 

ARMY 

General Sheridan tank, armored reconnais-
sance. 

Cheyenne, armed helicopter (gun ship). 
Shillelagh, antitank missile. 
Lance, surface-to-surface missile. 
Safeguard (Sentinel), ABM. 

NAVY 

SSN-688 class, attack submarine. 
DX-(By group), destroyer. 
CVAN-68, nuclear-powered attack carrier. 
CVAN-69, nuclear-powered attack carrier. 
LHA, landing helicopter assault ship. 
DXGN, nuclear-powered guided missile 

frigate. 
Poseidon, sub-launched ballistic missile. 
Phoenix, fire control and missile system for 

fleet defense. 
Sparrow E/ F, air-to-air missile. 
Walleye, TV guided glide bomb. 
F-14A, new Navy fighter plane. 
P-3C, new Navy patrol bomber (land

based). 
A-7E, Navy attack plane. 
S-3, new Navy antisubmarine warfare 

plane (VSX). 
MK-48 Torpedo 0/1 Condor, air-to-surface 

missile. 
AIR FORCE 

SRAM, short-range attack missile (air-to-
surface). 

Maverick, air-to-ground missile. 
Minuteman II, III, ICBM'S. 
F-111, Air Force fighter bomber. 
C-5A, Air Force transport aircraft. 
A-7D, Air Force attack plane. 
AWACS, airborne warning and control sys-

tem. 
AMSA, new Air Force bomber. 
F-15, new a.ir superiority fighter. 
MOL, manned orbiting laboratory. 

LIST 2-MAJOR WEAPONS SYSTEMS 

ARMY 

Lance, surface-to-surface missile. 
Safeguard (Sentinel), ABM. 

NAVY 

DX-(By Group), destroyer. 
CVAN-68, nuclear-powered attack carrier. 
CVAN-69, nuclear-powered attack carrier. 
LHA,landing helicopter assault ship. 

DXGN, nuclear-powered guided missile 
frigate, 

P-3C, new Navy patrol bomber (land
based). 

AIR FORCE 

SRAM, short-range attack misslle (air-to-
surface). 

C-5A, Air Force transport aircraft. 
RF-111, Reece version of F-111. 
FB-111, strategic bomber version of F-111. 

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

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator for yielding. I think the 
Senator has performed a great duty in 
bringing this matter to the attention of 
the Senate. 

I know weapon systems have to be 
revolutionary, and an effort made to be 
made adequate before their time. I think 
one question that will arise in the 
forthcoming debate is whether or not 
a new weapon system is adequate before 
its time. 

Several years ago, in 1953 and 1954, I 
had an opportunity to serve on the Com
mittee on Armed Services. I remember 
very well the responsibility of the Sen
ator from 'Mississippi at that time, and 
how well he discharged it. 

In 1959 I introduced a bill to reorga
nize the Department of Defense. My rea
sons for introducing the bill grew in part 
from my experience as a member of the 
Committee on Armed Services. One pro
posal I made at the time was that the 
procurement agency in the Department 
of Defense be merged into one. A similar 
proposal was made with respect to re
search and development. My bill was not 
approved. It was very bitterly opposed 
by all the services and the Secretary of 
Defense. I remember on one occasion the 
former Secretary of Defense, Mr. Gates, 
told me the proposals were fine and would 
be made effective administratively. 

I should like to ask the Senator one 
or two questions. Does each branch of 
the Defense Department--that is, the 
Departments of the Navy, Army, and Air 
Force-have separate staffs dealing with 
research and development and procure
ment? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes, to a degree, but 
since the years the Senator mentioned, 
when he was on the committee-and I 
wish he were still on the committee
there has been an amendment giving the 
Secretary of Defense more responsibil
ity. The overall contracting responsibil
ity is vested in the Secretary of Defense 
and his assistants. Although the Secre
taries of the services are the ones who 
sign their names, the power is above. But 
I do not believe we could say that they 
have complete research departments, 
completely separated, or completely 
amalgamated, frankly. It depends upon 
the subject matter. 

Mr. COOPER. Does the Secreta,ry of 
Defense have a staff available to him 
which is capable of reviewing proposals 
of the various services and making a 
judgment which it recommends to the 
Secretary of Defense? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes, I think so. 
Mr. COOPER. Either in the field of 

research and development, proposals for 
weapons, or in the field of procurement? 
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Mr. STENNIS. In the field of research 
and development, I answer emphatically 
yes. In the field of procurement, he cer
tainly has the authority and, so far as I 
know, he has a competent staff. A con
tract concept is now, as the Senator 
knows, in controversy. It is known as the 
total package contract, and they are try
ing to get a better system there now. 

As to the field of weapons, as I see it, 
the men in uniform are coming into that 
more, and to a degree they should. But 
the Secretary of Defense has a staff, too. 
He has a staff of military advisers and 
experts-not the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
because, of course, they are military 
strategy men. 

Mr. COOPER. The Senator is much 
more informed on the operations of the 
Department of Defense than I am; but I 
remember, at the time I introduced the 
bill that I had made certain inquiries, 
and it was said there was hardly any 
communication among the services as 
to their efforts in the field of research 
and development, and that there was 
none in procurement. 

I know that the Senator from Missis
sippi wants to eliminate waste. I know 
his character and his training. I know 
something about his background because 
the Senator and I have served together 
for a long time now. But again and 
again, it does crop up in the news that, 
say, one department will procure a par
ticular item-take a rough figure of 
$1.15-and another department will pro
cure the very same item for only 2 cents. 
Those figures may be exaggerated, but it 
comes down to the question: Is there 
anybody, or any staff, directly respon
sible to the Secretary of Defense, which 
has the authority and the duty to review 
the departments on procurement in each 
branch, to see if they can find out if they 
are actually in contradictory positions, 
and if any one purchase can be made at 
the lowest feasible price; and, if not, why 
not, because that has been suggested by 
many people and, of course, by the news 
media. It seems simple to do so, unless 
there is some reason which is compelling 
against it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Mississippi ha.; 
expired. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 3 addi
tional minutes in order to finish this 
colloquy. 

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

Mr. STENNIS. Let me say, briefly, that 
I do not believe there is any doubt, under 
the present arrangement, that the Secre
tary of Defense does have authority to 
move in on any situation and is properly 
staffed for it. Frankly, I have stated 
many times that Mr. McNamara's 
strongest point, perhaps, was in the con
tractual field. Things have happened that 
suggest that this field did not have as 
much surveillance as we thought. I am 
not here to blame him. The TFX-I do 
not bring that up because there have 
been aspersions cast upon it-but the 
grand idea was to have a biservice plane. 
This is an illustration of some of the 
problems involved. But the authority is, 
indeed, there, and the staff is available 
for the asking. 

Mr. COOPER. I believe I heard the 
Senator say that the Armed Services 
Committee will now have a staff which 
will follow that, at any rate. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. The Senator is 
correct. We will follow the money when 
it is authorized and appropriated by Con
gress. We will follow every one of those 
dollars from the legislative responsi
bility standpoint. 

Mr. COOPER. I read this morning that 
the President will review the policies and 
procedures of the Department of De
fense. Thus, it seems to indicate, at 
least, that there have been gaps. 

Mr. STENNIS. I endorse the Presi
dent's move, but Congress, after all, has 
its own responsibility. Presidential com
missions come and go, but we stay. We 
have to face the problems, and our con
stituents as well. 

Mr. COOPER. One further point. I 
appreciate what the Senator has said. I 
recognize that he has developed the 
theme of the evolution of weapons and 
that the need to develop them is great. 
I think that one of the points to be made 
in the coming debate will be the ques
tion of whether the defensive system is 
adequate and is necessary to defend our 
country. 

Mr. STENNIS. I imagine we will get 
into that. 

Mr. COOPER. I think so. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 

the floor. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from South Dakota yield? 
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I may yield to 
the Senator from Missouri without los
ing my right to the floor, and without 
the time being deducted from my allot
ted time. 

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, first, 
let me thank the typically gracious kind
ness of the distinguished Senator from 
South Dakota for yielding to me at this 
time. 

As mentioned, it was not possible for 
me to be in the Chamber all of the time 
when the distinguished chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee made his ad
dress, the thrust of which was, primarily, 
in reference to a list of various missiles 
which have been paid for by the Amer
ican people, and thereupon abandoned 
either before or after they were put into 
operaUon. 

May I say that the distinguished Sen
ator from Mississippi told me unfortu
nately he could not remain in the Cham
ber at this time. 

I will examine this well-gotten-to
gether talk and perhaps make further 
remarks later on, but here are a few 
brief facts, thanks to the courtesy of the 
able Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
McGovERN) that I would bring to the 
attention of the Senate at this time. 

From a budget of less than $10 billion 
in 1947 the price of defense has now 
soared to an annual $80 billion-plus, and 
this is one of the reasons why, although 
desirous of proceeding with research 
and development on the ABM project, I 
oppose its deployment at this time. 

My identification with the missile in
dustry goes back many years. Late in 
1945, when testifying before the Senate 

Special Committee on Atomic Energy, Dr. 
Vannevar Bush, preeminent defense 
scientist of his day, made the following 
prediction: 

There has been a great deal said about a. 
3,000 mile high-angle rocket. In my opinion, 
such a. thing is impossible today and . will be 
impossible for many years. 

That opinion, held by the Nation's 
No. 1 scientific adviser, temporarily ter
minated any real interest in a long-range 
missile. In the Air Force at that time, 
however, were followers of that pioneer, 
Dr. Robert Goddard; and after listening 
to them, I, too, became a convert. There
upon, as Assistant Secretary of War, 1 
made an arrangement with Convair 
whereby that company pursued, with its 
own money, the long-range missile pro
gram, which later became the Atlas, first 
of our ICBM's. 

It became clear long-range missiles 
were here to stay; whereupon-and this 
reads upon what was said earlier-each 
of the three services began to devote 
much time and money to establishing 
position in this new field, with conse
quent typical service rivalry, duplication, 
and waste. 

By the mid:fifties the missile industry 
was roaring. 

Ringing speeches on the floor of the 
Senate and elsewhere presented why it 
was vital to the security of the United 
States to rush such installations as the 
Nike-Zeus. In January 1961, the Chief 
of Army Research and Development, 
made the following comments: 

We must face that if we want a missile 
defense system in this decad.e; Zeus is the 
only answer known to the free world . . . 
Today Zeus is the only practical system. 

We dare not become so criminally compla
cent that we don't even try to defend our
selves. 

Six years later, however, Secretary 
McNamara testified: 

It is worth noting that had we produced 
and deployed the Nike-Zeus system proposed 
by the Army in 1959 at an estimated cost 
of $13 to $14 billion, most of it would have 
had to be torn out and replaced, almost 
before it became operational, by the new 
missiles and radars of the Nike-X system. 
By the same token, other technological de
velopments in offensive forces over the next 
seven years may make obsolete or drastically 
degrade the Nike-X system as presently en· 
visioned. 

That prophecy made by Secretary 
McNamara turned out to be only too 
true. The Nike-Zeus was abandoned. The 
Nike X was abandoned. The Sentinel 
was created and then abandoned. And 
now we have the Safeguard. 

In the fall of 1967 the Secretary of 
Defense announced a thin ABM system, 
designed to protect the United States 
against the Red Chinese. The rationale 
appeared absurd. I made an effort to find 
out what was behind the decision and 
learned to my satisfaction that it was 
political rather than military-a politi
cal compromise with respect to a mili
tary matter. Accordingly, over a year 
ago, on April 18, 1968, I announced my 
opposition, which was, in part, that if 
the arguments for developing the ABM 
to protect us against the Russians were 
sound, the arguments for developing it 
to protect us against the Chinese were 
unsound. 
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On February 5 last-and I think this 

is quite pertinent to what the able chair
man of the Armed Services Committee 
brought up this afternoon-! wrote De
puty Secretary of Defense Packard, able 
and experienced businessman, as fol
lows: 

Over 40 years ago I started my first elec
tronic company. 

Since then, except for a short return to 
the steel business, my activities before com
ing down here were concentrated on the 
electric-electronic industry. 

It is from that background, plus various 
positions including Assistant Secretary of 
War, Secretary of Air, and 16 years on the 
Armed Services Committee, that I have come 
to the following conclusions: 

Some of these new and costly weapons sys
tems, plausible in theory, will not work ef
fectively in practice. 

Over the years, and time and again, pur
ported threats which were presented as 
justification for the expenditure of addi
tional blllions later turned out to be either 
grossly exaggerated, or no threat at all. This 
in itself has cost the American taxpayer not 
a penny less than $20 blllion. 

Some of the systems still being opera ted 
at a cost of billions of dollars annually are 
either obsolescent or obsolete. 

Able and completely sincere people-most 
of them especially articulate because of legal 
training-will argue the case for these cur
rent and planned highly technical systems; 
and possibly will succeed in having them all 
approved. The forces presenting said systems 
are deeply entrenched. 

As I see it, however, unless there is more 
discrimination practiced with respect to 
these weapons systems, the economic prob
lems which can only occur as a result of 
these gigantic expenditures could well bring 
on the very conditions said systems are 
supposed to avoid. 

That ends the letter of last Febru
ary 5. 

With respect to the talk of the distin
guished chairman I would make this 
comment. Much of what was referred to 
was not waste, rather desirable and log
ical research which ended up in addi
tional security for the United States. But 
much was waste, and I will give one il
lustration. 

The able chairman referred to the 
Thor missile being installed on location 
in England. In 1959, as a member of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee, I 
went to England and went over this 
Thor installation. Never have I seen any
thing more absurd, more wasteful. After 
looking it over, I said to a distinguished 
general, who later became deputy chief 
of his service, "This is pretty ridiculous, 
isn't it?" He said, "It couldn't be more 
so." I said, "Anybody passing by in an 
automobile with a long-range rifle could 
destroy it from the road, could they 
not?" He replied, "Give me a .2·2 rifle and 
I will destroy it myself." 

So the whole idea that there was an 
intermediate-range ballistic missile in a 
position to help defend the security of 
the United States, at a net cost of hun
dreds of millions of dollars was wrong. 
At that time I protested most vigorously 
the fact that this had been presented by 
the Defense Department as an lmportant 
link in our defense chain of the United 
States. 

As mentioned, there have been many 
of these listed weapons systems which 
were desirable, even if later they 
were superseded. During the years when 

we had all the gold as well as the bomb, 
and others had neither, it was not really 
important whether or not we wasted 
money here or there in the defense 
effort. 

But, Mr. President, things have 
changed. One of the :f..nest talks I have 
read recently was by a great American, 
former Gov. Alf M. Landon, of Kansas, 
in which he stated in no uncertain terms: 

This Nation is overcommitted; overcom
mitted in our obligations abroad; overcom
mitted in our obligations from a military 
standpoint as well as a political standpoint, 
with serious and growing problems here at 
home. 

There is a woman in my home town who 
was making $90 a week working for the tele
phone company. She has two children. Her 
mother was taking care of the children. Then 
her mother died and now she gets $67 a 
month to take care of herself and her two 
children. The rent she is forced to pay in a 
Federal housing project 1s $60 a month, so she 
has $7 a month left. 

It seems to me, Mr. President, that na
tional security rests at least as much in 
the confidence of the people in their gov
ernment and their belief in the wisdom 
of the decisions of their government as 
it does in any new weapons system. 

I am proud that I did place the first 
order for the B-47; and I am proud that 
I also placed the first order for the B-52. 
But that has nothing to do with the new 
situations we are facing today. I hope 
from here on that when we consider var
ious suggested new weapons systems, we 
also consider other priorities that are now 
growing all over these United States. We 
no longer have the resources to do every
thing regardless unless we are willing to 
risk destruction of the value of the dol
lar. From here on out, priorities are im
portant. 

Many believe the proposed ABM sys
tem will not work. No one denies it is the 
most complicated technical development 
in the history of mankind. I have letters 
from able computer engineers which 
state they do not believe the software, 
essential to this system, will work. In 
addition, the short-range radar was 
never designed to defend missile sites. It 
is almost completely vulnerable to the 
Soviet SS-11, a less accurate, less lethal 
missile than the SS-9; and, as everyone 
knows who is interested in this subject, 
inasmuch as the MSR radar guides both 
of the Safeguard missiles to target, if the 
radar is knocked out, · the system is 
blinded and therefore becomes worthless. 

Finally, and as is well proved in the 
chart which so many of us have devoted 
much time to getting declassified, even if 
the Safeguard works perfectly, with a 
slight addition in production by the So
viets of their SS-9 weapon, according to 
objective and capable scientists and en
gineers, there will be no increase in the 
security of the United States; so the 
money will be wasted. 

These are some of the matters which 
should be considered, Mr. President, be
fore we go ahead with this ABM system. 
Today, far more than 10 or 15 years ago, 
it embraces the matter o·f priorities. We 
are spending ourselves into deep trouble. 

Another word for priorities is "values." 
With our increasingly limited resources, 
what do the American people think are 
the more and less important aspects of 
our economy and our way of life? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Sen a tor yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I should be happy 
to yield to the distinguished chairman of 
our Committee on Foreign Relations, but 
the Senator from South Dakota has the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Dakota has the floor. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield to the Sen
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I simply wanted to 
say a few words and ask the Senator 
some questions about his comments. 

First, I commend the Senator from 
Missouri for his very forthright ·discus
sion of this matter, which has become a 
highly emotional issue. His last remarks 
about the matter of priorities are most 
appropriate. 

We held hearings, and during the 
hearings the other day I heart! the tes
timony of Mr. Penkofsky, who, as the 
Senator knows, is recognized as a great 
authority in this field, especially in ra
dar. He said, as the Senator from Mis
souri says, that even it it could be made 
to work-and if you wished to put 
enough attention and enough money in
to it, and every effort upon it, it is possi
ble the system could be made to work
nevertheless there are many alterna
tives to this kind of approach-an all
out, regardless-of-cost approach-al
ternatives that would be more effective, 
and that I believe would cost less, be more 
effective, and should have priority. I be
lieve the Senator has made this quite 
clear; so I do not wish to pursue it any 
longer, but there are some other matters 
in his statement to which I wish to re
spond. 

First, I congratulate the Senator for 
·his leadership in the Committee on 
Armed Services in connection with the 
vote by which this particular bill came 
out. This is the first time in my mem
ory when the Armed Services Commit
tee has taken seriously its responsibility 
for evaluating these missile programs. 
The vote, as I understand it, was 7 to 
10. As I recall, past votes on missile sys
tems have usually been without any dis
sent, or perhaps with one or two dissent
ing V'Otes. I am quite certain, in my own 
mind, that the Senator from Missouri 
deserves a great deal of credit for having 
precipitated a genuine debate and dis
cussion within the committee. I think 
one result will be consideration on the 
floor of the Senate of the same mat
ters but in a spirit which has never pre
vailed before. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished chairman of the 
Oommittee on Foreign Relations for his 
undeserved but deeply appreciated 
comments. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is, I 
think, performing a very great service to 
the country. 

I note that the Senator has become 
the target of an attack in the press
precipitated, apparently, by the Penta
gon. I have in my hand an article from 
the Kansas City Star. The Senator may 
not wish me to use it; but it came to my 
attention, and I cannot refrain from re
ferring to it, because I think it is a very 
serious matter, in our democracy, if a 
Senator cannot get up and render the 
type of service the Senator from Mis-
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souri has rendered without being sub
jected to the type of attack described in 
the article. 

The article is written by Mr. William 
McGaflin, a reputable and experienced 
reporter for the Chicago Daily News. 
This particular article, published in the 
Kansas City Star of June 26, 1969, says: 

Authoritative sources report that the 
Pentagon is conducting a whispering cam
paign against two of its major critics-Sen. 
Stuart Symington {D-Mo), and Gen. David 
M. Shoup, retired former commandant of 
the Marine Corps. 

This type of campaign, launched to try 
to discredit their criticism of m111tary spend
Ing and our Vietnam policy, was chosen be
cause these critics are beyond the reach of 
Pentagon. 

This is to me an extremely distress
ing development. This recalls to mind 
the so-called Starbird memorandum re
vealed by the Washington Post some 
weeks ago. General Starbird supplied a 
memorandum to Secretary Resor out
lining an organized program for discred
iting the critics of ABM or building up 
a case for it. 

This press account of a whispering 
campaign is an example, I think, of part 
of the kind of program described in 
the Starbird memorandum-a well- · 
organized program of public relations 
people spreading rumors and discredit
ing a great Senator who is not only try
ing to do his duty to protect the secu
rity of our country in a military sense 
but also to protect our very serious fiscal 
situation. I think this attack ought to 
be brought to the attention of the coun
try and the Senate. 

This is also similar to the attack upon 
employees of the Pentagon. The same 
article refers to the attacks upon Mr. 
John McGee, a civilian working for the 
Navy; a Mr. A. Ernest Fitzgerald, a ci
vilian working for the Air Force; and 
Richard A. Stubbing, a military budget 
specialist for the Bureau of the Budget. 
They are employees of the Government 
who have been downgraded or have had 
their positions changed because they 
dared to tell the truth about the pro
curement policies of the Pentagon. This 
is an extremely dangerous procedure to 
be allowed to go unnoticed. 

I hope the Senate will take this matter 
into consideration in assessing the de
bate and the arguments being made on 
behalf of the ABM or any other pro
gram emanating from the Defense 
Department. 

I cannot believe that the Joint Chiefs 
would really approve of this kind of ac
tivity. It is hard for me to believe that 
they are aware of it. Yet, it is published 
in the newspapers. 

There is an article in this mormag's 
newspaper containing a statement made 
by the Vice President of the United 
States. It is so similar to statements 
previously made by the administration 
of President Johnson, and especially by 
the former Secretary of State and others 
representing that administration, that I 
am bound to say I am very distressed 
by this. It assumes a position of attack 
upon those who oppose the ABM system 
similar to the attack upon the Senator 
from Missouri. 

This is to me going far beyond the 
bounds of legitimate debate or discussion 
of a highly controversial and extremely 
important matter. It attacks the integ
rity of the Senator from Missouri and 
spreads rumors about him and those 
who oppose his position, insinuating that 
we are responsible-and I include myself 
in this group-for prolonging the war 
simply because we raise questions about 
the validity of the circumstances under 
which the war was either started or pur
sued. 

It strikes me as going beyond legiti
mate criticism or debate in a matter as 
important as the ABM or the war in 
Vietnam. 

I could not refrain from making these 
comments because, of all the Senators 
who are entitled to make criticism of the 
military program, it is the Senator from 
Missouri. 

As everyone knows, the Senator from 
Missouri served as a distinguished Sec
retary of the Air Force. He is the only 
Senator who has served on both the 
Armed Services Committee and the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations. He has had 
an opportunity to hear at first hand the 
best available information with regard 
to foreign policy as well as with regard 
to our Armed Services. 
I do hope these attacks will cease and 

that these matters can be judged upon 
their merits without personal attacks or 
rumors about the Senator from Missouri 
or any other Senator. 

I wanted to take this opportunity to 
say a few words and congratulate the 
Senator from Missouri for his courage in 
standing up to attacks of this kind and 
de~ending the public interest, as he is 
domg so ably. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, let 
me express my deep appreciation to the 
distinguished chairman for his remarks. 
I not only did not know the Senator was 
going to mention that article, I did not 
know he was going to be on the fioor at 
this time. 

I read the article, and believe the Sec
retary of Defense, the Honorable Melvin 
Laird, is an able man of integrity and 
high stature. I know he had nothing to 
do with it. 

Many people live and work in the Pen
tagon. Some people live off the Pentagon. 
If I had to guess where criticism of 
General Shoup came from, the latter 
category might constitute some of the 
problem. 

I do not agree with the good general 
on various matters, but this is America. 

In any case, it is a privilege to have 
my name connected with a holder of the 
Congressional Medal of Honor. 

In this connection, I noted a recent 
·article stating those of us on the Armed 
Services Committee who voted against 
the ABM were doves. Inasmuch as the 
distinguished Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE) and I agreed to file minority 
views, before anyone calls the great Sen
ator from Hawaii a dove, he should look 
at the record of the Armed Services Com
mittee, and note what Gen. Mark Clark 
volunteered about the gallant military 
service of this Senator when testifying 
before the committee. 

I have worked for 25 years in Gov
ernment to achieve a strong America so 
we can remain a free America. But what 
is the use of being a Member of the Sen
ate and representing the people of my 
State unless I can come to the floor of the 
Senate and say what I honestly believe. 

I thank the distinguished Senator from 
Arkansas for the privilege of serving on 
his committee. We do not agree on every
thing, but again, that is America; and 
serving with him has been an interest
ing, refreshing, and stimulating expe
rience. 

I think the fact we have this com
mittee under the chairmanship of the 
distinguished Senator from Arkansas 
contributes more to the true security of 
the United States than many people 
realize today. We are overcommitted, and 
if we are not careful, we could go broke. 

Mr. President, I thank most sincerely 
my able and very tolerant friend, the able 
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc
GoVERN), for yielding to me originally so 
I could make some remarks with respect 
to the address made earlier today by the 
distinguished Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. HUGHES subsequently said: Mr. 
President, I simply want to associate my
self with the statement of the senior 
Senator from Missouri regarding the 
anti-ballistic-missile system and the con
clusions he has reached over a long 
course of time, and from years of exten
sive experience in the Government and 
in both the executive and legislative 
branches of the Government. He was 
speaking out this afternoon in an at
tempt to keep before this body and the 
American people a vision of the great 
debate that is about to take place on 
the current position of the ABM system. 
I simply wanted the RECORD to show that 
the Senator from Iowa endorses the posi
tion of the senior Senator from Missouri 
and appreciated hearing his statements 
today. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I 
was not only pleased to yield to the dis
tinguished Senator from Missouri, but 
I am also pleased to associate myself 
with the significant and compelling re
marks which the Senator has made. 

VIETNAM AND THE DECLARATION 
OF INDEPENDENCE 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, Fri
day, July 4, 1969, we Americans will ob
serve the 193d anniversary of our Decla
ration of Independence. That eloquent 
document signed by Thomas Jefferson 
and his colleagues at Philadelphia on 
July 4, 1776, opens with the familiar 
lines: 

When in the course of human events, it 
becomes necessary for one people to dissolve 
the political bands which have connected 
them with another ... a decent respect to 
the opinions of mankind requires that they 
should declare the causes which impel them 
to the separation. 

Then comes the claim to "certain un
alienable rights-life, liberty, and the 
pursuit of happiness." 

A decade later, the Constitution of the 
new American Nation was framed at 
Philadelphia affirming the national 
purposes: 



July 2, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 18199 

To form a more perfect union, establish 
justice, insure domestic tranquility, provide 
for the common defense, promote the general 
welfare, and secure the blessings of liberty 
to ourselves and our posterity. 

Taken together, the Declaration of 
Independence and the Constitution com
prise an early statement of our country's 
priorities that still serves as an appro
priate criterion of national excellence. 

How well do we measure up to those 
priorities in 1969? Is the "pursuit of 
happiness" going well in America at the 
end of the 1960's-a decade which opened 
with John Kennedy's ringing assurance: 
"We can do better"? 

Are we moving toward "a more perfect 
Union in this time which ranges black 
against white, youth against age, ghetto 
against suburb, poor against rich? 

How fare "justice'' and "tranquillity" 
in our troubled land where danger lurks 
in the street, campus and city are in 
turmoil, and the environment is being 
polluted? 

Do we promote either the "common 
defense" or the "general welfare" when 
we budget more than $80 billion for the 
instruments of war while 15 million of 
our citizens are rendered defenseless by 
malnutrition? 

I cannot accept the diagnosis of some 
that we are a "sick society"; yet, I cannot 
find assurance in the state of the Union 
on Independence Day, 1969. For our Na
tion is laboring under a double burden
a cruel, self-defeating war abroad and a 
profoundly troubled domestic society 
strained by the paradox of amuence and 
neglect. 

It is doubtless simplistic to contend 
that the malaise of today stems from 
only one cause-war, racism, technolog
ical revolution, or the quickening pace 
of social change. Yet, I firmly believe 
that our involvement in the Vietnam 
war is at the base of the most acute 
troubles that beset us today. 

Former Secretary of Defense Clark 
Clifford has recently said that his grow
ing doubts about our Vietnam policy have 
taken on the character of an "obses
sion." It is obvious that our former l{reat 
Ambassador and chief negotiator, Av
erell Harriman, and his brilliant deputy, 
Cyrus Vance, as well as . such distin
guished generals as Gavin and Shoup, 
share that obsession. I share it, too, and, 
indeed, for me the war in Vietnam has 
been a nagging obsession for several 
years. Early in 1967 I referred to our 
deepening war in Asia as "a policy of 
madness"-"the most tragic diplomatic, 
military, and moral blunder in our na
tional history." 

It may be ill-timed to repeat that ver
dict today when we are officially seeking 
a way out of the Vietnamese morass. But 
I am increasingly obsessed by the con
tinuing folly that each week kills several 
hundred American youth and wounds 
several thousand others--that is daily 
devastating Vietnam while poisoning 
and dividing our own society. 

I may add, parenthetically, that any
one who will take time to look through 
the current issue of Life magazine and 
see the faces of young Americans killed 
in 1 week of that war will, I think, come 
to an obsession, if he does not already 
have one, about the urgency of putting 

an end to such killing. The magazine 
contains the names of boys from every 
State in the Union, boys 18, 19, 20, or 21 
years old, some older, all of them young 
men, all of them robbed of an oppor
tunity to live out their lives by a war 
that many of us do not believe serves 
the national interest. 

One would think that given more than 
a decade to witness the self-defeating 
efforts in Vietnam of previous admin
istrations, the new administration would 
have moved quickly to stop the slaughter 
and extricate our troops. 

But it increasingly appears that there 
is no real change of policy-that we 
simply have a new management of the 
old assumptions--that we are following 
the same strategy that has produced our 
earlier years of grief. It is incredible that 
we continue to pursue in an offensive 
strategy the Vietnamese by land, sea, and 
air-our troops killing and being killed 
although we long ago abandoned the 
dream of military victory. 

It is equally incredible that we ·con
tinue a virtually unqualified support of 
the Thieu-Ky regime while that regime 
jails its finest citizens and blocks the 
negotiating road to peace either in Paris 
or in Saigon. So long as we cling to our 
military policy of maximum pressure and 
our political embrace of General Thieu, 
the negotiations in Paris are a sham and 
a delusion. There is no peace ahead on 
the course we are now following; there is 
only more death and waste abroad and 
more serious crises in our own troubled 
land. 

My views on the Vietnam issue are 
deeply held-forged by long years of 
reading and study, conversation and 
debate-sharpened in late 1965 by a first
hand view of the battle areas in Vietnam. 
They have recently been fortified by what 
I believe to be an important experience 
that heretofore I have shared only in 
confidence with the White House and 
the State Department. 

In late May I presided as a Methodist 
layman over a consultation of the World 
Council of Churches in London. Before 
returning from that conference, I flew 
to Paris and after conferring with Am
bassador Lodge and the State Depart
ment about my intentions, I devoted a 
long day to intensive discussions with 
the top negotiators in Paris representing 
Hanoi and the National Liberation Front. 

After carefully explaining to the two 
delegations that under American law 
and practice, only authorized diplomatic 
officials may represent the negotiating 
position of our Government, I proceeded 
to interrogate these delegations from 10 
a.m. until10 p.m.-trying to get a better 
feeling and understanding of their posi
tion with respect to the issues now at 
stake. At one point I did depart from my 
questions to express strong disapproval of 
the North Vietnamese .practice of with
holding the names and conditions of 
American pilots captured or killed over 
North Vietnam. I made a special inquiry 
about Capt. Sam Fantle, Jr., of Sioux 
Falls, S. Dak., a distinguished constitu
ent of mine whose family has heard 
nothing since he was shot down over 
North Vietnam many months ago. I told 
the North Vietnamese that I regarded 
their policy of refusing even to say 

whether Captain Fantle and his fellow 
pilots are alive or dead as both inhu
mane and foolish. 

In spite of my disappointment on the 
prisoner information matter, I left 
Paris with enhanced respect for the in
telligence, shrewdness, and the absolute 
devotion to their cause of both the North 
Vietnamese and their NLF allies. There 
is not the slightest doubt in my mind that 
however much some of our om.cials hon
estly believe we are repelling aggression 
in Vietnam, the North Vietnamese and 
the NLF just as sincerely see us as the 
aggressors-the foreign invaders--the 
despoilers of their country. They have 
been trying in their own way to achieve 
independence for generations--for a 
thousand years against the Chinese, for 
more than 80 years against the French, 
then the Japanese in World War II, then 
tl:e French again, for 8 long years, and 
finally against the United States. When 
Ho Chi Minh first proclaimed the inde
pendence of the Democratic Republic of 
Vietnam on September 2, 1945, at the 
end of World War II, he borrowed from 
our own declaration. Ho's declaration 
opens as follows: 

All men are created equal. They are en
dowed by their Creator with certain in
alienable rights, among these are Life, Lib
erty, and the pursuit of Happiness. This 
immortal statement was made in the Dec
laration of Independence of the United 
States of America in 1776. In a broader sense, 
this means: all the peoples of the earth are 
equal from birth, all the peoples have a 
right to live, to be happy and free. 

These Vietnamese who follow Ho Chi 
Minh and the National Liberation Front 
see those Vietnamese who have resisted 
the "liberation" struggle-Bao Dai, the 
late President Diem, Ky, and Thieu
not as patriots but as Benedict Arnolds. 

Beyond any resentment they feel to
ward us is their complete contempt for 
Generals Thieu and Ky. They regard 
them as the artificial creations of an out
side power who are willing to slaughter 
their own fellow Vietnamese to maintain 
the lavish support of their foreign 
keeper. 

Although Hanoi and the NLF have set 
forth a number of proposals, there are 
only two points that are central to their 
position, which we must evaluate and 
either accept or reject. First of all, they 
insist on the unconditional withdrawal of 
all American forces from Vietnam. 
Neither Hanoi nor the NLF is willing to 
talk about "mutual withdrawal" since 
they insist we are the only foreigners in 
Vietnam. I have no doubt, however, that 
if we began withdrawing our troops while 
moving toward a defensive, cease-fire 
strategy, the other side would quickly 
respond by easing off their military pres
sure. Let us remember that in spite of 
many predictions that North Vietnam 
would greatly accelerate their attacks on 
the ground if we stopped the bombing 
of North Vietnam, they did just the op
posite. Following the bombing halt of last 
November 1, the North Vietnamese with
drew 22 of their 25 regiments from South 
Vietnam-from the so-called I Corps 
area in the northern part of South Viet
nam. It is a tragedy of incalculable di
mensions that we simultaneously stepped 
up all of our military operations in the 
south and thus missed an opportunity to 
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reduce the killing, ease the military and 
diplomatic tensions, and open the way 
for a more hopeful negotiating atmos
phere in both Paris and Saigon. 

Let me say, parenthetically, that when 
I asked them if the withdrawal of 22 of 
their 25 regiments took place as a result 
of the bombing halt of November 1, they 
refused to give a direct answer, making 
it clear that they had insisted on the un
conditional halt in the bombing of North 
Vietnam. I presume they did not want to 
leave the implication that they were at
taching any conditions they were to meet 
following a halt in the bombing. The sig
nificant thing is that they did not esca
late but deescalate dramatically, once the 
bombing of the north had halted. 

I am certain that we should now 
notify Saigon, Hanoi, the NLF, and other 
interested parties that we are definitely 
moving out all of our forces and that the 
only consideration on the speed of the 
withdrawal will be the safety of our men. 

When I suggested to the Hanoi and 
NLF delegations that some Americans 
fear a bloodbath during or after an 
American withdrawal, they replied that 
just the opposite would happen-the 
killing would stop-that bloodbath now 
in progress as the war continues, which 
could be stopped in the event of an Amer
ican withdrawal. They suggested that I 
talk with some of the French officials who 
were involved in the withdrawal of 1954. 
They boast of the fact that they cooper
ated with the French during their wtth
drawal and took no reprisals. Minister 
Xuan Thuy, the chief North Vietnamese 
negotiator, told me that the former 
French High Commissioner for Vietnam 
during the period before the French 
withdrew is now living in Paris and oc
casionally visits Minister Thuy on a 
friendly, social basis. I verified this con
tention and, indeed, was assured by sev
eral well-informed French sources that 
the relations between France and Viet
nam have steadily improved since the 
French withdrawal. 

But let us be clear on this first point: 
There will be no negotiations in Paris 
or elsewhere worthy of the name until 
we stop our offensive military operations 
and begin the systematic withdrawal of 
all of our forces--preferably during the 
next 12 months. · 

Mr. President, I was told, especially 
by the North Vietnamese, and I am 
inclined to believe it, that there is a 
potentially strong reservoir of admira
tion and good will toward the people and 
the ideals of the United States on the 
part of most of the residents of Vietnam, 
North and South. 

For exampie, during the heaviest of the 
bombing attacks upon North Vietnam, 
the schools in Hanoi continued to teach 
American history and American litera
ture, always distinguishing between our 
great historic ideals, which they admire, 
and our current policy, which they de
plore. They believe our present policy 
toward them was foisted upon the 
American people by mistaken, short
sighted leaders, who will be increasingly 
repudiated by the American electorate. 
They gave repeated expressions of their 
desire to end the war and to establish 
peaceful relations with the United States 
following the withdrawal of our forces. 

As for reprisals against those Vietnam
ese who have stood with our forces, they 
said that it would be in the self-interest 
of any regime to try to broaden its sup
port and unify the country which would 
call not for reprisals but accommodation. 
Nevertheless, I believe we should accom
pany our withdrawal from Vietnam with 
an offer of asylum to any Vietnamese 
who are worried about their safety. 

Perhaps other Western countries will 
join in providing asylum. There are a 
great many Vietnamese now living in 
Paris who are there because they are 
afraid of our friends in Saigon. Doubtless 
there are some there who are afraid of 
the NLF or the North Vietnamese, but 
some provision should be made for 
asylum for those who feel threatened, in 
the event of a peaceful settlement of the 
war and the withdrawal of our forces. 

The second point which Hanoi and the 
NLF make clear is that there will be no 
negotiations so long as we continue our 
unqualified embrace of the Thieu-Ky 
regime. In other words, they are not 
about to settle this war under conditions 
that will leave them with the Thieu-Ky 
regime in power, however that might be 
brought about. That is really what the 
question is all about; namely, the politi
cal future of South Vietnam. 

Our adversaries believe, and I share 
their belief, as do many of our most 
qualified American observers, that the 
military regime do not really want an 
end to the war-they say they do not 
want the United States to withdraw; nor 
do they want an authentic process of 
self -determination. The reasons are 
clear: The Saigon regime has little real 
support or respect from its own people 
and would be quickly replaced by the 
local citizens were it not for the over
whelming presence of American power. 

The fear of popular resentment of that 
regime is increasingly manifested by the 
Thieu-Ky regime as they imprison even 
their moderate, middle-of-the-road 
critics. 

A recent survey team of distinguished 
Americans, including Methodist Bishop 
James Armstrong from my State, Father 
Drynan, Dean of the Boston College Law 
School, Admiral Thure, and others, have 
reported that the jails of Saigon are 
increasingly jammed with tens of thou
sands of political critics, most of them 
moderate citizens, journalists, clergy
men, students, teachers, business and 
professional men--sincere South Viet
namese patriots whose only crime is to 
advocate a more democratic government 
devoted to peace. 

Generals Thieu and Ky stoutly insist 
that they will never share their power, 
even provisionally, with the National 
Liberation Front. 

That, Mr. President, is really at the 
base of our dilemma as we seek to win 
this war. 

Furthermore, they will tolerate no dis
sent even from non-Communist moder
ates who favor a neutral, peaceful, in
dependent South Vietnam. That is why 
the runner-up in the last presidential 
election is in jail. That is why the num
ber two Buddhist in South Vietnam is in 
jail, because they favor, as I do, a neu
tral, independent, South Vietnam with a 
government representative of all the 
political groups in the south. 

As long as these rigid, oppressive posi
tions are held by Thieu and Ky with the 
backing of American power, there can be 
no peace. It is a delusion to believe that 
the South Vietnamese people and their 
army will really fight effectively to pre
serve a narrowly based mercenary re
gime of this kind. It is American troops 
that will do the effective fighting and the 
dying-and to what end? To buy time 
for a political tyranny that negates the 
very spirit of the Declaration of Inde
pendence which we will celebrate Friday? 

I call today for us to declare our inde
pendence of a monstrous folly that is 
surely weakening our Nation at home 
and abroad. "A decent respect to the 
opinions of mankind" commands us "to 
dissolve the political bands" that have 
bound the Vietnamese albatross to our 
backs. 

Having long ago asserted for ourselves 
the right to "throw off" a government 
guilty of "a long train of abuses and 
usurpations," history demands that we 
not deny to the people of Vietnam the 
right to resolve their own struggle with 
the rulers of Saigon. 

If we truly seek for ourselves and for 
others "life, liberty, and the pursuit of 
happiness," let us in the name of God 
and our own history end the slaughter 
and devastation that at once drain the 
blood of both Vietnam and America. 

As chairman of the Senate Select Com
mittee on Nutrition and Human Needs, 
I have been profoundly moved by the in
excusable. fact that 15 million of our fel
low citizens suffer from malnutrition. It 
is past time for us to quit killing Asians 
and to begin feeding Americans. 

If we cannot hear the anguished cries 
of Vietnam, let us at least look to what 
we are doing to our own beloved land: 
200,000 young Americans killed or 
wounded; $100 billion swallowed in a 
blood-soaked jungle; m11lions of Ameri
cans, especially the young, confused, 
frustrated, or alienated from their own 
government; great American cities and 
universities caught up in turmoil, vio
lence, and neglect ; costly wartime infla
tion, high interest rates, rising taxes, and 
a continued drain on our dollar and gold 
reserves; perhaps, worst of all, a wide
spread loss of confidence in ourselves and 
on the part of others around the globe 
as to our prudence and humanity. 

It is painful in our personal lives, in 
our business ventures, or in our social 
enterprises to confess error, to declare 
bankruptcy, or to seek a reordering of 
life. It is far easier to begin a war than 
to end it. It is sometimes more tempting 
to policymakers to save face than to save 
lives. 

Yet, I am convinced that the over
whelming majority of our people, having 
taken so many risks for war, are now 
ready to follow leaders who will take 
some risks for peace. The one vindica
tion that can console us is that our Viet
nam involvement, for all its blood and 
heartache, may yet be redeemed if we 
learn from that bitter experience not to 
repeat it elsewhere. Those brave men 
who have died in Vietnam-American 
and Vietnamese alike-can teach us by 
their too great sacrifice that this is not 
the way for alien peoples to live on this 
shrinking planet. 
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The Biblical wisdom still challenges 

us: "I have set before you life and death, 
blessing and cursing; therefore choose 
life, that both thou and thy seed may 
live." 

I would plead again today, on the eve 
of a meaningful historic date, that we 
throw off the curse of Vietnam, that we 
turn away from death and set our course 
toward blessing and life. And that "for 
the support of this declaration, with a 
firm reliance on the protection of divine 
Providence, we mutually pledge to each 
other our. lives, our fortunes, and our 
sacred honor." 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, w111 
the Senator from South Dakota yield? 

Mr. McGOVERN. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Fir.st, I wish to 
associate myself with the Senator's com
ments and to call attention to the fact 
that in 1967, which was long before the 
present administration came into power, 
the Senator voiced his criticism of our 
policy in Vietnam, as did other Senators, 
and as I did. 

This oalls to mind an attack upon 
those of us who are critics of the war by 
the present Vice President of the United 
States and President of the Senate. It 
was made in Wichita, Kans., yesterday, 
July 1, and reported in the New York 
Times and other newspapers of today. I 
shall read the first paragraph: 

Vice President Agnew told the Governors of 
10 Middle Western States tonight that they 
could not expect any increases in Federal 
aid while the Vietnam war continued. He put 
the blame on the critics of President Nixon's 
war policies for prolonging the conflict. 

The Vice President then repeated many 
of the same things that had been said so 
often by the previous administration. I 
ask the Senator from South Dakota if it 
is not unbecoming of the present admin
istration, by its spokesman, the Vice 
President, to make statements of this 
kind, in view of the fact that the critics 
of President Nixon's war policy--cer
tainly most of them-were also critics of 
President Johnson's war policies. 

In other words, there is nothing 
partisan about the criticism of the Presi
dent's war policies. 

The Senator from South Dakota has 
drawn attention to the article in Life 
magazine and the obvious humane con
siderations which go into it. Does not the 
Senator agree with me that it is un
becoming for the present administration 
to take upon itself now the role of con
tinuing the previous administration's 
policy by identifying itself with that 
policy, and by characterizing those of us 
who, long before the present administra
tion took office, criticized the policy? 

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes; the Senator's 
point is well taken. Frankly, I am a little 
puzzled as to why the Vice President is 
so eager to identify certain of those 
policies with President Nixon. I should 
not think that to do so would serve the 
best interests of either the President or 
the country. 

I have not come to the Chamber 
today-and I know the Senator from 
Arkansas has not-with any partisan 
thought in mind. We have stood in this 
Chamber over the last 4 or 5 years de
ploring our country's deepening involve-

ment in Vietnam. There is nothing par
ticularly new about that. 

We are not concerned about the obses
sion of a particular political party on this 
issue; we are concerned with what is in 
the interest of our country. 

It is not in the interest of our country 
for us to lapse into silence about a policy 
that we think is damaging the national 
interest. I think that both private citi
zens and U.S. Senators have an ob
ligation, when our Government follows 
a course which we think is not in our 
country's interest, to speak out and ex
press our views. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. During the first 4 or 
5 months of this administration, most of 
us who had formerly been criticizing the 
Vietnam policy of the previous admin
istration voluntarily restrained ourselves 
from criticizing the lack of any progress 
by this administration in settling the 
war. We were told that secret talks were 
taking place, and we took that statement 
on faith. The majority leader of the Sen
ate stated one day-I do not know wheth
er I or some other Senator had made re
marks slightly critical-that we should 
give the President time and should be 
patient. · · 

I would say that most Members of this 
body have followed this admonition and 
have done everything they could do rea
sonably to encourage this administra
tion to change its Vietnam policy from 
that of the previous administration. 

There having been an election last fa~l. 
it was assumed under our procedure of 
democratic elections that normally, with
in a matter of this consequence, andes
pecially a policy so intimately identified 
with the fortunes of the Democratic 
Party last year, there would be a change, 
and the Senator from South Dakota and I 
were entitled to expect a change in a 
reasonable time. 

Now, for the Vice President to make 
this statement that we are to blame for 
aid not being provided to the States is 
going far beyond a reasonable interpre
tation of what our role has been. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I agree with the Sen
ator. I might say the Senator from 
Arkansas went out of his way, as I recall, 
in the first visits of the Secretary of De
fense and the Secretary of State to urge 
them in a very broad and humane spirit 
not to accept this policy as their own, but 
to come in with a fresh approach and try 
to see if we could not find a more sensible 
course. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Is it not a fact that 
after all, the Republican candidate last 
year said he was going to stop the war, 
that he had a way to stop the war, and 
that he was going to stop the war? 

Mr. McGOVERN. That was my under
standing. I think millions of people were 
influenced, at least in part, to support 
Mr. Nixon because they thought he would 
have a different approach. But if there 
has been a change in policy, I have not 
been able to detect it. 

Maybe the Senator from Arkansas, as 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, is privy to material that I am 
not. I do not see any basic change either 
in the military policy or diplomatic pol
icy that has taken place; neither do I 
see any evidence of progress in the nego
tiating efforts in Paris. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Judging from the 
elections last fall I think one could rea
sonably say President Nixon was a critic 
of the then-policy of President Johnson. 
Was he a critic of that policy? 

Mr. McGOVERN. That was my inter
pretation of it. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Now, he would be 
classed as a critic of Nixon's war policies 
and one of those contributing to the fact 
that there is no aid for the States. 

I agree with him that the great and 
excessive waste of money in the procure
ment policies of the Department of De
fense is the principal reason there is no 
money for aid to the States. But I do not 
agree the critics of this policy are the 
reason and the blame. The blame is be
cause they propose the same policy Pres
ident Nixon criticized last year during 
the elections. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I fully subscribe to 
the Senator's point of view. 

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

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield. 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, once 

again I commend the distinguished 
Senator from South Dakota for speak
ing up candidly and courageously on 
the issue of the war. He has done this 
many times in the past, when he stood 
nearly alone, in voicing his misgivings. 

He has said in this address that it may 
seem ill timed to repeat his earlier in
dictment of our policy when we are offi
cially seeking a way out of the Vietnam
ese morass. 

I have also been faced with the same 
dilemma. I have a speech on Vietnam of 
my own, which I have left on my desk for 
months because the administration is of
ficially committed to the objective of 
ending the war. Therefore, it is very 
difficult to ta:{e up the cudgels when the 
President has said in his inaugural ad
dress that the highest priority of his ad
ministration is to end the war in Asia. 
I think all of us feel constrained to stand 
back and say, "Mr. President, proceed." 
So, we have waited for some indication 
of substantial change in the policy that 
led us into this morass. I, too, have failed 
to detect that change. 

When the President spoke on May 14, 
there were those who interpreted some 
nuance or innuendo in his language as 
evidence of a subtle shift in position. I 
must say, I was so hopeful that there 
might be such a shift in our bargaining 
position that I immediately took the 
floor to point out these interpretations 
and express the hope that they would 
prove to. be accurate. But the confirma
tion has never come. 

Instead, there came the Air Force 
Academy speech in which the President 
assumed an entirely different posture, 
one reminiscent of an earlier Nixon, in 
which he seemed to say that anyone who 
criticized the war policy or the military 
establishment was a kind of appeaser, a 
neoisolationist. All of the tired old 
phrases of the previous administration 
were in evidence in that speech. 

But still the argument persisted that 
there was a change in the new adminis
tration's position; that presumably the 
real Nixon would reveal. If so, he has yet 
to disclose what it is. It certainly is not 
reflected in the general order given to 
our military forces in Vietnam. The 
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nature of that order I am not at liberty 
to reveal on this floor, but it hasn't 
changed. The military objective, and the 
method for achieving it, remain the same 
today as when last laid down by Presi
dent Johnson. So one cannot find here 
any indication of change with respect to 
American policy in Vietnam. 
. Next came the President's recent press 
conference, in which still another Nixon 
appeared, spurred by the remarks of 
Clark Clifford who had just called for 
the withdrawal of 100,000 American 
troops this year. Now, the President was 
saying that he not only took cognizance 
of the Clifford recommendation, but that 
he had hopes of besting it, and this after 
having said at Midway, only a week or 
two before, that the American with
drawal would be limited to 25,000 troops 
in the first instance, and that any sub
sequent withdrawals would depend upon 
Hanoi's response, upon a wind-down in 
the :fighting, and, finally, upon the dem
onstrated ability of Saigon's troops to 
carry the load. 

What I am saying to the distinguished 
Senator from South Dakota is that it is 
extremely difficult to wrestle with a 
shadow. The President suddenly mate
rializes in front of us. One reaches for 
him and he disappears, and then mate
rializes to the rear. One whirls around to 
reach out and again he disappears, only 
to reappear on the left side or on the 
right side, leaving one to wonder what, 
indeed, is his position. What is the pol
icy? If the President's objective is to 
spread confusion within the country and 
throughout the world, I say he has suc
ceeded. But there comes a time when 
those of us who have opposed the war 
from the outset must begin to speak up 
again. It is not enough, in view of the 
confusion, merely to say, "Keep quiet. 
The President will bring the war to a 
close in his own way." 

So, once again, I commend the Sen
ator from South Dakota for reaffirming 
his position and speaking his mind. This 
is in the best traditions of the Senate, of 
which the distinguished Senator from 
South Dakota is one of its finest Mem
bers. 

I also commend him for the higher 
patriotism reflected in his concern for 
the well-being of the country, which he 
places above every other consideration. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Idaho. His was, to the best of my recollec
tion, one of the earliest voices to warn 
against the course we were beginning to 
pursue in Vietnam some 4% years ago. 

At the beginning of 1965, when the 
escalation policy really got underway, I 
think he wrote an article which was pub
lished even before Congress came back 
into session, warning against any fur
ther military buildup in Vietnam, warn
ing that we were trying to resolve an 
essentially political problem by outside 
military forces, and that this would lead 
to a demand for more forces and for more 
and more and, in the end, we would be 
no closer to a stable and peaceful situa
tion in Vietnam than before the enor
mous military effort began. 

The distinguished Senator from Idaho 
will recall that he and I joined, in early 
1965, in a rather lengthy colloquy on the 

floor of the Senate, in which we were 
calling not for the withdrawal of Amer
ican forces, or anything that could be 
construed as a radical prescription, but 
merely suggesting that the administra
tion make a public offer to try to nego
tiate an end to the war. 

We were attacked at that time by at 
least one senior Member of this body for 
trying to run up the white flag of 
surrender. Yet, 60 days later, the Pres
ident of the United States in fact adopted 
that as our official policy-and, let me 
say, to his credit. 

I think we immediately improved our 
position before the world when we at 
least made some gesture in the direction 
of negotiations. It appears that many 
times Members of the Senate lapse into 
silence on the theory that perhaps we 
are undercutting some kind of secret 
policy under way in the administration, 
only to learn later that there is as much 
division and uncertainty within the ad
ministration on these issues .as, perhaps, 
there is in the country and in the Senate. 

The case of the distinguished former 
Secretary of Defense, Clark Clifford, is 
one in point. I had thought that he was 
the No. 1 hawk in the country at 
the time he became Secretary of Defense. 
Now it turns out that he had grave reser
vations about our policy as early as the 
summer of 1967, reservations which he 
said he evolved into an opinion, and then 
evolved into a conviction, and that con
viction has now become an obsession that 
our policy is dead wrong and that we 
must reverse it. 

When he suggests the withdrawal of 
our combat forces by the end of 1970, as 
the Senator from Idaho has said, the 
President says we should do better than 
that. So what began as a recommenda
tion by some of us for a negotiated settle
ment of this war has now evolved to the 
point where even those who once were 
the strongest advocates of the policy are 
saying that we should get out. I think 
they are saying that in part because the 
Senator from Arkansas, the Senator 
from Idaho, and others, had the courage 
of their convictions and were willing to 
try to point out the error of our ways, 
and to stay with that conviction until a 
change was brought about. We need to 
pursue that course until there is some 
evidence of a fundamental change in 
policy. 

Mr. President, I thank the Senator 
from Idaho for his remarks today, but 
beyond that, for the long and patient ef
forts he has made in this field for many 
years. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from South Dakota yield? 

Mr. McGOVERN. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Wyoming, with 
whom I have had the privilege and the 
honor of engaging in a series of debates 
on this issue over the years. As I have 
said publicly on several occasions, he is 
a most articulate defender of our policy 
in Vietnam and it is a privilege to have 
an exchange of views with him at any 
time. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, as I have 
listened to the dialog, it calls back to 
mind those fateful days in January, Feb
ruary, and March of 1965, when the in
tensification of the conflict in Vietnam 

cwas steadily on the rise and when I 
.think we were guilty of discussing india
log and colloquy the implications of the 
decision made at that time. 

I have been told by a member of the 
press that perhaps that dialog, in those 
days, failed primarily because of the fact 
that it was dropped too soon, that talking 
out loud, exploring out loud, was so im
portant-then as now-that it should 
have reached a still higher crescendo. 

I remember one member of the press 
saying, that he thought the dialog itself 
was conceived in Walter Lippmann's 
living room one late January afternoon 
when several Members, present here in 
the Chamber right now, were there and 
the importance of getting that conver
sation underway was a very pointed sug
gestion. 

I would say to the Senator from South 
Dakota that, modest as he is in sharing 
the accolades for contributions made in 
those days and now-and rightfully so
with Members now in the Chamber, he 
was an extremely lonely figure in those 
days. To me, he was a figure of inspira
tion. I admired him as he stood for his 
convictions, for what he believes to be 
the right thing to do. Much as I disagreed 
with him at the time, I felt that his con
tribution would be important in the his
tory of the evolution of our policy, and 
his contribution was of that character. 

Mr. President, I cannot help recalling 
the times he and I debated this ques
tion on the campuses around the land. 
I have always felt our contribution was 
a singular one-not that his solution 
may turn out to be the right one in his
tory, or that mine may turn out to be 
the right one, but rather that on cam
pus they saw and heard this debate be
tween two Senators with almost identical 
credentials. I suppose, without trying to 
downgrade the distinguished Senator 
from South Dakota, that he and I would 
come as close to being political twins in 
most every respect as any Members in 
this body. Sharing the same academic 
background, professoral background, and 
professional background, as well as lib
eral Democratic background and our 
geographical location, we are as close 
to twins as can be found in the Senate. 
Yet, on Vietnam, we turn out this way, 
on opposite sides. What this seemed to 
say on the campus was that this was 
tough and rough when it came to deci
sionmaking and, as many of the stu
dents have written to both of us, the con
tribution it made was that they, the 
students, should not be so absolute in 
their judgment as to which was the fun
damentally right answer and which was 
the wrong one, that there was much to 
be said on both sides. 

But, Mr. President, as I have listened 
to the discussion here this afternoon, it 
seems to me that we are leaving out one 
or two things which, in all fairness, be
long also on the table of discussion. 

I think these items reflect a part of 
the balance for judgment. One of those 
parts is that which we all take for granted 
in our history, and which we sometimes 
leave out; namely, that a candidate run
ning for President, whether his name be 
Franklin D. Roosevelt, Lyndon Johnson, 
Jack Kennedy, or Richard Nixon, invari
ably finds it a far different matter if he 
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is the winner and has to take the con
sequences of being President. I am sure 
all candidates on the trail speak to what 
they believe to be their sincere target, 
their sincere commitment, or their sin
cere goal, and find as President that the 
responsibilities of that high office pin 
upon them an even heavier burden than 
they ever expected and a considerably 
heavier sense of restraint than even they 
had imagined. 

I am sure that this has happened in 
our time. 

I say that, not alone to try to cast this 
President in some broader context, but 
I think, rather, to inject that again into 
the question that has troubled us all for 
so long in so many, almost impossible 
ways. Sometimes I fear we are guilty of 
shrinking the question to such simple di
mensions that we oversimplify and make 
it appear to be easier in fact than is the 
case to arrive at some kind of decision 
on it. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield on that specific point? 

Mr. McGEE. I yield. 
Mr. McGOVERN. I think it should be 

said that the Senator from Arkansas, 
who brought up this point with respect 
to President Nixon's campaign pledge, 
did that in connection with reading into 
the RECORD a statement by Vice President 
AGNEW, who attempted to turn the de
bate into a partisan issue. 

What the Senator from Arkansas is 
saying is that it is not a partisan issue 
that those considerations ought to be left 
out of the debate; that we ought not to 
debate it as Republicans or Democrats 
who are seeking for themselves a politi
cal advantage, hitting it over the head as 
a campaign pledge; that it ought to be 
conducted in a nonpartisan way. So, in 
a slightly different way, the Senator from 
Arkansas was making the same point; 
that it is a debate which ought to be 
lifted up above merely partisan debate. I 
think that point may have been made 
before the Senator from Wyoming came 
into the Chamber. 

This debate did not begin as an at
tack on President Nixon or on his policy. I 
do not think anyone on the :tkor believes 
that that present policy in Vietnam was 
developed, authored, or devised by Presi
dent Nixon, although he has been a sup
porter of such a policy in Southeast Asia 
for 15 years and, to my knowledge, has 
always favored the military involvement 
of our forces there. I think that should 
be said against the background of the 
Senator's remarks. 

Mr. McGEE. I appreciate what the 
Senator has said. 

We come back, it seems to me, to those 
famous campaign pledges of Franklin 
Roosevelt made in 1940, when he prom
ised fathers and mother, again and again 
and again, that no American boys would 
be sent overseas. He said that, I believe, 
in the context of the deepest sincerity, 
but the facts, which went beyond the 
control of either Democracts or Republi
cans, or Americans as a whole, took that 
statement away from him. He had to 
act according to the times. 

I am sure that Lyndon Johnson's state
ment in 1964, which was uttered in the 
midst of a campaign, was uttered in sin
cerity. It was after that campaign that 

the escalation of events in South Vietnam 
got underway in a very extreme fashion 
and would have required a President, 
whether it had been GoLDWATER or John
son, to act accordingly and respond in the 
national interest. 

Thus, in the same context, Mr. Nixon's 
suggestion in the campaign that he had 
some little secret formula for ending the 
war in Vietnam was certainly part of the 
context of the campaign trail, where it 
was probably advanced in all genuine
ness. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Would the Senator 
agree, then, that the President probably 
does not have any specific plans for end
ing the war? 

Mr. McGEE. I would say any plan that 
any President would have for ending the 
war, short of an abrupt pulling out of all 
troops by unilateral action, would be sub
ject to many other forces quite beyond 
the President's absolute control or pre
determination. I would suppose that the 
one word that summarizes each of the 
steps that we have witnessed in the last 7 
or 8 or 9 months is not "saneness" quite 
as much as "continuity"-and I think 
there is a difference. 

I think the course of events Lyndon 
Johnson set in motion when he an
nounced he was not going to run and 
that he was inviting the other side to 
negotiate, if they· would-which reflected 
the basic, enlightening, and courageous 
decision of Clark Clifford that this was 
the time to try to turn it around-set in 
motion a series of sequential events that 
any President coming into office would 
have had to rise to. 

Perhaps it would be going too far to 
suggest that anybody who had won in 
November 1968, including the candidates 
who were not nominated, probably would 
have been deeply committed by the force 
of events underway as President, not as 
a candidate. 

What this says to me is that, as we cite 
Clark Clifford, as we cite President John
son, as we cite Mr. Nixon's speeches in 
the campaign-to contrast them from 
the present-what we are now bringing 
back into the center of the stage is the 
distortion by imagery that was provoked 
largely by the press in the simple little 
description of a "dove" on the one hand 
and a "hawk" on the other. There were 
doves and hawks, to be sure. The dove 
was the person who wanted total with
drawal. The hawk was the type who ad
vocated, "bomb the daylights out of them 
until they surrender." 

The dominant note, it seems to me, in 
American policy was that of restraint, of 
limitation, of determining a very limited 
objective and trying not to go beyond 
those bounds. 

I think that was a characteristic, and 
has remained a characteristic, of our 
policy in Vietnam. It is frustrating, and 
for many of the "way-out hawks," it is 
self-defeating. For many in the other 
extreme, it is ridiculous. 

But I think, as Lyndon Johnson had 
occasion to say many times, his really 
toughest pressure was not from those 
who wanted to leave Asia; the toughest 
pressure he was under all the time was 
from those who wanted to go all out, to 
bomb the daylights out of North Viet
nam, and then move on to China. 

Trying to hold American policy to some 
semblance of reasonableness and re
straint, but also to respond to the re
sponsibilities of a great power, I think 
was the keynote in this whole approach. 
I think that is what we are leaving out 
in this debate. 

I think any time we face the implica
tions of the limited concept of the U.S. 
role in Southeast Asia, we have to face 
that ugly moment-and it is an ugly 
one-when we have to announce that 
this has gone as far as we can go mili
tarily. We have to turn into political 
channels. We have to move into political 
directions. That decision was made on 
March 31, a year ago. That is the de
cision to which Clark Clifford contrib
uted so much. He did not say we should 
not have been there. He did not say it 
was all a bad mistake. He did not say 
it was all a nightmare. He said that, after 
the shattering experience of the Tet of
fensive a year ago, we could afford the 
risk, not of further military involve
ment and crusades, but, rather, the risk 
of political negotiations for peace, for at 
least a deescalation of the violence. 

I think this is where we find the pres
ent President now engaged. I would sus
pect that this President may have for
feited some of his openings when his in
temperate comments were made in the 
live telecast, in his response to Mr. Clif
ford's very thoughtful piece on this in
terval; but I suspect we shall survive 
that over the long pull. 

But I did want to inject this into the 
colloquy today: that we are there; what
ever our explanations for being there, we 
are there, and if we were precipitously 
to pull back-which is the only clean, 
clear option that a President has-the 
consequences for a couple of million peo
ple, at least, in South Vietnam, who did 
work with the Americans, would be so
bering indeed. And those consequences 
ought to be sobering to any President; 
and the consequences for a neighboring 
country like Thailand, which occupied 
the role she has on the flanks of this 
major American operation in Southeast 
Asia, likewise ought to give us pause, 
if we were to decide to pull back. And 
what it mea:hs for Laos, which stood its 
ground, and for Cambodia, caught in the 
middle, also ought not to be lost upon us. 
It certainly cannot be lost upon a 
President. 

So I believe very genuinely that we 
have got to be a little more understand
ing of if not agreeable with, the spot in 
which a President finds himself-and I 
leave the name of the President out 
only because I think the office of Presi
dent is what compels this kind of posture, 
rather than the particular man who is in 
it. 

This is only my kind of general over
view of where we are at the present time. 
I still believe we have got to exert this 
political pressure. I still think we have 
got to make some very deep and genuine 
efforts toward trying to find political pegs 
we can hang our credentials on, in this 
whole conflict in Southeast Asia. 

I deeply appreciate the Senator's 
courtesy in letting me into this discus
sion. 

Mr. McGOVERN. It is always a privi
lege and instructive to hear what the 
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Senator from Wyoming has to say; and, 
of course, I appreciate the kind words 
that he had to say about me. 

While I applaud the decisions that were 
made in March 1968, to move at a some
what surer pace in the direction of a 
negotiated settlement, as outlined in the 
President's March 31 speech, and also 
applaud the halt in the bombing of No
vember 1 of last year, I share the deep 
sense of regret that Ambassador Harri
man has expressed repeatedly in recent 
months, that we accompanied the bomb
ing halt with a step-up of military oper
ations in the South. 

That was done, I suspect, because of 
some of the fears that the Senator from 
Wyoming expresses here today, that any 
easing off on the military effort on our 
part ·might lead to more intensive mili
tary operations on the other side; where
as, as a matter of fact, when we halted 
the bombing of North Vietnam, all of 
the predictions of the great blood bath 
that was supposed to take place when 
we stopped the bombing and the North 
Vietnamese flooded down into the south 
proved to be wrong, and they did exactly 
the opposite. Instead of sending in addi
tional forces to take advantage of the 
bombing halt, they pulled out 22 of the 
25 regiments they had in South Vietnam. 
And I share, as I said earlier, the regret 
expressed by Mr. Harriman that we did 
not respond to that easing off of military 
pressure in the south by, in effect, order
ing a de facto cease fire, and moving into 
a defensive posture, where our troops 
would not fight except in those cases 
where it was essential for their own de
fense. 

We took a different course. The orders 
went out to General Abrams, as alluded 
to in general by the Senator from Idaho, 
to maintain a policy of maximum mili
tary pressure. That is well known. Am
bassador Harriman has said it publicly 
on several occasions. All of the ground 
operations were stepped up in the south, 
the air operations were increased, the 
battalion-sized operations moved from 
about 800 a month in November to 1,100 
a month in January; and then, appar
ently, to our surprise, there was another 
step-up in military operations earlier this 
year by the other side, and we began 
talking about what we had to do to re
spond to their increased military effort. 

What I am pleading for here today is 
that, having halted the bombing, we take 
another step, which is to reverse the pol
icy of offensive military operations, move 
into a de facto cease-fire and defensive 
strategy, and begin the systematic with
drawal of our forces, with, as I have said 
in my prepared text, only one considera
tion in mind with reference to the time
table, and that is the safety of our own 
forces, and the provision of political asy
lum for those Vietnamese who feel a 
genuine threat to their personal safety. 

That is a course that, in broad outline 
I think has the support of both Mr. Har~ 
riman and Mr. Clifford. They might not 
agree with some of the details on the 
timing of the proposal, but essentially I 
think it is what those two former high 
omcials in the Johnson administration 
recommend. 

I thank the Senator for his comments. 

Mr. McGEE. I hope we do not leave 
out of our calculations, as we are looking 
at what the President can and must do 
next, that a firm timetable, in numbers 
at a specific date, probably is not 
possible. It remains a hope, but it is 
probably not possible in specifics. 

Second, out of all of this experience 
of the past 4 years, there has been a 
considerable measure of gain in that part 
of the world, in terms of capability, in 
terms of a little more stable posture 
among most of the surrounding small, 
independent governments, and what this 
is heading toward still, and what we 
have already won, is the kind of time 
they have desperately needed in order 
to take over, in the long run, the respon
sibility for trying to maintain some kind 
of a balance in eastern Asia. The de
Americanization of the effort remains 
the constant goal of all of us. 

It comes down, again, to the matter of 
timing; and I think this belongs in our 
assessment and calculation as we look at 
what the President might be free to do, 
or capable of doing, at this particular 
moment. 

I thank the Senator very much for his 
courtesy. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I note that the Sen
ator has referred to the great pressure 
of the hard-liners on the previous Presi
dent. I assume that the present Presi
dent is still under such pressure, and I 
want to strive for a balance by applying 
a little pressure on the other side. 

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

Mr. McGOVERN. Now I am happy, 
Mr. President, to yield to the Senator 
from Iowa <Mr. HuGHES), who spoke so 
eloquently on the subject of Vietnam just 
a week ago. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Iowa wishes to commend the 
distinguished Senator from South Da
kota for again courageously expressing 
his conscience on the floor of the Senate. 

I think toot, as we review whait has 
been said here today, we are all well 
aware of the distinguished Senator's 
courageous service to his ooUilltry in both 
war and peace, and the early position he 
took in questioning the stance of our 
country in this vicious conflict in South
east As~a. 

I might state, having been present dur
ing the earlier colloquy between the Sen
a;tor from Arkansas, the Senator from 
Utah, the Senator from Idooo, and the 
Senato.r from South Dakota, that I per
haps represent a different stance than 
any of those Senators. When I was first 
reading of the opposition of the Senator 
from South Dakota to the war in Viet
nam and what was taking place there, I 
was a very strong advocate of our Na
tion's position in South Vietnam, and 
making speeches in support of the ad
ministration; and at approximately the 
same time that the Senator from South 
Dakota visited Vietnam and came back 
totally convinced that we were in the 
wrong there. I visited Vietnam as the 
Governor of the great State of Iowa, and 
came back totally convinced that our 
position there was right. ThaJt again, I 
believe, demonstrates whSlt diffe,rent 
conclusions we oon reach while viewing 
basically the same sets of circumstances. 

I have agonized, since I arrived in 
Washington this year, while maintaining 
my silence, as have other Senators. I was 
present at an earlier date when the Sen
ator from South Dakota expressed his 
conscience on this subject matter, and 
there was not an additional word spo
ken-everyone, I think, wishing to give 
the President of the United States the 
time after which he implied and indi
cated something constructive would take 
place. But after these long weeks and 
months, without repeating what the 
other distinguished Senators have al
ready stated here this afternoon, I 
reached the conclusion that once again 
on the floor of this great body there 
must be expressed, by those . of us who 
feel as we do in our conscience, our oppo
sition as well as our hopes for bringing 
to an end this tragic engagement in 
Southeast Asia. 

As the Senator from South Dakota 
knows, I do not entirely agree with every
thing he has espoused here today. I cer
tainly do agree that we now need, again, 
a major political breakthrough, a major 
decision which it seems to me must begin 
with a decision to cease fire and to end 
the assault in South Vietnam. 

I have expressed my hopes that the 
President would announce to the people 
of the United States his intentions, and 
amrm that when he answered, at his press 
conference, that he hoped to be able to 
beat the timetable of the former Secre
tary of Defense for withdrawal of our 
combat forces from Vietnam, that though 
this might not be an immutable decision, 
it was a sincere intention, for that would 
certainly give hope to the hearts of 
Americans who so desperately desire an 
end to and a disengagement from this 
conflict. 

So as we have searched our hearts and 
our souls today, and as the Senator has 
mentioned so eloquently and so ably and 
well in his address, there is great need, 
again, for a political decision and for 
breakthroughs in the direction the 
Senator indicated, noting that whenever 
such a major political decision had been 
made in the past, there had been a re
sponse that resulted in more hope and 
more indication that we might ulti
mately bring the conflict to an end. 

I certainly concur that now is the 
time; and on this eve of the anniversary 
of the independence of this great Nation, 
we again must reamrm amrmatively our 
intentions of disengaging from this con
:tlict, our intentions of preserving the 
rights of the people of Vietnam, our hope 
that they can be afforded the right, un
der international supervision, to select 
the form of government that they de
sire; and our willingness to do every
thing within our power to encourage 
these aims and these goals. 

Again I express to the distinguished 
Senator from South Dakota, who has 
been a leader for so many years in this 
field, and all of the other areas of the al
leviation of human suffering, who has 
given so much of his time, his trouble, 
and his dedication, and who has actually 
given of his very soul in striving to realize 
his hopes for the American people, in all 
of their sufferings and not exclusively 
those in South Vietnam, my great appre-
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elation for his great display, again today, 
of courage, at a time when there will un
doubtedly be great criticism, but a time 
which I am sure is undoubtedly of the 
greatest significance. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Senator 
for what he has said this afternoon. I 
think he demonstrates one of the great
est of all personal qualities-certainly 
an essential quality for greatness in the 
political arena-which is the capacity 
for personal change, the capacity to 
change one's views and convictions as 
conditions change, and as new insights 
develop. I think it is a mark of greatness 
when one not only has that capacity, but 
is willing to state publicly the fact of a 
change in his own views. 

Beyond that, I had the privilege of 
working with the Senator from Iowa on 
a commission on change in the frame
wo:k and the procedures of our party, in 
which he has led the way. His concern 
about developing the kind of political 
structures in this country that will en
able us to achieve change in an orderly, 
peaceful manner, through our estab
lished political parties, is to my mind 
one of the most important priorities be
fore the country. It is all well and good 
for us to talk about the need for change 
in foreign policy and national security 
policy, and about national priorities here 
at home; but if we do not have a respon
sive and flexible political instrument 
that is capable of bringing about such 
changes, then I suppose the alternative 
is deepening frustration, anxiety, and 
bitterness in the country, and more and 
more people turning to blocking the 
streets and barricading the University 
campuses rather than to our traditional 
political processes. 

So I commend the Senator, not only 
for what he has said about the impor
tance of change in the field of foreign 
policy and on this matter that affects 
the lives of so many Americans in Viet
nam, but also for the leadership he has 
provided as a very important member 
and one of the authors and prime mov
ers of the New Democratic Reform Com
mission upon which he and I are privi
leged to serve. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from South 
Dakota. 

I think when we talk about the neces
sity of political change, and revision so 
that the American people can better re
flect their opinions, it is interesting to 
note that the three junior Senators pres
ent on the floor today represent the last 
expression of the people of America in 
our respective States. 

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

Mr. McGOVERN. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I wish' 
to join with the Senator from Iowa in 
his expression of commendation for the 
intellectual and political courage of the 
Senator from South Dakota, which the 
Senator from South Dakota has displayed 
in such enormous abundance on so 
many occasions. 

As has been pointed out, he has been 
courageous in war himself. Although-he. 
would not say it of himself, it is some-

times more difficult to be courageous ln 
the pursuit of peace than it is in the 
waging of war. 

As the Senator from Iowa has pointed 
out, it was a month or so ago that the 
Senator from South Dakota stood on 
this floor-alone--when others were 
maintaining a respectful honeymoon 
silence with reference to the conduct 
of the Vietnam war. He did it, in my 
opinion, not to bring publicity upon 
himself, but as a manifestation of how 
deeply he felt and how deeply he was 
moved by the conditions that give rise 
to the remarks he made on that occa
sion and likewise to the speech he has 
made here today. 

I wish to say, Mr. President, that the 
Senator from South Dakota, in his 
analysis of the dilemma that we are in, 
is not so very much alone after all, as 
is shown by what some other very distin
guished gentlemen are writing and ob
serving. 

I call the attention of the Senator 
and of the Senate to a recent book re
view prepared by Hans J. Morganthau 
that appeared in the June 29 issue of 
the New York Times. One of the books 
being reviewed was by Henry J. Kis
singer entitled "American Foreign 
Policy." 

If the Senator does not mind, I should 
like to read some excerpts from the book 
review. 

Mr. Morgenthau said: 
The third essay, dealing with "The Viet

nam Negotiations" and· published last Jan
uary in Foreign Affairs, is, of course, of the 
greatest current interest and has been widely 
scrutiniZ>ed, in view of the author's eminent 
position as Special Assistant to the Presi
dent for National Security Affairs in the 
Nixon Administration, for clues as to the 
new Administration's approach to the prob
lem. This article provides an extremely 
shrewd appraisal of the issues likely to be 
raised in the negotiations, of the pitfalls to 
be avoided, and o!f the tactics to be em-

·ployed. 
Mr. Kissinger is rightly critical of the dis

junction between our military strategy and 
our political aims and of our misunderstand
ing of the nature of guerrilla war. Yet his 
arguments, excellent as they are, remain 
throughout within the conceptual framework 
established by the Johnson Administration. 
He sees as the central issue "confidence in 
American promises." He never raises the 
issue, which to othe·r observers appears to be 
central: Is the present Saigon Government 
capable of negotiating a settlement on the 
basis of equality with the Vietcong? Given 
its actual weakness, can it have an interest 
in a peace that would result in its extinc
tion, and is it capable of remedying that 
weakness through the reforms which we have 
vainly urged upon a succession of Saigon 
Governments since 1954? 

Mr. Kissinger's answer is the conventional 
one: "We should continue to strengthen the 
Vietnamese army to permit a gradual with
drawal of some American forces. Saigon 
should broaden its base so that it is stronger 
for the political contest with the Commu
nists, which, sooner or later, it must under
take." 

While it is untenable to assume the de
termination a! a nation's foreign policy by 
its class structure, that class structure, that 
class structure indeed sets limits to what a 
governrhent is able to do at home and abroad. 
A government which is in the main sup
ported by the absentee landowners and the 
bustnessmen in the cities is incapable of 
instituting the reforms we urge upon it; for, 

by doing so, it would destroy its own political 
base. The issue of peace and war in Vietnam 
hinges upon our support for a government 
pal'alyzed by this dilemma. 

I would like to point out that one of 
the observations made by the distin
guished Senator from South Dakota in 
his speech here today is agreed to by Mr. 
Morgenthau, whom I consider to be one 
of the truly brilliant commentators on 
American foreign policy. 

Let me add a thought or two of my 
own. The Senator mentioned in his 
speech that he, like Clark Clifford, has 
developed what is tantamount to an ob
session on the Vietnam war. His obses
sion, in its incipient stage, began perhaps 
in the early months of 1965. As with all 
obsessions, it continued to fester, multi
ply, and expand as that which gave rise 
to the obsession-the Vietnam war
itself seemed to fester, multiply, and 
expand. 

I cannot d~te back my deep concern 
over Vietnam to such an early date. In 
truth and in fact, if I could relate my
self back to the early months of 1965, I, 
too, might have an identical obsession. 
However, to be perfectly frank about the 
matter-and since the Senator from 
Iowa <Mr. HUGHES) has engaged in that 
which is probably the healthiest of hu
man endeavors, self-analysis, and public 
confession-my concern for the Vietnam 
war goes back to a very pragmatic date. 
It concerned itself with the time when I 
decided to be a candidate for the U.S. 
Senate. I decided, as a candidate for the 
U.S. Senate, that I ought to have some 
position and know something about that 
which was developing into the greatest 
issue of our time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to have an additional 15 minutes. 

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

Mr. EAGLETON. So, in the summer of 
1967, I, as a lay citizen, began to give 
some thought, to do some reading, some 
listening, and some watching with regard 
to that great national agony called the 
war in Vietnam. 

Although I did a modest amount of 
thinking, reading, listening, studying, and 
watching, I readily confess that it did 
not create me into an instant expert. 
I nevertheless became convinced that our 
policies then were erroneous, as I am 
convinced now that our policies are 
erroneous. 

In the first speech I gave as a candidate 
for the Senate in September of 1967, I 
addressed myself to the question of the 
war in Vietnam. And indeed, it is the 
one issue perhaps that I belabored to the 
point of boredom to many Missouri 
audiences throughout the campaign. 

I gave a couple of speeches in the early 
months of 1968, advocating that which in 
part is suggest.ed by the Senator from 
South Dakota and which has now re
cently been suggested in speeches given 
by former Vice President Humphrey and 
Ambassadors Vance and Harriman, with 
respect to a stand fast cease-fire. That 
suggestion is contained in the Senator's 
speech. I commend the Senator for it. 
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I also commend the Senator for point
ing out that which is true beyond dispute, 
that there is not a new proposal by the 
present administration on Vietnam. 
Whether or not we wish to go into the 
historical analysis, as did the Senator 
from Wyoming <Mr. McGEE), of the dif
ference between what presidential candi
dates say when running for office and 
the obligations that are thrust upon them 
once they assume office, the fact remains 
that there is no new policy from the 
White House. 

Interesting as I deem that to be, and 
as highly as I regard the Senator from 
Wyoming, I do not think his analysis 
is particlarly germane to a war which is 
going on and has already taken thou
sands of American lives. 

The American people were told that 
there was a new plan, a secret plan, that 
had been developed. The Senator from 
South Dakota adroitly inquired of the 
Senator from Wyoming, "Do you admit 
that there is no new plan for Southeast 
Asia?" to which the Senator from Wy
oming had less than a satisfactory an
swer. 

The truth is that there is no new plan. 
It is a redistillation, a rearticulation of 
that which had been repeatedly said by 
Secretary of State Dean Rusk so many 
times that memory cannot recall. It was 
said during the years 1965, again in 1966, 
again in 1967, and again in 1968. 

I want to associate myself with an
other portion of speech of the Senator 
from South Dakota before I move on to 
the one portion with which I will dis
agree. 

In the Senator's speech, he points to 
our overreliance on the Thieu-Ky regime. 
I agree with the Senator. I agree that it 
is not only an overreliance, but it also at 
times almost amounts to a subservience 
to the point of being more worried about 
offending Mr. Thieu and Mr. Ky than 
being concerned with what is right for 
America and what is morally right for 
Vietnam. 

With respect to every conversation 
that takes place, whether it be at Mid
way or elsewhere, we are concerned 
about Mr. Thieu and ask, "Will it cause 
him any difficulty in his administra
tion?" 

The proper concern should be what is 
right for the American people and what 
is morally right for the South Vietnam
ese people of which Thieu and Ky are 
the technical leaders in an election that 
is certainly not what we view in our 
country as being a free and fully par
ticipatory national election. 

Finally, I must say this, so as to make 
the record clear. There is a portion of 
the Senator's fine speech with which I 
cannot identify. I presume that the 
reason for my inability to adopt that por
tion is that his agony, his obsession, 
dates back longer than does mine and 
with a greater depth of perception than 
mine-his from early 1965, mine from 
the fall of 1967. The position the Senator 
from South Dakota has taken here to
day may well, in due course, be my 
position and that of other Senators if 
this war drones on, if it drones on with 
weekly issues of Life magazine contain
ing the faces of hundreds of young 

Americans who are giving their lives, 
knowing that the war is not going to be 
won, knowing that it is ever so gradu
ally being deescalated. 

Mr. President, if you had a boy 17 or 18 
years of age who was about to be drafted, 
and he came in to see you and said, 
"I'm going into the Army, and I will 
probably be sent to Vietnam," I guess 
if he asked you, you would have to tell 
him the truth: "Well, young man, you 
are going to a war that will end perhaps 
by the end of 1970, maybe in 1971. We are 
not going to win it, and you and maybe 
thousands of others are likely to die. But 
that is American policy, a policy that 
started way, way back. You know how 
foreign policy is, young man. It has a way 
of turning itself on and not turning it
self off. But go forth and be a patriotic 
soldier. I hope you will get back. I hope 
your picture will not appear in a future 
issue of Life magazine." 

But I would have to say that I am not 
prepared at this juncture to adopt the 
penultimate recommendation of the Sen
ator from South Dakota; namely, that 
the United States should unilaterally 
withdraw its forces from South Vietnam. 
Before we reach that decision, I should 
like to exhaust such other remedies as 
a standfast cease-fire. I should like to 
exert more muscle on the Thieu-Ky 
regime to have it broaden its base con
siderably so as to include neutralists. I 
should like to have an opportunity to 
exhaust remedies such as these and have 
them shown to be fruitless before adopt
ing the penultimate conclusion. 

Finally, I repeat what I said at the 
outset. The Senator from South Dakota 
is owed a great debt of gratitude by the 
American people for his valor, his in
tellectual courage, and his integrity in 
doing what he has done here today, and 
has done so ably and nobly on numerous 
occasions in the past, speaking with a 
wholesome mind and a compassionate 
heart about the overriding, compelling 
issue of our time. 

I am pleased that the Senator was so 
gracious in yielding this time to me. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Senator 
from Missouri for his statement, which I 
regard as one of the most moving state
ments we have heard on the floor in a 
long time. 

Without in any way qualifying the 
position outlined in my prepared re
marks, I may say to the Senator that I 
regard the first order of business as not 
the exact timetable of our withdrawal, 
which I said in my speech would be de
termined largely by the considerations of 
safety of our troops; but I agree with 
him that perhaps the most urgent order 
of business-and the Senator from Iowa 
(Mr. HUGHES) made this point-is to 
change the general order under which 
General Abrams is now operating, which 
is one of maximum military pressure on 
the enemy, and to move, instead, in the 
opposite direction, so as to avoid contact 
with the enemy, instead of chasing them 
out into the jungle. I think we should 
a void that kind of tactic and adopt a 
purely defensive strategy, in whdch the 
only time that firepower would be used 
would be for the defense of any troops 

that were threatened by a massing of 
enemy forces. 

So I quite agree with the Senator on 
the priority of orders, which is to move 
to something we can do immediately, and 
that is to change the standing orders to 
our field commanders. The President can 
do that with a stroke of the pen or by a 
telephone call. In my judgment, that 
better fits the official policy we now 
espouse, which is a policy of denouncing 
any hope of military victory, and a policy 
supposedly aimed at a negotiated settle
ment of the war. 

Let us attach the highest sense of 
urgency to stopping the killing of Amer~ 
ican troops and the killing of Vietnam~ 
ese. I see nothing to be served by offen
sive operations that do not really change 
the character of our negotiating position 
in Paris, but which do harden the lines 
on both sides and make it very difficult 
for negotiations to take place-which 
kill our forces, kill our troops, and lead 
to continued devastation in Vietnam. 

I commend the Senator from Missouri 
for his sensitive perception of the politi
cal and personal issues involved in this 
struggle. They are perhaps far more sig
nificant than the diplomatic and military 
strategies that have been tried in Viet
nam these many years. 

I have often wondered why it is that 
the U.S. Senate has produced so many 
more critics of our foreign policy in Viet
nam than have been produced in the 
State Department or in the Pentagon, al
though some of them, after they have left 
office, have become rather dramatic crit
ics of our policy. I think one of the rea
sons is that Senators are sensitive, as 
political :figures, to some of the dilemmas 
that our military personnel have faced in 
Vietnam when they have tried to make 
up for the political bankruptcy in South 
Vietnam. They have increased the in
puts of American military power. Our 
basic mistake has been to try to make up 
for political weakness, a lack of political 
leadership in Vietnam, by substituting 
American military power. That has really 
been at the bottom of our dilemma for 
many years. 

I congratulate the Senator from Mis
souri <Mr. EAGLETON), the Senator from 
Iowa (Mr. HUGHES), the Senator from 
California <Mr. CRANSTON), and other 
Senators who have had not only the good 
political judgment, but the good moral 
judgment, it seems to me, to call for a 
different course in Vietnam in the inter
est not only of ourselves but for the peo
ple of Vietnam, as well. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from South Dakota 
yield? 

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator from 
California has been waiting for some 
time for me to yield to him, I should like 
to yield first to him. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from South Dakota 
for yielding, and I thank the Senator 
from Virginia for permitting me to speak 
first. 

I am particularly pleased to share the 
floor at this time with two fellow fresh
men, the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HUGHES), and the Senator from Missouri 

. (Mr. EAGLETON). I am pleased also that 
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we have followed, in this debate, Sen
ators as knowledgeable and experienced 
as the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FuL
BRIGHT), the Senator from Missouri (Mr. 
SYMINGTON), and the Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. CHURCH) in commenting on the fine 
statement made by the Senator from 
South Dakota (Mr. McGovERN) and in 
speaking out on Vietnam and on the 
cause of peace. 

I join them in admiring the con
science, compassion, courage, and crea
tivity of the Senator from South Dakota 
over a long, long time in facing up, as an 
American, to the great responsibilities 
and problems we all face in Vietnam and 
in the world. 

I totally share the Senator's anguish 
over the depth of American participa
tion in what he so aptly calls the cur
rent and present blood bath in Vietnam. 
I share totally his grave concern over 
the price we pay at home in so many 
and varied ways for what is happening 
to us and to others in Vietnam. I share 
his deep concern over the nature of the 
orders that our military leaders are car
rying out at present in Vietnam. 

I noted the carefully guarded, yet 
alarming and rather veiled remarks of 
the Senator from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH) 
about the nature of those orders. 

I wish to say that I also share the 
hopes of the President that he will be 
able to beat the timetable set forth by 
Clark Clifford, the former Secretary of 
Defense. I have a hope of my own about 
what the President is seeking to accom
plish. I hope he has done something 
very significant and not something sym
bolic; that it is som~thing of substance, 
and that it will become plain with the 
beginning of the withdrawal of troops. 
I hope we all see that we are going be
yond the 25,000 figure to something far 
more substantial. 

The Senator remarked very appropri
ately of the need for an American 
Declaration of Independence on the eve 
of our holiday of independence. I would 
like to agree with that statement, also. 
I believe that the United States must 
proclaim its independence from the 
Communists in Hanoi and from the cor
rupt men in Saigon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ad
ditional 15 minutes of the Senator have 
expired. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for 5 additional minutes. 

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

Mr. CRANSTON. I think it is out
rageous that our policy, the present 
American policy, depends on the willing
ness of Communists to start making less 
war, and the willingness of a corrupt 
government in Saigon to start making 
more war. I think it is outrageous and 
unacceptable that our policy depends 
on the willingness of the Communists 
and the corrupt government in Saigon 
to discuss peace. Apparently we can only 
make significant moves toward peace if 
they make moves toward peace. 

I think we have to take the decision
making process into our hands. I believe 
with the Senator that until we make 
clear that we are on our way out there 

is no reason to think the Communists 
will in any significant way diminish 
their determination to make war, nor is 
there any reason to believe the govern
ment of Saigon will make any move 
toward assuming its responsibility. Why 
should they assume the responsibility to 
do the major fighting when we seem so 
willing everlastingly to do that? 

For these reasons I join in this general 
way in what the Senator has said. I 
think we have to apply these pressures. 
I feel, although I have much hope about 
the President's plan, we will not see 
progress until we move out of the jungles 
and swamps of Vietnam. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, in the 
interest of time I will not comment on 
the Senator's remarks other than to 
thank him for his splendid contribution 
to our discussion this afternoon. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McGOVERN. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I realize how 
deep is the feeling of the Senator from 
South Dakota in regard to the war in 
Vietnam. We have discussed this person
ally. I have had the opportunity to hear 
him on the floor of the Senate and I 
know how deep is his conviction. 

I might say that the Senator from Vir
ginia has a very deep conviction in re
gard to Vietnam and has had for 3 Y2 or 
4 years. 

I felt it was a great error in judgment 
to become involved in a ground war in 
Vietnam. I believe that, too, is the view of 
the Senator from South Dakota. 

During the past 3 Y2 or 4 years, how
ever, since our country has committed a 
large number of troops to Vietnam, I 
have taken a course somewhat different 
than the Senator from South Dakota. I 
have felt the only course I could follow 
as a Member of the Senate was to give 
support to those troops through support
ing the Commander in Chief, which I did 
when President Johnson was Com
mander in Chief, and which I do now 
when Richard Nixon is Commander in 
Chief. 

So I shall not comment on the Sen
ator's speech today except one aspect of 
it about which I would like to obtain a 
clearer understanding. 

Did I understand the Senator to say 
that he had met with North Vietnamese 
negotiators in Paris? 

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes. Let me say, in 
responding to the Senator, that I gave 
some thought to that matter over a pe
riod of months. I decided it would be a 
useful effort to make, if for no other 
reason than to satisfy myself as to what 
really was the position of Hanoi and the 
National Liberation Front. 

The Senator knows romething about 
the credibility problem we have had with 
respect to our Vietnamese policy. That 
was underscored recently by the article 
of former Secretary of Defense Clifford, 
in which he revealed that much of what 
we were told as a matter of official policy 
in 1967 and 1968 was actually a niatter 
of the deepest reservations on his part 
even at that time. 

I have felt there was a distinct pos
sibility that we were not being given a 

full understanding with regard to the 
position of the North Vietnamese and 
the National Liberation Front, and I 
wanted to hear their position for myself. 

In preparation for that trip I first read 
the Logan Act, to make sure I understood 
the law in this country with respect to 
Americans talking to representatives of 
foreign governments. Having read that, 
I advised the State Department and Am
bassador Lodge of my intention to talk 
with the delegations from the other side. 

Mr. Lodge expressed the view that it 
might turn out to be a helpful effort; 
that it might be one more line of com
munication; that it might be helpful in 
getting a better understanding of the 
other side. 

I carefully explained to the delega
tions from Hanoi and the NLF that under 
American law and American practice no 
one other than authorized American per
sonnel have the right to represent the 
position of the United States; that I was 
not there as a negotiator or to try to 
persuade them to do anything, or to 
interpret the position of our Govern
ment; but to interrogate them and draw 
them out as a concerned citizen and 
Member of the Senate as to what was in 
their minds, and what it was that was 
blocking the possibility of a negotiated 
settlement. 

I give that information by way of back
ground to the Senator's question. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. That gives addi
tional information which I am glad to 
have. 

Frankly, I had wondered when I first 
heard it on the radio, and then, second, 
when I heard it in the Senator's ad
dress this afternoon, as to the appro
priateness of a Member of the Senate 
meeting with the official representatives 
of the enemies of our country. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I understand the 
Senator's concern. I debated the matter 
long and hard before I made the judg
ment to go. I should add one final point 
in response to the Senator's question. 
When I got back to the United States 
I called the White House and arranged 
for a lengthy "debriefing session" with 
Mr. Kissinger, the President's top ad
viser on national security affairs, with the 
understanding that he would also trans
mit my observations to the State Depart
ment. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. What passes 
through my mind is: Are we going to 
attempt to have individual negotiations, 
so to speak, with the representatives of 
the enemy in Paris? If, as the Senator 
from South Dakota said, Mr. Lodge said 
it is a fine thing for him to do, I assume 
other Senators would be free to meet 
with them. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Let me make clear to 
the Senator that it is absolutely improper 
for anyone other than authorized per
sonnel to posture as a negotiator, to rep
resent the negotiating position of the 
United States, or to try to persuade an 
enemy country, or any country, to a dif
ferent view at a time when negotiations 
are in process. That is why I made per
fectly clear both to the Hanoi delegation 
and to the National Liberation Front 
that I was there to ask questions and not 
to interpret the position of my country 
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and not to try to persuade them to a dif
ferent negotiating position; that I was 
there simply to enlarge my own under
standing of what was in their minds and 
what was holding up the possibility of a 
negotiated settlement. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I understand 
the Senator's position. I am sure he acted 
in complete good faith. 

I just feel that as a matter of policy, 
listening to the debate today, I have con
siderable question as to the appropriate
ness of a Member of the U.S. Senate 
meeting with the official representatives 
of a country with which we are at war. 

I do not think there can be any doubt 
in anyone's mind that we are at war with 
North Vietnam. If there is any doubt, 
look at the casualty figures. We have 
suffered 273,000 casualties there. So there 
is no doubt that we are at war. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Even though the 
Senator would quite agree that officially 
we are not at war? 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. While, of 
course, officially, we may not be at war, 
I think that any reasonable person-and 
I am sure the Senator from South 
Dakota-does not deny that we are at 
war. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I deplore it. 
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. The Senator 

deplores it, and I deplore it, but we are at 
war. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I also deplore the 
casual ties. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. The fact is, we 
are at war. Officially we are not at war, 
but we are at war. 

I think that all of us in the Senate 
admit we are at war. 

The question in my mind is whether 
we are serving the best interests of our 
country by meeting privately with an 
official group from a nation with which 
we are at war. 

One other comment. The Senator in 
his speech, mentioned-! think he men
tioned it in the context of his discussion 
with the representatives of Hanoi in re
gard to the bombing halt. That was 
brought up in his speech, I believe. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. That brings 

to mind this thought. Since Aprill, 1968, 
which is 15 months ago almost to the 
day, that was the day President Johnson 
first began to restrict---

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. And then sub

sequently to eliminate all bombing of 
North Vietnam. Now, since that day, the 
United States, of all the casualties it has 
suffered in Vietnam, 45 percent of them 
have occurred during the past 15 
months, since that bombing halt. 

Another figure I want to bring out--
Mr. McGOVERN. Before the Senator 

leaves that point, I think that for the 
RECORD he should add that the bombing 
halt occurred on November 1, that there 
was only a reduction of the area bombed 
prior to that time. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I think the rec
ord will show I mentioned that. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes. Although there 
was a reduction of the area bombed. As 
of April 1, the number of aerial missions 
ftown over North Vietnam after April 1 
actually increased rather than decreased, 

that is, the bombing of the Ho Chi Minh 
trail, where the infiltration was taking 
place, increased rather than decreased 
after the April 1 change referred to by 
the Senator. There wa.s no real bombing 
halt of North Vietnam until November 1. 
That was followed by a dramatic and 
noticeable decrease in American casual
ties which continued through the fall 
and winter of 1968. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I had better re
state the situation as I see it, then, to 
be certain of my accuracy. 

I think what I said was that beginning 
April 1, 1968, President Johnson re
stricted--

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. And then sub

sequently eliminated--
Mr. McGOVERN. That is correct. 
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. And the sub

sequent elimination came on November 
1, so that between Aprill and November 
1 all bombing north of the 19th parallel 
was eliminated. So there was an elim
ination of bombing above that parallel. 
There was still some bombing of North 
Vietnam--

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Between the 

19th parallel and the DMZ. 
Mr. McGOVERN. Yes, very heavy, as a 

matter of fact. 
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. But that was 

not the major part of North Vietnam, 
just a small part of North Vietnam. 

I bring that up only to say and tore
peat that iri the past 15 months, since 
President Johnson on the night of March 
31 made his TV speech and the statement 
that he would not be a candidate, and 
to show his good faith was halting the 
bombing of North Vietnam north of the 
19th parallel, in order to get negotiations 
started. 

Yet, that was 15 months ago that the 
bombing was restricted, and 45 percent 
of our casualties have occurred during 
those 15 months, and negotiations are 
not started yet. Yes, we have suffered 
some 121,000 casualties since April 1 of 
last year. 

Mr. McGOVERN. If the Senator w111 
yield at that point, let us make the REc
ORD clear that the longest delay in the 
start of negotiation in Paris can be laid 
at the door of the Thieu-Ky regime in 
Saigon, which refused to go to Paris 
and begin the negotiations long after 
the regime in Hanoi and the National 
Liberation Front had expressed their 
willingness to proceed with negotiations. 
Thus, if we are going to talk about who 
held up the negotiating process in Paris, 
let us not forget about the generals who 
control the government in Saigon. They 
were principally responsible for the 
delay. • 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. In the first 
place, I say to the Senator from South 
Dakota that I do not attempt to assess 
the blame. 

That is not the point I am concerned 
with on these negotiations as to where 
the blame lies. The fact is that although 
the United States, through President 
Johnson, took affirmative steps by elimi
nating the bombing Of most of North 
Vietnam 15 months ago, we still are no 

better off, so far as I can see, than we 
were at that point. 

Mr. President, I want to cite figures 
for 1969. For the first 6 months of 1969, 
the U.S. casualty figures in Vietnam have 
average 1,930 per week. So the casualties 
are still great. 

We are still suffering severe casualties 
in Vietnam. We are still at war. We are 
still in a very precarious and difficult 
position. We have yet to find a way out 
of this tragic involvement. 

My only purpose in rising was that 
since I was in the Chamber when the 
Senator was making his speech, I felt I 
wanted to comment on that one aspect of 
it; namely, to express the personal view 
that I question whether it is appropriate 
for a U.S. Senator to meet with the ene
mies of our country during a time of war. 

I know that the Senator from South 
Dakota acted in good faith. I do not 
question that for a moment. I know that 
he did what he thought was best for our 
Nation. 

But, as one Senator, I express doubt 
as to the wisdom of those of us in the 
Senate, in a position of high responsibil
ity, meeting with the enemies of our 
Nation with whom we are at war. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I 
want the Senator to know that I fully 
appreciate the concern that he expresses. 
Those same considerations went through 
my mind for many, many months before 
I finally decided to undertake this effort. 
I would not be able to rest if I thought 
anything I had done in reference to 
these discussions, or what I have said 
here on the floor this afternoon, or at 
any earlier time, had cost the life of one 
single American boy or had helped con
tinue this war for 1 day. The only 
thing that motivates my interest in this 
issue is a desire to bring an end to this 
war and to try to understand what is 
delaying the negotiating process, and 
what it is that keeps this senseless kill
ing going on on both sides. That was the 
reason for my explorations in Paris. It 
is my reason for speaking out today. 

I do not know whether my decision at 
an earlier time was right or wrong in 
always voting for appropriations to sup
port the war in Vietnam, even though 
I opposed the war; but, like the Senator 
from Virginia, I have always voted for 
the appropriations to supply the needs 
of that war, even though I felt we had 
ordered American boys into a conflict 
that was not in our national interest. 

I am not sure how long I am going to 
continue to vote for appropriations to 
support that war-not because I am any 
less interested in the welfare of our 
troops there, but because I think we have 
perhaps reached the point where Con
gress is going to have to exercise the 
power of the purse, in order to bring 
about a change in the policy that is 
keeping our troops, our young men there, 
and which is not going to accomplish 
anything, in my opinion, in terms of 
advancing our national interest. 

I thank the Senator. 
Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. McGOVERN. I yield. 
Mr. HUGHES. I just ask one question. 

I know the answer. I know the Senator 
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from South Dakota and the Senator from 
Iowa, and I believe all Senators who have 
spoken here this afternoon, have given 
unlimited and undying support to our 
American troops in Vietnam continual
ly throughout this war. I want to ask if 
the United States, upon halting the 
bombing of North Vietnam from the air, 
proportionately increased air attacks 
and other attacks in the south, which 
contributed to the increase in casualties? 

Mr. McGOVERN. There is not the 
slightest doubt about that. Almost con
currently with the halt of the bombing 
of North Vietnam, we stepped up the 
battalion-size operations from around 
800 a month to something around 1,100 
a month. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I ask unanimous 
consent to proceed for an additional 5 
minutes. 

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

Mr. McGOVERN. We increased very 
substantially the number of aerial bomb
ing missions flown over South Vietnam. 
We increased the amphibious operations 
to a scale our commander said we had 
not reached anywhere in the world since 
World War II. 

My own judgment is that those offen
sive operations on our part have had 
more to do with the continuing high 
casualty rate than the offensive opera
tions on the other side. 

We all deplore the killing and the ter
rorism and the brutality of the enemY 
troops. I think we can do something 
about reducing the violence and the kill
ing by the strategy that we follow, and 
that is what I plead for here today. 

Mr. President, since I believe they are 
significant in light of this debate, I ask 
unanimous consent to insert several 
documents in the RECORD. 

The first is a brief excerpt from the 
memoirs of Gen. Matthew Ridgway, who 
was the Army Chief of Staff in the mid-
1950's, at the time it was first proposed 
that we send American forces into South
east Asia. General Ridgway was one of 
those great generals who helped to per
suade General Eisenhower, also a great 
general, not to do that. He writes of that 
decision in his memoirs, in 1956. 

How sad it is that that decision not 
to intervene in 1954 did not remain our 
policy from that day on. 

I also ask unanimous consent that an 
article by the former Commandant of 
the Marine Corps, Gen. David M. Shoup, 
entitled "The New American Militarism," 
which appeared in the April 1969 edition 
of Atlantic magazine, be inserted in the 
RECORD, along with the article by former 
Secretary of Defense, Clark Clifford, 
which appeared in the July 1969 issue of 
Foreign Affairs. 

Also, the report of a U.S. study team, 
including Bishop James Armstrong; 
Robert Drian, S.J., dean of the Boston 
P ·ollege Law School; and Rear Adm. 
Arnold True. 

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

EXCERPT FROM RIDGWAY MEMOIRS 

When the day comes for me to face my 
Maker and account for my actions, the thing 

I would be most humbly proud of was the 
fact that I fought against, and perhaps con
tributed to preventing the carrying out of 
some harebrained tactical schemes which 
would have cost the lives of thousands of 
men. To that list of tragic accidents that 
fortunately never happened I would add 
the Indochina intervention.-Army Chief of 
Staff, Gen. Matthew Ridgway; in his Mem
oirs, published in 1956. 

THE NEW AMERICAN MILITARISM 

(By Gen. Uavid M. Shoup) 
(NoTE.-Its roots are in the experience of 

World War II. The burgeoning military es
tablishment and associated industries fue·l 
it, Anti-Communism provides the climate 
which nurtures it. "It" is a "new American 
militarism." General Shoup, a hero of the 
Battle of Tarawa in 1943, who rose to become 
Commandant of the United States Marine 
Corps for four years until his retirement in 
December, 1963, doesn't like it. He has writ
ten this essay in collaboration with another 
retired Marine officer, Colonel James A. 
Donovan.) 

America has become a militaristic and ag
gressive nation. Our massive and swift in
vasion of the Dominican Republic in 1965, 
concurrent with the rapid buildup of U.S. 
military power in Vietnam, constituted an 
impressive demonstration of America's read
iness to execute military contingency plans 
and to seek military solutions to problems 
of political disorder and potential Commu
nist threats 1n the areas of our interest. 

This "military task force" type of diplo
macy is in the tradition of our more primi
tive, pre-World War II "gunboat diplomacy," 
in which we landed small forces of Marines 
to protect American lives and property from 
the perils of native bandits and revolution
aries. In those days the U.S. Navy and its 
Marine landing forces were our chief means, 
short of war, for showing the tlag, exercising 
American power, and protecting U.S. inter
ests abroad. The Navy, enjoying the freedom 
of the seas, was a visible and effective power, 
The Marines could be employed ashore, "on 
such other duties as the President might 
direct" without congressional approval or a 
declaration of war. The U.S. Army was not 
then used so freely because it was rarely 
ready for expeditionary service without some 
degree of mobilization, and its use overseas 
normally required a declaration of emer
gency or war. Now, however, we have nu
merous contingency plans involving large 
joint Air Force-Army-Navy-Marine task 
forces to defend U.S. interests and to safe
guard our allies wherever and whenever we 
suspect Communist aggression. We maintain 
more than 1,517,000 Americans in uniform 
overseas in 119 countries. We have 8 treaties · 
to help defend 48 nations if they ask us 
to-or if we choose to intervene in their 
affairs. We have an immense and expensive 
military establishment, fueled by a gigantic 
defense industry, and millions of proud, 
patriotic, and frequently bellicose and mili
taristic citizens. How did this militarist cul
ture evolve? How did this militarism steer 
us into the tragic military and political 
morass of Vietnam? 

Prior to World War II, American attitudes 
were typically isolationist, pacifist, and gen
erally antimilitary. The regular peacetime 
military establishment enjoyed small pres
tige and limited influence upon national af
fairs. The public knew little about the armed 
forces, and only a few thousand men were at
tracted to military service and careers. In 
1940 there were but 428,000 officers and en
listed men in the Army and Navy. The scale 
of the war, and the world's power relation
ships which resulted, created the American 
military giant. Today the active armed forces 
contain over 3.4 million men and women, 
with an additional 1.6 million ready reserves 
and National Guardsmen. 

America's vastly expanded world role after 
World War II hinged upon military power. 
The voice and views of the professional mili
tary people became increasingly prominent. 
During the postwar period, distinguished 
military leaders from the war years filled 
many top positions in government. Generals 
Marshall, Eisenhower, MacArthur, Taylor, 
Ridgway, LeMay, and others were not only 
popular heroes but respected opinion-mak
ers. It was a time of international readjust
ment; military minds offered the benefits of 
firm views and problem-solving experience 
to the management of the nation's affairs. 
Military procedures-including the general 
staff system, briefings, estimates of the situa
tion, and the organiza tiona! and operational 
techniques of the highly schooled, confident 
military professionals--spread throughout 
American culture. 

World War II had been a long war. Millions 
of young American men had matured, been 
educated, and gained rank and stature dur
ing their years in uniform. In spite of them
selves, many returned to civilian life as in
doctrinated, combat-experienced military 
professionals. They were veterans, and for 
better or worse would never be the same 
again. America will never be the same either. 
We are now a nation of veterans. To the 14.9 
million veterans of World War II, Korea 
added another 5.7 million five years later, 
and ever since, the large peacetime military 
establishment has been training and releas
ing draftees, enlistees, and short-term re
servists by the hundreds of thousands each 
year. In 1968 the total living veterans of U.S. 
military service numbered over 23 million, 
or about 20 percent of the adult population. 

Today, most middle-aged men, most busi
ness, government, civic, and professional 
leaders, have served some time in uniform. 
Whether they liked it or not, their military 
training and experience have affected them, 
for the creeds and attitudes of the a.rmed 
forces are powerful medicine, and can become 
habit-forming. The military codes include all 
the virtues and beliefs used to motivate men 
of high principle: patriotism, duty and serv
ice to country, honor among fellowmen, cour
age in the face of danger, loyalty to organiza
tion and leaders, self-sacrifice for comrades, 
leadership, discipline, and physical fitness. 
For many veterans the military's efforts to 
train and indoctrinate them may well be the 
most impressive and influential experience 
they have ever had-especially so for the 
young and less educated. 

In addition, each of the armed forces has 
its own special doctrinal beliefs and well
catalogued customs, traditions, rituals, and 
folklore upon · which it strives to build a 
fiercely loyal military character and esprit de 
corps. All ranks are taught that their unit 
and their branch of the military service are 
the most elite, important, efficient, or effec
tive in the military establishment. By be
lieving in the superiority and importance of 
their own service they also provide them
selves a degree of personal status, pride, and 
self-confidence. 

As they get older, many veterans seem to 
romanticize and exaggerate their own mili
tary experience and loyalties. The policies, 
attitudes, and positions of the powerful vet
erans' organizations such as the American 
Legion, Veterans of Foreign Wars, and AM
VETS, totaling over 4 million men, frequent
ly reflect this pugnacious and chauvinistic 
tendency. Their memberships generally favor 
military solutions to world problems in the 
pattern of their own earlier experience, and 
often assert that their military service and 
sacrifice should be repeated by the younger 
generations. 

Closely related to the attitudes and in
fluence of America's millions of veterans is 
the vast and powerful complex of the de
fense industries, which have been described 
in detail many times in the eight years since 
General Eisenhower first warned of the mili-
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tary-industrial power complex in his fare
well address as President. The relationship 
between the defense industry and the mili
tary establishment is closer than many citi
zens realize. Together they form a powerful 
public opinion lobby. The several miUtary 
service associations provide both a forum 
and a meeting ground for the military and 
its industries. The associations also provide 
each of the armed services with a means of 
fostering their respective roles, objectives, 
and propaganda. 

Each of the four services has its own asso
ciation, and there are also additional mili
tary function associations, for ordnance, 
management, defense industry, and defense 
transportation, to name some of the more 
prominent. The Air Force Association and 
the Association of the U.S. Army are the 
largest, best organized, and most effective 
of the service associafvions. The Navy League, 
typical of the "silent service" traditions, is 
not as well coordinated in its public rela
tions efforts, and the small Marine Corps 
Association is not even in the same arena 
with the other contenders, the Marine Asso
ciation's main activity being the publication 
of a semiofficial monthly magazine. Actually, 
the service associations' respective magazines, 
with an estimated combined circulation of 
over 270,000, are the primary medium serv
ing the several associations• purposes. 

Air Force and Space Digest, to cite one 
example, is the magazine of the Air Force 
Association and the unoffi.cial mouthpiece of 
the u.s. Air Force doctrine, "party line," and 
propaganda. It frequently promotes Air Force 
policy that has been offi.cially frustrated or 
suppressed within the Department of De
fense. It beats the tub for strength through 
aerospace power, interprets diplomatic, stra
tegic, and tactical problems in terms of air
power, stresses the requirements for quan
tities of every type of aircraft, and frequently 
perpetuates the extravagant fictions about 
the effectiveness of bombing. This, of course, 
is well coordinated with and supported by 
the multibillion-dollar aerospace industry, 
which thrives upon the boundless desires of 
the Air Force. They reciprocate with lavish 
and expensive ads in every issue of Air Force. 
Over 96,000 members of the Air Force Asso
ciation receive the magazine. Members in
clude active, reserve, retired personnel, and 
veterans of the U.S. Air Force. Additional 
thousands of copies go to people engaged in 
the defense industry. The thick mixture of 
advertising, propaganda, and Air Force doc
trine continuously repeated in this publica
tion provides its readers and writers with a 
form of intellectual hypnosis, and they are 
prone to believe their own propaganda be
cause they read it in Air Force. 

The American people have also become 
more and more accustomed to militarism, to 
uniforms, to the cult of the gun, and to the 
violence of combat. Whole generations have 
been brought up on war news and wartime 
propaganda; the few years of peace s.ince 
1939 have seen a steady stream of war nov
els, war movies, comic strips, and television 
programs with war or military settings. To 
many Americans, military training, expedi
tionary service, and warfare are merely ex
tensions of the entertainment and games of 
childhood. Even the weaponry and hardware 
they use at war are similar to the highly 
realistic toys of their youth. Soldiering loses 
appeal for some ·of the relatively few who 
experience the blood, terror, and filth of 
battle; for many, however, including far too 
many senior professional officers, war and 
combat are an exciting adventure, a com
petitive game, and an escape from the dull 
routines of peacetl.nle. 

It is this influential nucleus of aggressive, 
ambitious professional mil1tary leaders who 
are the root of America's evolving militarism. 
There are over 410,000 commissioned offi.cers 
on active duty in the four armed services. Of 
these, well over half are junior ranking re-

serve offi.cers on temporary active duty. Of 
the 150,000 or so regular career offi.cers, only 
a portion are senior ranking colonels, gen
erals, and admirals, but it is they who con
stitute the elite core of the mmtary estab
lishment. It is these few thousand top-rank
ing profess.ionals who command and man
age the armed forces and plan and formu
late m111tary policy and opinion. How is it, 
then, that in spite of civlllan controls and 
the national desire for peace, this small 
group of men exert so much martial influ
ence upon the government and life of the 
American people? 

The mllltary will disclaim any excess of 
power or influence on their part. They will 
point to their small numbers, low pay, and 
subordination to civlllan masters as proof of 
their modest status and innocence. Never
theless, the professional m111tary, as a group, 
is probably one of the best organized and 
most influential of the various segments of 
the American scene. Three wars and six 
major contingencies since 1940 have forced 
the American people to become abnormally 
aware of the armed forces and their lead
ers. In turn the milltary services have pro
duced an unending supply of distinguished, 
capable, articulate, and effective leaders. The 
sheer skill, energy, and dedication of Amer
ica's military offi.cers make them dominant 
in almost every government or civic orga
nization they may inhabit, from the federal 
Cabinet to the local PTA. 

The hard core of high-ranking profession
als are, first of all, mostly service academy 
graduates: they had to be physically and 
intellectually above average among their 
peers just to gain entrance to an academy. 
Thereafter for the rest of their careers they 
are exposed to constant competition for se
lection and promotion. Attrition is high, 
and only the most capable survive to reach 
the elite senior ranks. Few other professions 
have such rigorous selection systems; as a 
result, the top military leaders are top
caliber men. 

Not many industries, institutions, or c1-
v111an branches of government have the re
sources, techniques, or experience in train
ing leaders such as are now employed by the 
armed forces in their excellent and elabo
rate achool systems. Military leaders are 
taught to command large organizations and 
to plan big operations. They learn the tech
niques of infiuencing others. Their educa
tion is not, however, liberal or cultural. It 
stresses the tactics, doctrines, traditions, and 
cores of the military trade. It produces tech
nicians and disciples, not philosophers. 

The men who rise to the top of the mili
tary heirarchy have usually demonstrated 
their effectiveness as leaders, planners, and 
organization managers. They have perhaps 
performed heroically in combat, but most of 
all they have demonstrated, their loyalty 
as proponents of their own service's doctrine 
and their dedication to the defense estab
lishment. The paramount sense of duty to 
follow orders is at the root of the military 
professional's performance. As a result the 
military often operate more efficiently and 
effectively in the arena of defense policy 
planning than do their civilian counterparts 
in the State Department. The military plan
ners have their doctrinal beliefs, their loyal
ties, their discipline, and their typical desire 
to compete and win. The civilians in govern
ment can scarcely play the same policy-plan
ning game. In general the military are better 
organized, they work harder, they think 
straighter, and they keep their eyes on the 
objective, which is to be instantly ready to 
solve the problem through military action 
while ensuring that their respective service 
gets its proper mission, role, and recogni
tion in the operation. In an emergency the 
military usually have a ready plan; if not, 
their numerous doctrinal manuals provide 
firm guidelines for action. Politicians, civilian 
appointees, and diplomats do not normally 

have the same confidence about how to react 
to threats and violence as do the military. 

The motivations behind these endeavors 
are diffi.cult for civilians to understand. For 
example, military professionals cannot 
measure the success of their individual efforts 
in terms of personal financial gain. The armed 
forces are not profit-making organizations, 
and the rewards for excellence in the mili
tary profession are acquired in less tangible 
forms. Thus it is that promotion and the 
responsibilities of higher command, with 
the related fringe benefits of quarters, serv
ants, privileges, and prestige, motivate most 
career officers. Promotions and choice job 
opportunities are attained by constantly 
performing well, conforming to the expected 
patterns, and pleasing the senior officers. Pro
motions and awards also frequently result 
from heroic and distinguished performance 
in combat, and it takes a war to become a 
military hero. Civilians can scarcely under
stand or even believe that many ambitious 
military professionals truly yearn for wars 
and the opportunities for glory and distinc
tion afforded only in combat. A career ot 
peacetime duty is a dull and frustrating 
prospect for the normal regular officer to 
contemplate. 

The professtonal military leaders of the 
U.S. Armed Forces have some additional 
motivations which influence their readiness 
to involve their country in m111tary ventures. 
Unlike some of the civ111an policy-makers, 
the military has not been obsessed with the 
threat of Communism per se. Most military 
people know very little about Communism 
either as a doctrine or as a form of govern
ment. But they have been given reason 
enough to presume that it is bad and rep
resents the force of evil. When they ca:q 
identify "Communist aggression," however, 
the matter then becomes of direct concern 
to the armed forces. Aggressors are the enemy 
in the war games, the "bad guys," the 
"Reds." Defeating aggress.ion is a gigantic 
combat-area competition rather than a cru
sade to save the world from Communism. In 
the military view, all "Communist aggres
sion" is certain to be interpreted as a threat 
to the United States. 

The armed forces' role in performing its 
part of the national security policy-in ad
dition to defense aga-inst actual direct attack 
on the United States and to maintaining the 
strategic atomic deterrent forces--is to be 
prepared to employ its General Purpose 
Forces in support of our collective security 
policy and the related treaties and alliances. 
To do this it d.eploys certain forces to forward 
zones in the Unified Commands, and main
tains an up-to-date file of scores of detailed 
contingency plans which have been thrashed 
out and approved by the Jotnt Chiefs of Staff. 
Important features of these are the move
ment or deployment schedules of task forces 
assigned to each plan. The various details 
of these plans continue to create intense 
rivalries between the Navy-Marine sea-lift 
forces and the Army-Air Force team of air
mob111ty proponents. At the senior command 
levels parochial pride in service, personal am
bitions, and old Army-Navy game rivalry 
stemming back to academy loyalties can in
fluence strategic planning far more than 
most civilians would care to believe. The 
game is to be ree.dy for dep·loyment sooner 
than the other elemenlts of the joint task 
force and to be so disposed as to be the "first 
to fight." The danger presented by this prac
tice is that readiness and deployment speed 
become ends in themselves. This was clearly 
revealed in the massive and rapid interven
tion in the Dominican Republic in 1965 when 
the contingency plans and interservlce rivalry 
appeared to supersede diplomacy. Before the 
world realized what was happening, the mo
mentum and velocity of the mmtary plans 
propelled almost 20,000 U.S. soldiers and 
Marines into the small turbulent republtc in 
an impressive race t o test the respective mo-
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bility Off the Army and the Marines, and to 
attain overall command of "U.S. Forces Dom. 
Rep." Only a fraction of the force deployed 
was needed or justified. A small 1935-model 
Marine landing force could probably have 
handled the situation. But the Army airlifted 
much of the 82d Airborne Division, to the 
scene, included a lieutenant general, and 
took charge of the operation. 

Simultaneously, in Vietnam during 1965 
the four services were racing to build up 
combat strength in that hapless country. This 
effort was ostensibly to save South Vietnam 
from Viet Cong and North Vietnamese ag
gression. It should also be noted that it was 
motivated in part by the same old inter
service rivalry to demonstrate respective im
portance and combat effectiveness. 

The punitive air strikes immediately fol
lowing the Tonkin Gulf incident in late 1964 
revealed the readiness of naval air forces to 
bomb North Vietnam. (It now appears that 
the Navy actually had attack plans ready 
even before the alleged incident took place!) 
So by early 1965 the Navy carrier people and 
the Air Force initiated a contest of compara
tive strikes, sorties, tonnages dropped, "Killed 
by Air" claims, and target grabbing which 
continued up to the 1968 bombing pause. 
Much of the reporting on air action has 
consisted of misleading data or propaganda 
to serve Air Force and Navy purposes. In fact, 
it became increasingly apparent that the U.S. 
bombing effort in both North and South 
Vietnam has been one of the most wasteful 
and expensive hoaxes ever to be put over 
on the American people. Tactical and close 
air support of ground operations is essential, 
but air power use in general has to a large 
degree been a contest for the operations 
planners, "fine experience" for young pilots, 
and opportunity for career officers. 

The higly trained professional and aggres
sive career officers of the Army and Marine 
Corps played a similar game. Prior to the 
decision to send combat units to South 
Vietnam in early 1965, both services were 
striving to increase their involvement. The 
Army already had over 16,000 military aid 
personnel serving in South Vietnam in the 
military adviser role, in training missions, 
logistic services, supporting helicopter com
panies, and in Special Forces teams. This in
vestment of men and material justified a 
requirement for addtional U.S. combat units 
to provide local security and to help protect 
our growing commitment of aid to the South 
Vietnam regime. 

There were also top-ranking Army officers 
who wanted to project Army ground combat 
units into the Vietnam struggle for a variety 
of other reasons; to test plans and new 
equipment, to test the new air-mobile 
theories and tactics, to try the tactics and 
techniques of counterinsurgency, and to gain 
combat experience for young officers and non
commissioned officers. It also appeared to be a 
case of the mllitary's duty to stop "Com
munist aggression" in Vietnam. 

The Marines had somewhat similar moti
vations, the least of which was any real con
cern about the political or social problems 
of the Vietnamese people. In early 1965 there 
was a shooting war going on and the Ma
rines were being left out of it, contrary to 
all their traditions. The Army's military ad
visory people were hogging American par
ticipation-except for a Marine Corps trans
port helicopter squadron at Danang which 
was helping the Army of the Republic of 
Vietnam. For several years young Marine of
fleers had been going to South Vietnam from 
the 3rd Marine Division on Okinawa for short 
tours of "on-the-job training" with the small 
South Vietnam Marine Corps. There was a 
growing concern, however, among some sen
ior Marines that the Corps should get in
volved on a larger scale and be the "first to 
fight" in keeping With the Corps's traditions. 
This would help justi!y the Corps's contin
Ued existence, which many Marines seem to 
consider to be in constant jeopardy. 

The Corps had also spent several years ex
ploring the theories of counterinsurgency 
and as early as 1961 had developed an elab
orate lecture-demonstration called oPEttATION 
coRMORANT, for school and Marine Corps pro
motion purposes, which depicted the Marines 
conducting a large-scale amphibious opera
tion on the coast of Vietnam and thereby 
helping resolve a hypothetical aggressor
insurgency problem. As always it was impor
tant to Marine planners and doctrinaires to 
apply an amphibious operation to the Viet
nam situation and provide justification for 
this special Marine functional responsibility. 
So Marine planners were seeking an accept
able excuse to thrust a landing force over the 
beaches of Vietnam when the Viet Cong at
tacked the U.S. Army Special Forces camp at 
Pleiku in February, 1965. It was considered 
unacceptable aggression, and the President 
was thereby prompted to put U.S. ground 
combat units into the war. Elements of the 
3rd Marine Division at Okinawa were al
ready aboard ship and eager to go, for the 
Marines also intended to get to Vietnam be
fore their neighbor on Okinawa, the Army's 
173rd Airborne Brigade, arrived. (Actually 
the initial Marine unit to deploy was an air
lifted antiaircraft missile battalion which 
arrived to protect the Danang air base.) With 
these initial deployments the Army-Marine 
race to build forces in Vietnam began in 
earnest and did not slow down until both 
became overextended, overcommitted, and 
depleted at home. 

For years up to 1964 the chiefs of the 
armed services, of whom the author was then 
one, deemed it unnecessary and unwise for 
U .8. forces to become involved in any ground 
war in Southeast Asia. In 1964, there were 
changes in the composition of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, and in a matter of a few 
months the Johnson Administration, en
couraged by the aggressive military, has
tened into what has become the quagmire 
of Vietnam. The intention at the time was 
that the war effort be kept small and 
"limited." But as the momentum and in
volvement built up, the military leaders ra
tionalized a case that this was not a limited
objective exercise, but was a proper war in 
defense of the United States against "Com
munist aggression" and in honor of our area 
commitments. 

The battle successes and heroic exploits of 
America's fine young fighting men have 
added to the military's traditions which extol 
service, bravery, and sacrifice, and so it has 
somehow become unpatriotic to question our 
military strategy and tactics or the motives 
of military leaders. Actually, however, the 
m111tary commanders have directed the war 
in Vietnam, they have managed the details 
of its conduct; and more than most civilian 
officials, the top military planners were 
initially ready to become involved in Viet
nam combat and have the opportunity to 
practice their trade. It has been popular to 
blame the civilian administration for the 
conduct and failures of the war rather than 
to question the motives of the military. But 
some of the generals and admirals are by 
no means without responsibility for the 
Vietnam miscalculations. 

Some of the credibility difficulties experi
enced by the Johnson Administration over 
its war situation reports and Vietnam policy 
can also be blamed in part upon the military 
advisers. By its very nature most military 
activity falls under various degrees of security 
classification. Much that the m111tary plans 
or does must be kept from the enemy. Thus 
the military is indoctrinated to be secretive, 
devious, and misleading in its plans and 
operations. It does not, however, always con
fine its security restrictions to purely mili
tary operations. Each of the services and all 
of the major commands practice techniques 
of controlling the news and the release of 
self-serving propaganda: in "the interests of 
national defense," to make the service look 
good, to cover up mistakes, to build up and 

publicize a distinguished mllitary person
ality, or to win a round in the continuous 
gamesmanship of the interservice contest. If 
the Johnson Administration suffered from 
lack of credib111ty in its reporting of the war, 
the truth would reveal that much of the 
hocus-pocus stemmed from schemers in the 
military services, both at home and abroad. 

Our militaristic culture was born of the 
necessities of World War II, nurtured by the 
Korean War, and became an accepted aspect 
of American life during the years of cold war 
emergencies and real or imagined threats 
from the Communist bloc. Both the philos
ophy and the institutions of militarism grew 
during these years because of the momentum 
of their own dynamism, the vigor of their 
ideas, their large size and scope, and becal:Be 
of the dedicated concentration of the emer
gent military leaders upon their doctrinal 
objectives. The dynamism of the defense es
tablishment and its culture is also inspired 
and stimulated by vast amounts of money, 
by the new ~eations of m111tary research and 
materiel development, and by the concepts 
of the Defense Department-supported "think 
factories." These latter are extravagantly 
funded civ111an organizations of scientists, 
analysts, and retired military stmtegists who 
feed new m111taristic philosophies into the 
Defense Department to help broaden the 
views of the single service doctrinaires, to 
create fresh policies and new requirements 
for ever larger, more expensive defense forces. 

Somewhat like a religion, the basic appeals 
of anti-Communism, national defense, and 
patriotism provide the foundation for a 
powerful creed upon which the defense estab
'lishment can build, grow, and justify its 
cost. More so tlran many large bureaucratic 
·organizations, the defense establishment now 
<ievotes a large share of its efforts to self
perpetuation, to justifying its organizations, 
to preaching its doctrines, and to self-main
tenance and management. Warfare becomes 
·an extension of war games and field tests. 
War justifies the existence of the establish
ment, provides experience for the military 
novice and challenges for the senior officer. 
Wars and emergencies put the miUtary and 
their leaders on the front pages and give 
status and prestige to the professionals. Wars 
add to the mil1tary traditions, the self-nour
ishment of heroic deeds, and provide a new 
crop o! military leaders who become the re
dedicated disciples of the code of service and 
military action. Being recognized public fig
ures in a nation always seeking folk heroes, 
the mil1tary leaders have been largely exempt 
from the criticism experienced by the more 
plebeian politician. Flag officers are consid
ered "experts," and their views are often ac
cepted by press and Congress as the gospel. 
In turn, the distinguished military leader 
feels obligated not only to perpetuate loyally 
lthe doctrine of his service but to comply 
with the stereotyped mil1tary characteristics 
by being tough, aggressive, and firm in his 
resistance to Communist aggression and his 
'belief in the m111tary solutions to world prob
lems. Standing closely behind these leaders, 
encouraging and prompting them are the rich 
and powerful defense industries. Standing in 
front, adorned with service caps, ribbons, and 

· lapel emblems, is a nation of veterans-
patriotic, belligerent, romantic, and well in
tentioned, finding a certain sublimation and 
excitement in their country's latest m1litary 
venture. Militarism in America is in full 
bloom and promises a future of vigorous self
pollination-unless the blight of Vietnam re
veals that mi11tarism is more a poisonous 
weed than a glorious blossom. 

A VIETNAM REAPPRAISAL-THE PERSONAL 
HISTORY oF ONE MAN's Vmw AND How IT 
EvOLVED 

(By Clark M. Clifford) 
Viet Nam remains unquestionably the 

transcendent problem that confronts our 
nation. Though the escalation has ceased. 
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we seem to be no closer to finding our way 
out of this infinitely complex difficulty. The 
confidence of the past has become the frus
tration of the present. Predictions of prog
ress and of military success, made so often 
by so many, have proved to be illusory as the 
fighting and the dying continue at a tragic 
rate. Within our country, the dialogue 
quickens and the debate sharpens. There is 
a growing impatience among our people, and 
questions regarding the war and our par
ticipation in it are being asked with increas
ing vehemence. 

Many individuals these past years have 
sought to make some contribution toward 
finding the answers that have been so elu
sive. It is with this hope in mind that I 
present herewith the case history of one 
man's attitude toward Viet Nam, and the 
various stages of thought he experienced as 
he plodded painfully from one point of view 
to another; and another, until he arrived at 
the unshakable opinion he possesses today. 

Views on Viet Nam have become increas· 
ingly polarized as the war has gone on with
out visible progress toward the traditional 
American military triumph. There remain 
some who insist that we were right to inter
vene militarily and, because we were right, 
we have no choice but to press on until the 
enemy knuckles under and concedes defeat. 
At the other extreme, and in increasing 
numbers, there are those who maintain that 
the present unsatisfactory situation proves 
that our Viet Nam policy has been wrong 
from the very beginning. There are even 
those who suggest that our problems in Viet 
Nam cast doubt on the entire course of 
American foreign policy since World War II. 
Both schools share a common and, as I see 
it, an erroneous concept. They both would 
make m111tary victory the ultimate test of 
the propriety of our participation in the 
conflict in Southeast Asia. 

I find myself unable to agree with either 
extreme. At the time of our original involve
ment in Viet Nam, I considered it to be 
based upon sound and unassailable premises, 
thoroughly consistent with our self-interest 
and our responsib111ties. There has been no 
change in the exemplary character of our in
tentions in VietNam. We intervened to help 
a new and small nation resist subjugation 
by a neighboring country-a neighboring 
country, incidentally, which was being as
sisted by the resources of the world's two 
largest communist powers. 

I see on profit and no purpose in any divi
sive national debate about whether we were 
right or wrong initially to become involved 
in the struggle in VietNam. Such debate at 
the present time clouds the issue and ob
scures the pressing need for a clear and 
logical evaluation. of our present predicament, 
and how we can extricate ourselves from it. 

Only history wlll be able to tell whether 
or not our military presence in Southeast 
Asia was warranted. Certainly the decisions 
that brought it about were based upon a 
reasonable reading of the past three decades. 
We had seen the calamitous consequences of 
standing aside while totalitarian and ex
pansionist nations moved successively against 
their weaker neighbors and accumulated 
a military might which left even the stronger 
nations uneasy and insecure. We had seen in 
the period immediately after World War II 
the seemingly insatiable urge of the Soviet 
Union to secure satellite states on its west
ern periphery. We had seen in Asia itself the 
attempt by open invasion to extend com
munist control into the independent South 
of the Korean Peninsula. We had reason 
to feel that the fate averted in Korea through 
American and United Nations military force 
would overtake the independent countries 
of Asia, albeit in somewhat subtler form, 
were we to stand aside while the communist 
North sponsored subversion and terrorism in 
South VietNam. 

The transformation that has taken place 
in my thinking has been brought about, 
however, by the conclusion that the world 
situation has changed dramatically, and that 
American involvement in VietNam can and 
must change with it. Important ingredients 
of this present situation include the manner 
in which South Viet Nam ·and its Asian 
neighbors have responded to the threat and 
to our own massive intervention. They also 
include internal developments both in Asian 
nations and elsewhere, and the changing re
lations among world powers. 

The decisions which our nation faces to
day in Viet Nam should not be made on 
interpretations of the facts as they were 
perceived four or five or fifteen years ago, 
even if, through compromise, a consensus 
could be reached on these interpretations. 
They must instead be based upon our present 
view of our obligations as a world power; 
upon our current concept of our national 
security; upon our conclusions regarding our 
commitments as they exist today; upon our 
fervent desire to contribute to peace through
out the world; and, hopefully, upon our 
acceptance of the principle of enlightened 
self -interest. 

But these are broad and general guidelines, 
subject to many constructions and miscon
structions. They also have the obvious draw
back of being remote and impersonal. 

The purpose of this article is to present 
to the reader the intimate and highly per
sonal experience of one man, in the hope 
that by so doing there wlll be a simpler and 
clearer understanding of where we are in Viet 
Nam today, and what we must do about it. 
I shall go back to the beginning and identify, 
as well as I can, the origins of my conscious
ness of the problem, the opportunities I 
had to obtain the facts, and the resulting 
evolution of what I shall guardedly refer to 
as my thought processes. 

II 

Although I had served President Truman 
in the White House from May 1945 until 
February 1950, I do not recall ever having 
had to focus on Southeast Asia. Indochina, as 
it was then universally known, was regarded 
by our government as a French problem. 
President Truman was prompted from time 
to time by the State Department to approve 
statements that seemed to me to be little 
more than reiterations of the long-standing 
American attitude against "colonialism." If 
any of those provoked extensive discussion at 
the White House, I cannot recall. For the 
next decade, I watched foreign affairs and 
the growing turbulence of Asia from the side
lines as a private citizen, increasingly con
cerned but not directly involved. 

In the summer of 1960, Senator John Ken
nedy invited me to act as his transition 
planner, and later as liaison with the Eisen
hower Administration in the interval be
tween the election and January 20, 1961. 
Among the foreign policy problems that I 
encountered at once was a deteriorating 
situation in Southeast Asia. Major-General 
Wilton B. Persons, whom President Elsen
hower had designated to work with me, ex
plained the gravity of the situation as viewed 
by the outgoing Administration. I suggested 
to the President-elect that it would be well 
for hlm to hear President Eisenhower per
sonally on the subject. He agreed, and ac
cordingly General Persons and I placed 
Southeast Asia as the first item on the 
agenda of the final meeting between the 
outgoing and the incoming Presidents. This 
meeting, held on the morning of January 
19, 1961 , in the Cabinet Room, was attend
ed by President Eisenhower, Secretary of 
State Christian Herter, Secretary of Defense 
Thomas Gates, Secretary of the Treasury 
Robert Anderson and General Persons. Pres
ident-elect Kennedy had his counterparts 
present: Secretary of State-designate Dean 
Rusk, Secretary of Defense-designate Robert 

McNamara, Secretary of the Treasury-desig
nate Douglas Dillon, and me. 

At President-elect Kennedy's suggestion, 
I took notes of the important subjects dis
cussed. Most of the time, the discussion 
centered on Southeast Asia, with emphasis 
upon Laos. At that particular time, January 
1961, Laos had come sharply into focus and 
appeared to constitute the major danger in 
the area. 

My notes disclose the following comments 
by the President: 

At this point, President Eisenhower said, 
with considerable emotion, that Laos was 
the key to the entire area of Southeast Asia. 

He said that if we permitted Laos to fall, 
then we would have to write off all the area. 
He stated we must not permit a Communist 
take-over. He reiterated that we should make 
every effort to persuade member nations of 
SEATO or the International Control Com
mission to accept the burden with us to 
defend the freedom of Laos. 

As he concluded these remarks, President 
Eisenhower stated it was imperative that 
Laos be defended. He said that the United 
States should accept this task with our al
lies, if we could persuade them, and alone 
if we could not. He added, "Our unilateral 
illJtervention would be our last desperate 
hope in the event we were unable to prevail 
upon the other signatories to join us." 

That morning's discussion, and the gravity 
with which President Eisenhower addressed 
the problem, had a subSitantial impact on 
me. He and his advisers were finlsihing eight 
years of responsible service to the nation. I 
had neither facts nor personal experience to 
challenge their assessment of the situation, 
even if I had the inclination to do so. The 
thrust of the presentation was the grea.t im
portance to the United States of taking a 
firm stand in Southeast Asia, and I accepted 
that judgment. 

On an earlier occasion, in speaking of 
Southeast Asia, President Eisenhower had 
said that South Viet Nam's capture by the 
communists would bring their power several 
hundred miles into a hitherto free region. 
The freedom of 12 million people would be 
lost immediately, and that of 150 million in 
adjacent lands would be seriously endan
gered. The loss of South Viet Nam would 
set in motion a crumbling process that 
could, as it progressed, have grave const'l
quences for us and for freedom. 

As I listened to him in the Cabinet Room 
that January morning, I recalled that it wP.s 
President Eisenhower who had acquainted 
the public with the phrase "domino theory" 
by using it to describe how one country after 
another could be expected to fall under com
munist control once the process started in 
Southeast Asia. 

In the spring of 1961, I was appointed to 
membership on the President's Foreign In
telllgence Advisory Board. In this capac
ity, I received briefings from time to time 
on affairs in Asia. The information provided 
the Board supported the assessment of the 
previous Administration, with which Presi
dent Kennedy concurred. "Withdrawal in 
the case of Vietnam," President Kennedy 
said in 1961, "and in the case of Thailand 
could mean the collapse of the whole area." 
He never wavered. A year later, he said of 
Vietnam: "We are not going to withdraw 
from that effort. In my opinion, for us to 
withdraw from that effort would mean a 
collapse not only of South Vietnam but 
Southeast Asia. So we are going to stay there." 
I had no occasion to question the collective 
opinion of our duly chosen officials. 

After President Johnson took office, our 
involvement became greater, but so did 
most public and private assessments of the 
correctness of our course. The Tonkin Gulf 
resolution was adopted by the Congress in 
1964 by a vote of 504 to 2. The language was 
stern: "The United States is, therefore, pre
pared, as the President determines, to take 
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all necessary steps, including the use of 
armed force, to assist any member or protocol 
state of the Southeast Asia Collective De
fence Treaty requesting assistance in de
fense of its freedom." 

When decisions were made in 1965 to in
crease, in very substantial fashion, the Amer
ican commitment in Vietnam, I accepted the 
Judgment that such actions were necessary. 
That fall, I made a trip to Southeast Asia 
in my capacity as Chairman of the Foreign 
Intelligence Advisory Board. The optimism 
of our military and Vietnamese officials on 
the conduct of the war, together with the 
encouragement of our Asian allies, confirmed 
my belief in the correctness of our policy. 
In the absence at the time of indications that 
Hanoi had any interest in peace negotiations, 
I did not favor the 37-day bombing halt over 
the Christmas 1965-New Year 1966 holiday 
season. I felt such a halt could be construed 
·by Hanoi as a sign of weakness on our part. 

In 1966, I served as an adviser to President 
Johnson at the Manila Conference. It was an 
impressive gathering of the Chiefs of State 
and Heads of Government of the allied na
tions; it reassured me that we were on the 
right road and that our military progress was 
bringing us closer to the resolution of the 
conflict. 

In the late summer of 1967, President 
Johnson asked me to go with his Special 
Assistant, General Maxwell Taylor, to review 
the situation in South Viet Nam, and then 
to visit some of our Pacific allies. We were to 
brief them on the war and to discuss with 
them the possibility of their increasing their 
troop commitments. Our briefings in South 
Viet Nam were extensive and encouraging. 
There were suggestions that the enemy was 
being hurt badly and that our bombing and 
superior firepower were beginning to achieve 
the expected results. 

Our visits to the allied capitals, however, 
produced results that I had not foreseen. It 
was strikingly apparent to me that the other 
troop-contributing countries no longer 
shared our degree of concern about the war 
in South Viet Nam. General Taylor and I 
urged them to increase their participation. 
In the main, our plea fell on deaf ears. 

Thailand, a near neighbor to South Viet 
Nam, with a population of some 30 million, 
had assigned only 2,500 men to South Viet 
Nam, and was in no hurry to allocate more. 

The President of the Philippines advised 
President Johnson that he preferred we not 
stop there because of possible adverse public 
reaction. The Philippines, so close and osten
sibly so vulnerable if they accepted the 
domino theory, had sent a hospital corps and 
an engineer battalion to Viet Nam, but no 
combat troops. It was also made clear to 
President Johnson that they had no inten
tion of sending any combat personnel. 

South Korea had the only sizable con
tingent of Asia troops assisting South Viet 
Nam, but officials argued that a higher level 
of activity on the part of the North Koreans 
prevented their increasing their support. 

Disappointing though these visits were, I 
had high hopes for the success of our mis
sion in Australia and New Zealand. I recalled 
that Australia, then with a much smaller 
population, had been able to maintain well 
over 300,000 troops overseas in World war 
II. They had sent only 7,000 to Viet Nam. 
Surely there was hope here. But Prime Min
ister Holt, who had been fully briefed, pre
sented a long list of reasons why Australia 
was already close to its maximum effort. 

In New Zealand, we spent the better part 
of a day conferring with the Prime Minister 
and his cabinet, while hundreds of students 
picketed the Parliament Building carrying 
signs bearing peace slogans. These officials 
were courteous and sympathetic, as all the 
others had been, but they made it clear that 
any appreciable increase was out of the ques
tion. New Zealand at one time had 70,000 
troops overseas in the various theaters of 

World War II. They had 500 men in Viet 
Nam. I naturally wondered if this was their 
evaluation of the respective dangers of the 
two conflicts. 

I returned home puzzled, troubled, con
cerned. Was it possible that our assessment 
of the danger to the stability of Southeast 
Asia and the Western Pacific was exagger
ated? Was it possible that those nations 
which were neighbors of Viet Nam had a 
clearer perception of the tides of world 
events in 1967 than we? was it possible that 
we were continuing to be guided by judg
ments that might once have had validity but 
were now obsolete? In short, although I still 
counted myself a staunch supporter of our 
policies, there were nagging, not-to-be-sup
pressed doubts in my mind. 

These doubts were dramatized a short time 
later back in the United States when I at
tended a dinner at the White House for 
Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew of Singapore. 
His country, which knew the bitterness of 
defeat and occupation in World War II, had 
declined to send any men at all to VietNam. 
In answer to my question as to when he 
thought troops might be sent, he stated he 
saw no possib1lity of that taking place be
cause of the adverse political effect in Singa
pore. 

Accordingly, I welcomed President John
son's San Antonio speech of September 30, 
1967, with far greater enthusiasm than I 
would have had I not so recently returned 
from the Pacific. I felt it marked a sub
stantial step in the right direction because 
it offered an aLternative to a military solu
tion of the lengthy and costly conflict. Allied 
bombing of North Viet Nam had by now 
assumed a symbolic significance of enormous 
proportions and the President focused his 
attention on this. The essence of his pro
posal was an offer to stop the bombing of 
North Viet Nam if prompt and productive 
peace discussions with the other side would 
ensue. We would assume that the other side 
would "not take advantage" of the bombing 
cessation. By this formula, the President 
made an imaginative move to end the dead
lock over the bombing and get negotiations 
started. 

I, of course, shared the universal disap
pointment that the San Antonio offer evoked 
no favorable response from Hanoi, but my 
feelings were more complex than those of 
mere disappointment. As I listened to the 
official discussion in Washington, my feelings 
turned from disappointment to dismay. I 
found it was being quietly asserted that, in 
return for a bombing cessation in the North, 
the North Vietnamese must stop sending 
men and materiel into South VietNam. On 
the surface, this might have seemed a fair 
exchange. To me, it was an unfortunate in
terpretation that--intentionally or not--ren
dered the San Antonio formula virtually 
meaningless. The North Vietnamese had more 
than 100,000 men in the South. It was totally 
unrealistic to expect them to abandon their 
men by not replacing casualties, and by 
failing to provide them with clothing, food, 
munitions and other supplies. We could 
never expect them to accept an offer to nego
tiate on those conditions. 

m 
In mid-January 1968, President Johnson 

asked me to serve as Secretary of Defense, 
succeeding Secretary McNamara, who was 
leaving to become President of the World 
Bank. In the confl.rmation hearing before the 
Senate Armed Services Committee on Janu
ary 25, I was asked about the San Antonio 
formula. The interpretation I gave was in 
accord with President Johnson's intense de
sire to start negotiations, and it offered a 
possibility of acceptance which I was con
vinced did not exist with the extreme and 
rigid interpretations that so concerned me. 
I said that I assumed that the North Viet
namese would · "continue to transport the 
normal amount of goods, munitions and men 

to South Viet Nam" at the levels that had 
prevailed prior to our bombing cessation. This 
was my understanding of what the President 
meant by "not take advantage." 

The varying interpretations of the San 
Antonio formula raised in my mind the ques
tion as to whether all of us had the same 
objective in view. Some, it seemed, could en
vision as satisfactory no solution short of 
the complete military defeat of the enemy. 
I did not count myself in this group. Al
though I still accepted as valid the prem
ises of our VietNam involvement, I was dis
satisfied with the rigidities that so limited 
our course of action and our alternatives. 

I took office on March 1, 1968. The enemy's 
Tet offensive of late January and early Feb
ruary had been beaten back at great cost. 
The confidence of the American people had 
been badly shaken. The ab1lity of the South 
Vietnamese Government to res·tore order and 
morale in the populace, and discipline and 
esprit in the armed forces, was being ques
tioned. At the President's direction, General 
Earle G. Wheeler, Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, had flown to Viet Nam in 
late February for an on-the-spot conference 
with General Westmoreland. He had just re
turned and presented the military's request 
that over 200,000 troops be prepared for de
ployment to Viet Nam. These troops would 
be in addition to the 525,000 previously au
thorized. I was directed, as my first assign
ment, to chair a task force named by the 
President to determine how this new require
ment could be met. We were not instructed 
to assess the need for substantial increases 
in men and materiel; we were to devise the 
means by which they could be provided. 

My work was cut out. The task force in
cluded Secretary Rusk, Secretary Henry Fow
ler, Under Secretary of State Nicholas Kat
zenbach, Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul 
Nitze, General Wheeler, CIA Director Rich
ard Helms, the President's Special Assistant, 
Walt Rostow, General Maxwell Taylor and 
other skilled and highly capable officials. All 
of them had had long and direct experience 
with Vietnamese problems. I had not. I had 
attended various meetings in the past sev
eral years and I had been to Vietnam three 
times, but it was quickly apparent to me 
how little one knows if he has been on the 
periphery of a problem and not truly in it. 
Until the day-long sessions of early March, 
I had never had the opportunity of inten
sive analysis and fact-finding. Now I was 
thrust into a vigorous, ruthlessly frank as
sessment of our situation by the men who 
knew the most about it. Try though we would 
to stay with the assignment of devising 
means to meet the military's requests, fun
damental questions began to recur over and 
over. 

It is, of course, not possible to recall all 
the questions that were asked nor all of the 
answers that were given. Had a transcript 
of our discussions been made-one was not-
it would have run to hundreds of closely 
printed pages. The documents brought to 
the table by participants would have totalled, 
if collected in one place--which they were 
not--many hundreds more. All that is perti
nent to this essay are the impressions I 
formed, and the conclusions I ultimately 
reached in those days of exhausing scrutiny. 
In the colloquial style of those meetings, 
here are some of the principal issues raised 
and some of the answers as I understood 
them: 

"Will 200,000 more men do the job?" I 
found no assurance that they would. 

"If not, how many more might be needed
and when?" There was no way of knowing. 

"What would be involved in committing 
200,000 more men to Vietnam?" A reserve 
call-up of approximately 280,000, an increased 
draft call and an extension of tours of duty of 
most men then in service. 

"Can the enemy respond with a build-up 
of his own?" He could and he probably 
would. 
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"What are the estimated costs of the latest 
requests?" First calculations were on the 
order of $2 billion for the remaining four 
months of that fiscal year, and an increase 
of $10 to $12 bdlUon for the year beginning 
July 1, 1968. 

"What will be the impact on the economy?" 
So great that we would face the possibility 
of credit restrictions, a tax increase and even 
wage and price controls. The balance of pay
ments would be worsened by at least half a 
billion dollars a year. 

"Can bombing stop the war?" Never by 
itself. It was inflicting heavy personnel and 
materiel losses, but bombing by itself would 
not stop the war. 

"Will stepping up the bombing decrease 
American casualties?" Very little, if at all. 
Our casualties were due to the intensity 
of the ground fighting in the South. We had 
already dropped a heavier tonnage of bombs 
~han in all the theaters of World War II. 
During 1967, an estimated 90,000 North Viet
namese had infiltrated into South Viet Nam. 
In the opening weeks of 1968, infiltrators 
were ooming in at three to four times the 
rate of a year earlier, despite the ferocity 
and intensity of our campaign of aerial in
terdiction. 

"How long must we keep on sending our 
men and carrying the main burden of com
bat?" The South Vietnamese were doing bet
ter, but they were not ready yet to replace 
our troops and we did not know when they 
would be. 

When I asked for a presentation of the 
military plan for atta.ining victory in Viet 
Nam, I was told that there was no plan for 
victory in the historic American sense. Why 
not? Because our forces were operating under 
three major political restrictions: The Presi
dent had forbidden the invasion of North 
VietNam because this could trigger the mu
tual assistance pact between North VietNam 
and China; the President had forbidden the 
mining of the harbor at Haiphong, the prin
cipal port through which the North received 
military supplies, because a Soviet vessel 
might be sunk; the President had forbidden 
our forces to pursue the enemy into Laos 
and Cambodia, for to do so would spread the 
war, politically and geographically, with no 
discernible advantage. These and other re
strictions which precluded an all-out, no
holds-barred military effort were wisely de
signed to prevent our being drawn into a 
larger war. We had no inclination to recom
mend to the President their cancellation. 

"G1ven these oircumstances, how can we 
win?" We would, I was told, continue to evi
dence our superiority over the enemy; we 
would continue to attack in the belief that he 
would reach the stage where he would find 
it inadvisable to go on with the war. He 
could not afford the attrition we were in
flicting on him. And we were improving our 
posture all the time. 

I then asked, "What is the best estimate 
as to how long this course of action will 
take? Six months? One year? Two years?" 
There was no agreement on an answer. Not 
only was there no agreement, I could find 
no one willing to express any confidence in 
his guesses. Certainly, none of us was willing 
to atsert that he could see "light at the 
end of the tunnel" or that American troops 
would be coming home by the end of the 
year. 

After days of this type of analysis, my 
concern had greatly deepened. I could not 
fi·nd out when the war was going to end; 
I could not find out the manner in which 
it was going to end; I could not find out 
whether the new requests for men and 
equipment were going to be enough, or 
whether it would take more and, if more, 
when and how much; I could not find out 
how soon the South Vietnamese forces would 
be ready to take over. All I had was the 
statement, given with too little self-assur
ance to be comforting, that if we persisted 

for an indeterminate length of time, the 
enemy would choose not to go on. 

And bO I asked, "Does anyone see any 
diminution in the will of the enemy after 
f·our years of our having been there, after 
enormous casualties and after massive de
struction from our bombing?" 

The answer was that there appeared to 
be no diminution in the will of the enemy. 
This reply was doubly impressive, because 
I was more conscious each day of domestic 
unrest in our own country. Draft card burn
ings, ma.rchel3 in the streets, problems on 
school campuses, bitterness and divisiveness
were rampant. Just as disturbing to me were 
the economic implications of a struggle to 
be indefinitely continued at ever-increasing 
cal>t. The dollar was already in trouble, 
prices were escalating far too fast and emer
gency controls on foreign investment im
posed on New Year's Day would be only a 
prelude to more stringent controls, 1f we 
were to add another $12 billion to Viet Nam 
spending-with perhaps still more to follow. 

I was also conscious of our obligations and 
involvements elsewhere in the world. There 
were certain hopeful signs in our relations 
with the Soviet Union, but both nations 
were hampered in moving toward vitally im
portant taliO; on the limitation of strategic 
weapons so long as the United States was 
committed to a military solution in Viet 
Nam. We could not afford to disregard our 
interests in the Middle East, South Asia, 
Africa, Western Europe and elsewhere. Even 
accepting the validity of our objective in 
Viet Nam, that objective had to be viewed 
in the context of our overall national in
terest, and could not sensibly be pursued at 
a price so high as to impair our ab111ty to 
achieve other, and perhaps even more im
portant, foreign policy objectiv~. 

Also, I could not free myself from the con
tinuing nagging doubt left over from that 
August trip, that if the nations living in the 
shadow of Viet Nam were not now persuaded 
by the domino theory, perhaps it was time 
for us to take another look. Our efforts had 
given the nations in that area a number of 
years following independence to organize and 
build their security. I could see no reason at 
this time for us to continue to add to our 
commitment. Finally, there was no assurance 
that a 40 percent increase in American troops 
would place us within the next few weeks, 
months or even years in any substantially 
better military position than we were in then. 
All that could be predicted accurately was 
that more troops would raise the level of 
combat and automatically raise the level of 
casualties on both sides. 

And so, after these exhausting days, I was 
convinced that the military course we were 
pursuing was not only endless, but hopeless. 
A further substantial increase in American 
forces could only increase the devastation and 
the Americanization of the war, and thus 
leave us even further from our goal of a peace 
that would permit the people of South Viet 
Nam to fashion their own political and eco
nomic institutions. Henceforth, I was also 
convinced, our primary goal should be to 
level off our involvement, and to work toward 
gradual disengagement. 

IV 

To reach a conclusion and to implement it 
are not the same, especially when one does 
not have the ultimate power of decision. It 
now became my purpose to emphasize to my 
colleagues and to the President that the 
United States had entered Viet Nam with a 
limited aim-to prevent its subjugation by 
the North and to enable the people of South 
Viet Nam to determine their own future. I 
also argued that we had largely accomplished 
that objective. Nothing required us to remain 
until the North had been ejected from the 
South, and the Saigon government had been 
established in complete military control of 
all South Viet Nam. An increase of over 200,-

000 in troop strength would mean that Amer
ican forces would be twice the size of the 
regular South Vietnamese Army at that time. 
Our goal of building a stronger South Viet
namese Government, and an effective mili
tary force capable of ultimately taking over 
from us, would be frustrated rather than 
furthered. The more we continued to do in 
South Viet Nam, the less likely the South 
Vietnamese were to shoulder their own 
burden. 

The debate continued at the White House 
for days. President Johnson encouraged me 
to report my findings and my views with 
total candor, but he was equally insistent on 
hearing the views of others. Finally, the 
President, in the closing hours of March, 
made his decisions and reported them to the 
people on the evening of the 31st. Three 
related directly to the month's review of the 
war. First, the President announced he was 
estabUshing a ce1ling of 549,500 in the Ameri
can commitment to VietNam; the only new 
troops going out would be support troops 
previously promised. Second, we would speed 
up our aid to the South Vietnamese armed 
forces. We would equip and train them to 
take over major combat responsi·b11ities from 
us on a much accelerated schedule. Third, 
speaking to Hanoi, the President stated he 
was greatly restricting American bombing 
of the North as an invitation and an in
ducement to begin peace talks. We would no 
longer bomb north of the Twentieth Parallel. 
By this act of unilateral restraint, nearly 80 
percent of the territory of North Viet Nam 
would no longer be subjected to our bomb
ing. 

I had taken office at the beginning of the 
month with one overriding immediate assign
ment-responding to the military request to 
strengthen our forces in VietNam so that we 
might prosecute the war more forcefully. 
Now my colleagues and I had two different 
and longer-range tasks--{leveloping a plan for 
shifting the burden to the South Vietnamese 
as rapidly as they could be made ready, and 
supporting our government's diplomatic 
efforts to engage in peace talks. 

To assess the rate of progress in the first 
task, I went to Viet Nam in July. I was 
heartened by the excellent spirit and the 
condition of our forces, but I found dis
tressingly little evidence that the other 
troop-contributing countries, or the South 
Vietnamese, were straining to relieve us of 
our burdens. Although there had been 
nominal increases in troop contributions 
from Australia and Thailand since the pre
ceding summer, the Ph111ppines had actually 
withdrawn several hundred men. The troop
contributing countries were bearing no more 
of the combat burden; their casualty rates 
were actually fall1ng. 

As for South Vietnamese officials, in dis
cussion after discussion, I found them pro
fessing unawareness of shortcomings in such 
matters as troops training, junior office 
strength a.nd rate of desertions. They were, I 
felt, too complacent when the facts were laid 
before them. I asked Vice President Ky, for 
exa.mple, about the gross desertion rate of 
South Vietnamese combat personnel that 
was running at 30 percent a year. He re
sponded that it Wlas so large, in part, because 
their men were not paid enough. I asked 
woot his government intended to do. He sug
gested that we could cut back our bombing, 
give the money thus saved to the Saigon gov
ernment, and it would be used for troop pay. 
He was not jesting; his suggestion was a 
serious one. I returned. home oppressed by 
the pervasive Americamzation of the war: 
we were still giving the military lnst.ructions, 
still doing most of the fighting, still provid
ing all the materiel, still paying most of the 
b11ls. Worst of all, I concluded that the South 
Vietnamese leaders seemed content to have 
tt that way. 

The North had responded to the President's 
speech of March 31 amd meetings had begun 
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in Paris in May. It was, however, a euphe
mism to call them peace talks. In mid-sum .. 
mer, substlantive discussions had not yet 
begun. OUr negotiators, the able and experi
enced Ambassador Averell Harriman and h1s 
talented associate, Cyrus Vance, were insist
ing that the Saigon government be a. partici
pant in the talks. Hanoi rejected this. Presl
deillt Johnson, rightly and undel"Sltmldably, 
refused to order a total bombing halt of the 
North until Ha.nol would accept reciproool 
restJrta.ln.ts. Hanoi refused. With this unsatis
factory deadlock, the summer passed in Paris. 

In VietNam, American casualty lists were 
tra.gloally long, week after week. The enemy 
was not wlnnlng but, I felt, ned.ther were we. 
There were many other areas in the world 
where our influence, moral force and eco
lliOlllJic contributions were sorely in dema,nd 
and were limited because of our preoccupa
tion with our involvement in Southeast Asia. 

I returned from a NATO meeting in Bonn 
on Sunday evening, Ootober 13, to find a 
summons to a White House meeting the fol
lowing morning. There had !been movement 
1n Pads. There were no formal agreements, 
but certain "understandings" had been 
reached by our negotiating team and the 
North Vietnamese. At last the North had ac
cepted the partlclp8ition of the South in 
pea.oe talks. We would stop all bombing of 
North Viet Nam. Substantive talks were to 
Sltlart promptly. We had made it clear to 
Hanoi toot we oould not continue such talks 
if there were indiscriminate shelling of major 
cities in the South, or if the demlllrtarized 
2lone were violated so as to place our troops 
in jeopardy. 

The President outlined the situation to his 
advisers. We spent a day of hard and full 
review. The Joint Chiefs of Stafi' were unan
imous in stating that the bombing halt un
der these circumstances was acceptable. 
The State Department was authorized tore
port to Saigon that we had won a seat at 
the conference table for the Saigon govern
ment and to request the earliest possible 
presence of their delegation in Paris. I felt 
a sense of relief and hope; we were started 
down the road to peace. 

These feelings were short-lived. The next 
three weeks were almost as agonizing to me 
as March had been. The cables from Saigon 
were stunning. The South Vietnamese Gov
ernment, suddenly and unexpectedly, was 
not wllling to go to Parts. First one reason, 
then another, then st111 another were cabled 
to Washington. As fast as one Saigon obstacle 
was overcome, another took it place. In
credulity turned to dismay. I felt that the 
President and the United States were being 
badly used. Even worse, I felt that Saigon 
was attempting to exert a veto power over 
our agreement to engage in peace negotia
tions. I admired greatly the President's a.bll
ity to be patient under the most exasperat
ing circumstances. Each day ran the ris,k 
that the North might change its mind, and 
that months of diligent effort at Paris would 
be in vain; each day saw a new effort on h1s 
part to meet the latest Saigon objection. 

To satisfy himself that the bombing halt 
would neither jeopardize our own forces nor 
those of our allies, the President ordered 
GeneraJ. Creighton W. Abrams back from 
South Viet Nam for a personal report. Fln.a.I
ly, on October 31, President Johnson an
nounced that the bombing of North Viet 
Nam would cease, pea.oe talks would begin 
promptly and Saigon was assured of a place 
at the conference table. However, it took 
weeks to get the Saigon government to Pa.rls, 
and stm additional weeks to get their agree
ment on seating arrangements. 

By the time the various dltJlculties had 
been resolved, certain clear and unequtvooa.l 
opinions regarding the attitude and posture 
of the Saigon government had crystal1zed 1n 
my mind. These opinions had been form
ing since my trip to South Viet Nam the pre
ceding July. 

OXV--1148-Part 14 

The goal of the Saigon government and 
the goal of the United States were no longer 
one and the same, lf indeed they ever had 
been. They were not in total contlict but 
they were clearly not identical. We had large
ly accomplished the objective for which we 
had entered the struggle. There was no longer 
any question about the desire of the Ameri
can people to bring the Viet Nam adventure 
to a close. 

As Ambassador Harriman observed, it is 
dangerous to let your alms be escalated in 
the middle of a war. Keep your objectives in 
mind, he advised, and as soon as they are 
attained, call a halt. The winning of the 
loyalty of villagers to the central government 
in Saigon, the form of a postwar government; 
who its leaders should be and how they are 
to be selected-these were clearly not among 
our original war objectives. But these were 
the precise areas of our differences with the 
Saigon government. 

As Saigon authorities saw it, the longer the 
war went on, with the large-scale American 
involvement, the more stable was their re
gime, and the fewer concessions they would 
have to make to other political groupings. If 
the United States were to continue its mlll
tary efforts for another two or three years, 
perhaps the North Vietnamese and the Viet 
Cong would be so decimated that no con
cessions would be needed at all. In the 
meantime, vast amounts of American wealth 
were being poured into the South Vietnamese 
economy. In short, grim and distasteful 
though it might be, I concluded during the 
bleak winter weeks that Saigon was in no 
hurry for the fighting to end and that the 
Saigon regime did not waut us to reach an 
early settlement of military issues wi,th 
Hanoi. 

The fact is that the creation of strong po
litical, social and economic institutions is a 
job that the Vietnamese must do for them
selves. We cannot do 1t for them, nor can 
they do it while our presence hangs over 
them so massively. President Thieu, Vice 
President Ky, Prime Minister Huong and 
those who may follow them have the task 
of welding viable political institutions from 
the 100 or more splinter groups that call 
themselves political parties. It is up to us to 
let them get on with the job. Nothing we 
might do could be so beneficial or could so 
add to the political maturity of South Viet 
Nam as to begin to withdraw our combat 
troops. Moreover, in my opinion, we cannot 
realistically expect to d.Chieve anything more 
through our military force, and the time has 
come to begin to disengage. That was my 
final conclusion as I left the Pentagon on 
January 20, 1969. 

v 
It remains my firm opinion today. It is 

based not only on my personal experiences, 
but on the many significant changes that 
have occurred in the world situation in the 
last four years. 

In 1965, the forces supported by No:rth 
Viet Nam were on the verge of a military 
take-over of South Viet Nam. Only by send
ing large numbers of American troops was it 
possible to prevent this from happening. The 
South Vietnamese were militarily weak and 
politically demoralized. They could not, at 
that time, be expected. to preserve for them
selves the right to determine their own 
future. Communist China had recently pro
claimed its intention to implement the 
doctrine of "wars of national liberation." 
Krushchev's fall from power the preceding 
October and Chou En-lai's visit to Moscow in 
November 1964 posed the dire possibillty of 
the two communist giants working together 
to spread disruption throughout the under
developed nations of the world. Indonesia, 
under Sukarno, presented a posture of im
placable hostlllty toward Malaysia, and was 
a destabilizing element in the entire Pacific 
picture. Malaysia itself, as well as Thailand 
and Singapore, needed time for their govern-

mental institutions to mature. Apparent 
American indifference to developments in 
Asia might, at that time, have had a disas
trous impact on the independent countries 
of that area. 

During the past four years, the situation 
has altered dramatioally. The armed forces 
of South Viet Nam have increased in siZe 
and proficiency. The political situation there 
has become more stable, and the govern
mental institutions more representative. 
Elsewhere in Asia, conditions of greater se
curity exist. The bloody defeat of the at
tempted communist coup in Indonesia re
moved Sukarno from power and changed the 
confrontation with Malaysia to cooperation 
between the two countries. The governments 
of Thailand and Singapore have made good 
use of these four years to increase their 
popular support. Australia and New Zealand 
have moved toward closer regional defense 
ties, while Japan, the Republic of Korea and 
Taiwan have exhibited a rate of economic 
growth and an improvement in living stand
ards that discredit the teachings of Chair
man Mao. 

Of the least equal significance is the fact 
that, since 1965, relations between Russia 
and China have steadily worsened. The 
schism between these two powers ls one of 
the watershed events of our time. Ironically, 
their joint support of Hanoi has contributed 
to the acrimony between them. It has 
brought into focus their competition for 
leadership in the communist camp. Con
:fllcting positions on the deslrablllty of the 
peace negotiations in Paris have provided 
a further divisive factor. In an analogous 
development, increased Soviet aid to North 
Korea has made Pyongyang less dependent 
on China. The Cultural Revolution and the 
depredations of the Red Guards have created 
in China a. situation of internal unrest that 
presently preoccupies China's military forces. 
The recent border clashes on the Ussuri River 
further decrease the likelihood that China 
will, in the near future be able to devote its 
attention and resources to the export of rev
olution. 

These considerations are augmented by 
another. It seems clear that the necessi-ty to 
devote more of our minds and our means to 
our pressing domestic problems requires that 
we ·set a chronological limit on our Viet
namese involvement. 

A year ago, we placed a numerical limit 
on this involvement, and did so without less
ening the effectiveness of the total mili
tary effort. There will, undeniably, be many 
problems inherent in the replacement of 
American combat forces with · South Viet
namese forces. But whatever these problems, 
they must be faced. There is no way to 
achieve our goaz of creating the conditions 
that wiZZ allow the South Vietnamese to de
termine their own future unless we begin, 
and begin promptly, to turn Qver to them 
the major responsibility for their own de
fense. This ability to defend themselves can 
never be developed so long as we continue to 
bear the brunt of the battle. Sooner or later, 
the te1t must be whether the South Viet
namese will serve their own country suffi
ciently well to guarantee its national survival. 
In my view, this test must be made sooner, 
rather than later. 

A first step would be to inform the South 
Vietnamese Government that we will with
draw about 100,000 troops before the end of 
this year. We should also make it clear that 
this is not an isolated action, but the be
ginning of a process under which all u.s. 
ground combat forces wm have been with
drawn from Viet Nam by the end of 1970. 
The same information should, of course, be 
provided to the other countries who are con
tributing forces for the defense of South Viet 
Nam. 

Strenuous political and military objections 
to this declsion must be anticipated. Argu
ments wHl be made tbait suoh a withdrawal 
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will cause the collapse of the Saigon gov~n
ment <Mld jeopardize the security of our own 
ruld allied troops. Identical arguments, how
ever, were urged a~ainst the decisions tore
strict the bombing on March 31 of Last year 
and to stop it compleltely on October 31. They 
ha.v·e proven to be unfounded. There is, in 
f·act, no magic and no specific military ra
tionale for the number of American troops 
presently in South Viet Ntam. The current 
figure represents only the l:evel at which the 
esoalator stopped. 

It should also be noted that our military 
commanders have stated fl:atly since liast 
summer that no additional American troops 
are needed. During these months the number 
of South Vietnamese under SJrms in the Gov
ernment cause has increased substantilally 
and we have received steady reports of their 
improved performance. Gradual wi:thdra.wal 
of American combat troops thus not only 
would be consistent with continued overall 
military strength, but also would serve to 
substantiate the cl!ailru! of the growing com
bat effectiveness of the South Vietnamese 
forces. 

Concurrently with the decision to begin 
withd.mwaJ, orders should be 1Bsued to our 
military commamders to discontinue efforts to 
apply maximum mllirta.ry pressure on the 
enemy and to seek instead to reduce the level 
of combat. The public statements of our offi
cials show that there has as yet been no 
change in our policy of maximum military 
effort. The result has been a continuation of 
the high level of American casualties, with
out any discernible impact on the peace ne
gotiations in Paris. 

While our combat troops rure being with
dmwn, we would continue to provide the 
armed forces of the Saigon government with 
logis,tic support and with our air resources. 
As the process goes on, we can appra.ise both 
frlend.ly and enemy reactiOilJS. The pattern 
of our eventual withdrawal of non-combat 
troops and personnel engaged in air lift and 
air support can be determined on the basis 
of political and military developments. So 
long as we retain our a.1r resources in South 
Viet Nam, with total ·air superiority, I do not 
believe that the lesseni,ng in the military 
pressure exerted by the ground forces would 
permi·t the enemy to make any significant 
goalns. There is, moreover, th.e possibility of 
reciprocal reduction in North Vietnamese 
combat activity. 

Our decision progressively oo tUJrn over the 
combat burden to ·tbe armed forces of South 
Viet Nam would OOil!fl"'llJt the North Viet
namese leaders witth a painful dilemma. Wtord 
that the Americans were beginn1a:lg to witth
dMw mighlt art first lead them to cLa.1m.s of 
victory. But even these ln1ltial cl·aims could 
be expooted to be tinged with apprehension. 
There has, iln my view, long been OOID.Sidera!bie 
evidence that Hanoi fears the possibility that 
rthooe whom they characterize a.s "puppet 
:fooces" may, with continued but gTadUaJly 
~reduced AmeriOMl support, prove a;ble to 
stand off the communist forces. 

As American combat forces aJ."e withdrtawn, 
Hanoi would be f·aced with the prospect of a 
proLonged a.nd subSitan.rtiaJ. presence of 
Amerioa.n air and Iogist1.cs personnel in sup
port of South Viet Nam's combat troops, 
Which would be constantly improving in ef
ficiency. Hanoi's only alternative would be 
to arrange, tacitly or expUci<tly, for a mutua-l 
withdmwal <Xf all extema.l foroes. In either 
eventuality, the resUilrttng baJS~Uce of forces 
should avert any danger of a blood barth 
which some fear might occur in the afteir
m ath of our withdrawal. 

Onoo our wit hdrawal of combat troops 
commences, the Saigon government would 
recognize, probably for the fl.rSlt time, thalt 
Am.eriC81Il objectives do not demand the per
petuation in power of any one grourp of South 
Vi~ese. So long as we appear preprured 
to remain indefinitely, 11here iB no pressure 
on Saigon to dilute the control of those 

presently in posit1ons of power by making 
room for individuals representative of other 
n:a.rtionaliSJt elements in Sou1ftl. Vietnamese 
society. 

Accordingly, I anticipate no adverse im
pact on the Paris negotia.tions from the an
nouncement a.nd implementa.rtion of a pro
gram of American witlld.mw.al. Insrtead, I 
would foresee the creation of circumstances 
under which true bargaining may proceed 
among the Vietnamese present in P81ris. Un
questionably, the North Vietnamese and the 
NwtLonal Libel1a.rtion Front would do so in the 
hope that S~UY politica.l settlement would 
move them towrurd eventual dominaltion 1n 
South Viet Nam. But their hopes and ex
pectations neoossarily will yield to the polit
ical r001lities, and these polit1ca.l realities are, 
in the :finial an·alysis, both beyond our con
trol and beyond our ken. Moreove!", they are 
basically none of our busdness. The one mil
lion South Vieltnamese in the va.rlous oom
ponen1ls of the armed forces, with American 
logiSJtics, air 11ft and air support, should be 
Sible, if they have the will, to prevent th.e 
impooitLon by force of a Ha.nol-collltrolled 
regime. If they lack a sense or a sufficiency 
of national purpose, we can never force it on 
them. 

In the long run, the security of the Pacific 
region will depend upon the ability of the 
countries there to meet the legitimate grow
ing demands of their own people. No mili
tary strength we can bring to bear can give 
them internal stability or popular accept
ance . In Southeast Asia, and elsewhere in the 
less developed regions of the world, our abil
ity to understand and to control the basic 
forces that are at play is a very limited one. 
We calD. advise, we can urge, we can furnish 
economic aid. But American military power 
cannot build nations, any more than it can 
solve the social and economic problems that 
face us here at home. 

This, then, is the case history of the evo
lution of one individual's thinking regard
ing Viet Nam. Throughout this entire pe
riod it has been difficult to cling closely to 
reality because of the constant recurrence of 
optimistic predictions that our task was 
nearly over, and that better times were just 
around the corner, or just over the next 
hill. 

We cannot afford to lose sight of the fact 
that this is a limited war, for limited aims 
and employing limited power. The forces we 
now have deployed and the human and ma
terial costs we are now incurring have be
come, in my opinion, out of aU proportion 
to our purpose. The present scale Of military 
effort can bring us no closer to meaning
ful vctory. It can only continue to devastate 
the countryside and to prolong the suffer
ing of the Vietnames people of every po
Utical persuasion. 

Unless we have the imagination and the 
courage to adopt a different course, I am 
convinced. that we will be in no better, and 
no different, a position a year from now than 
we are today. 

At current casualty rates, 10,000 more 
American boys will have lost their lives. 

We should reduce American casualties by 
reducing American combat forces. We should 
do so in accordancce with a definite schedule 
and with a specified end point. 

Let us start to bring our men home-and 
let us start now. 

FINDINGS ON TRIP TO VIETNAM, MAY 25-
JUNE 10, 1969 

(By U.S. study team on religious and 
political freedom in Vietnam) 

INTRODUCTION 

Background 
The U.S. Study Team was sent to South 

Vietnam by an ad hoc committee organized 
in late 1968 by a group of well-known church
men concerned about the war and the reprt)s
sion of those religious and political forces in 

South Vietnam who urge an end to hostili
ties. This committee has wide national inter
religious representation. The officers named 
were: Chairman, Barton Hunter, Executive 
Secretary of the Department of Church in 
Society of the Christian Church; Secretary, 
Gerhard Elston of the National Council of 
Churches; Executive Director, Allan Brick, 
Associate Secretary for National Program of 
the Fellowship of Reconcmation, who also 
served as a member of the team. 

The sponsoring committee defined the 
team's goals as follows: "First, they will seek 
to identify the variety of religious forces in 
South Vietnam and the range of political ex
pression existing there. They will seek to in
vestigate the situation of religious groups 
and the extent of the imprisonment of lead
ers of nonaligned groups who represent po
tentially important political sentiment. The 
team will be interested, for example, in visit
ing both Mr. Dzu and Thick Thien Minh. 
Second, the team will seek to investigate the 
situation of all prisoners in South Vietnam. 
Recognizing the difficulties of doing this in 
a wartime situation, the team will nonethe
less attempt to obtain realistic information." 

Team members 
Members of the team were: Bishop James 

Armstrong of the United Methodist Church, 
Dakotas Area; Mrs. John C. Bennett, Pro
testant church woman; Allan Brick, Associate 
Secretary for National Program, Fellowship 
of Reconciliation; Hon. John Conyers, Jr., 
M.C. of Detroit, Michigan; Robert F. Drinan, 
S .J., Dean of the Boston College Law School; 
John de J. Pemberton, Executive Director of 
the American Civil Liberties Union; Rabbi 
Seymour Siegel, Professor of Theology at the 
Jewish Theological Seminary; and Rear Ad
miral Arnold E. True, United States Navy 
(retired). 

Summary 
A report issued by the team following the 

Vietnam trip documents police and military 
suppression of religious and political expres
sion in South Vietnam under the Thieu-Ky 
Government. The chief findings of the team 
are: 

1. Many thousands of persons are being 
arrested in South Vietnam are denied all pro
cedural protection. Arrests are made by a 
variety of local and na tiona! officials-by 
District police, special security forces, mili
tary forces and intelligence units-each ex
ercising "relatively unfettered discretion." 

2. The Thieu-Ky Government's widespread 
and increasing use of the extra-constitu
tional Military Field Tribunal has been re
sponsible for the sen·tencing and imprison
ment of additional thousands of persons, de
nying them the f:undamental elements of a 
fair hearing and often failure to serve prior 
notice of the charges against them. Many of 
these prisoners remain without trial in the 
hands of the arresting authorities while the 
remainder have been removed to prisons by 
administrative action without charges or 
trials. 

3. The Study Team agrees with those who 
say that repression, though not as ovbious 
and violent as under the Diem Government, 
continues to be pervasive and brutal. While 
some persons visited appear t o refiect modern 
notions of penal administration and certain 
prison officials seemed sensitive to the needs 
of inmates, the sheer weight of witnesses' 
statements concerning physical abuse seemed 
overwhelmingly conclusive. It became clear 
that whatever amelioration appeared in the 
formal correctional institutions, torture and 
brutality are widespread in the arresting and 
interrogation process. 

4. Without question the Thieu-Ky Gov· · 
ernment uses the words "communism", "neu
tralism" and "coalition" to silence dissent 
and weaken political and religious opposi
tion. Student peace movements, Buddhist 
pleas for nonviolence and a "third solution", 
and the freedom of the press have been sys- . 
tematlcally suppressed by an insecure gov-
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ernment that relies more on pollee state tac
tics and American support than on true rep
resentation and popular support. As one 
Vietnamese attorney phrased it: "One con
not fight for freedom without insuring free
dom at home." 
I. /LIMITATIONS ON RELIGIOUS AND POLITICAL 

FREEDOM IN SOUTH VIETNAM 

The eight member U.S. Study Team met 
with President Thieu, Minister of Interior 
Tran Thien Khiem and members of his staff, 
AmbaJSsador Ellsworth Bunker and members 
of his staff, national religious leaders, law
makers, intellecrtuals, attorneys, students, a 
variety of persons of different political per
suasions and talked with scores of political 
prisoners. It visited prisons at Thu Due, 
Chi Hao and on Con Son Island, as wen as 
the National Police Headquarters. The Gov
ernment of South Vietnam was helpful in 
providing data, in permitting Team members 
to visit prisons, and in making accessible 
certain prisoners. 

Three things are readily apparent in South 
Vietnam: ( 1) A state of war exists and any 
meaningful study of freedom must be done 
against that background; (2) South Vietnam 
is poor and is unable to provide from its own 
resources institutional facilities and forins 
of care which are taken for granted in the 
Western world; and, (3) whereas the United 
States of America has lived under the guar
antee of its present Constitution for nearly 
two hundred years, South Vietnam does not 
have a tradition of political liberty and its 
Constitution is only two years old. Notwith
standing this, in a message cabled directly 
to President Nixon from Saigon, the Study 
Team said: 

"Speaking for peace or in any other way 
opposing the government (in South Viet
nam) easily brings the charge of communist 
sympathy and subsequent arrest . . . There 
must be no illusion that this climate of reli
gious and political suppression is compatible 
with either a representative or a stable 
government." 

Many persons interviewed argued that 
President Thieu's government is less re
pressive than the ten years of brutal intimi
dation under Ngo Dinh Diem. Others, while 
agreeing that repression is not as obvious 
and violent, argued that it is equally per
vasive though more subtle today. (Some of 
the following documentation will indicate 
that there is still unsubtle, violent intimi
dation.) 

Three celebrated cases of political arrest 
have claimed international attention in re
cent months. They are the cases of Thich 
Thien Minh, one of the most influential 
Buddhist monks in South Vietnam; Truong 
Dinh Dzu, runner-up in the Presidential 
Election of 1967; and Nguyen Lau, wealthy 
publisher of the Saigon Daily News. 

Thich Thien Minh was arrested on Febru
ary 23, 1969, at the Buddhist Youth Center 
and charged with "harboring rebels, con
cealing weapons and illegal documents ... 
harboring deserters and supporting draft 
dodgers". After appearing before a military 
field tribunal, he was sentenced to serve 
terms of ten and . five years at hard labor, 
the sentences to run concurrently. Last 
month, his sentence was reduced to three 
years. 

It is assumed by many that Thlch Thien 
Minh was arrested not because of the spe
cific crimes with which he was charged 
but for his public criticism of the Thieu-Ky 
government and his strong advocacy of 
peace. 

In February, he was summoned .to the 
Ministry of the Interior and warned to tone 
down his sermons which were said to be 
disrespectful to the government of Presi
dent Thieu. He had earlier said · that the 
people of South Vietnam could accept 
neither the "terrorist regime" of North Viet
nam nor the "corrupt government" in Sai
gon. Replying to Thien Minh, President 

Thieu said, "My government can die because 
of those pacifists, but before we die, they 
will have to die first ." 

The Study Team visited both Thich Thien 
Minh and Quang Due Buddhist Youth Cen
ter. The Youth Center, closed at the time 
of Thich Thien Minh's arrest (20 other 
Buddhists were arrested at the same time), 
was handed back by the Government and 
re-opened during the Team's stay in Sai
gon. Team members saw Thich Thien Minh's 
room, as well as the many hallways, rooins 
and stairways that separated him from the 
tiny room and wooden closet with the false 
back that were said to be the hiding place of 
the V.C. agent and a cache of small arms. 
Seeing the distances and buildings involved, 
it is not di:fficul t to believe the monk's as
sertion that he had no personal knowledge 
of a V.C. agent's presence in that hidden 
room. 

The Team talked with Thich Thien Minh, 
who has been held in m1Utary custody. They 
interviewed him in a. small house, a part of 
a larger complex of carefully guarded gov
ernment officials pointedly left the room that 
the discussion might be private. However, it 
had been determined during the conversa
tions that there was a. government agent 
only four feet from the Venerable, behind 
a thin wall. Thus, the interview was neces
sarily inhibited. Thich Thien Minh had been 
moved four times since his arrest and was 
kept under the strictest security. Though 
badly injured in 1966 by a hand grenade, said 
to have been thrown by a V.C., he said his 
health was good. He added, "My only offense 
is that I believe in peace." 

On May 1, 1968, Truong Dinh Dzu was 
arrested "on charges of urging the formation 
of a coalition government as a. step toward 
peace." In August, he was sentenced to five 
years of forced labor. Although the N.L.F. 
is now participating in the Paris peace talks 
and a coalition government is being widely 
discussed by responsible government offi
cials in the United States, Mr. Dzu has not 
yet been released. 

In a national election that denied certain 
candidates the right to run 1 because they 
were peace advocates, and that heavily fa
vored the Thieu-Ky regime because of its 
domination of the m111tary and political 
structures of South Vietnam and because of 
the well-known support of the American 
'presence' in Vietnam Mr. Dzu ran second, 
polllng 18 percent of the vote. He wisely did 
not announce his "white dove•' platform 
until after his candidacy had been approved. 
(It is interesting to note that in the election 
the Thieu-Ky ticket gained only 35 percent 
of the vote. In May, 1968, Vice-President Ky 
told an Italian journalist, "Our last elections 
were a loss of time and money, a mockery.") 
Dzu has never been accused of being pro
communist and is, as resident Thieu openly 
acknowledged, a "political prisoner." The 
fact that, running as a peace candidate and 
advocating direct talks with the N.L.F., he 
ran second only to the President, accounts 
more than anything else for his imprison
ment. Mr. Dzu was moved from Con Son 
Prison Island to Chi Hoa Prison in Saigon 
during the last week in May, 1969. U.S. Study 
Team members saw him in his cell in Chi 
Hoa. Suffering from a heart condition, he 
looked well and various kinds of medicines 
were in evidence. He said he wanted to 
serve his country as a nationalist. On June 5, 
President Thieu told the Team that sup
port for a coalition government cannot be 
tolerated. 

On April 16, 1969, Nguyen Lau, publisher 
and owner of the Saigon Daily News was ar-

1 General "Big" Minh was kept in exile in 
Bangkok and Au Truong Thanh, the other 
leading contender was refused candidate 

status because of his alleged "neutralism." 
The Study Team talked with Au Truong 
Thanh in exile in Paris. 

rested for "having maintained private con
tacts with a Vietcong political agent." The 
agent, a boyhood friend of Lau, returned 
to Saigon in 1964 from North Vietnam. He 
talked with Lau many times during the past 
five years and had, at one time, asked him to 
supply information for the V.C. According to 
both Lau and Tra.n Ngoc mem, the agent, 
Lau had refused to supply the information. 

In discussing Lau's case with a member of 
the Team, one of Saigon's most highly re• 
garded foreign correspondents explained its 
background. In Vietnam, a culture influenced 
immeasurably by Confucianism, family ties 
and friendship are revered. Mr. Lau, in a 
press conference held by government officials 
at National Police Headquarters, made no at
tempt to deny his associations with Hiem. He 
said that Communism was poisoning the 
minds of many, but that Vietnam would 
surely survive Communism. He added, "Even 
today, sitting before you, I keep wondering 
if as a publisher and as a Vietnamese intel
lectual, I should denounce a. friend who I 
have known since boyhood." 

Mr. Lau was educated at Oxford and the 
Sorbonne. As a member of a old and impor
tant family of wealth he has no respect for 
war profiteers and little sympathy for cor
ruption in the government. As a respected 
journalist and an avowed anti-Communist, 
he considered it part of his responsib111ty to 
be open to every facet of Vietnamese life. 
He once said, "If people are free to walk the 
streets, they are free to talk to me." 

He insisted upon his right to criticize. On 
March 24, 1969, the New York Times quoted 
him as saying, "Diem said bluntly that he 
was not going to tolerate freedom of the 
press. There were no illusions then. We are 
living a lie now. People say they are giving 
you freedom and someone without experience 
in journalism may be innocent enough to 
believe that this is paradise. Now you may 
be carried away by your illusions and land in 
trouble." Less than a month later Nguyen 
Lau was arrested. 

Members of the Study Team visited the 
Niational Police Headquarters. There, Lt. Col. 
Nguyen Mau, Chief of Special Branch, told 
them about the government's case a.ga.lnst 
the publisher. The only "evidence" he pro
duced was the photos;tat of a pll"ess card, al
Legedly issued by Mr. Lau to one Tan That 
Dong, the alleged V.C. alias of Tmn Ngoc 
Hiem. Such "evidenoe," however, raises seri
ous questions. Two days following Lau's ar
rest, police brought a "so-oalled Vietcong" to 
the Lau home. In Mrs. Lau's absence, they 
proceeded to take pictures of him in various 
positions around the house. When her two 
sons (ag.ed 10 and 14) protested, they were 
handcuffed while the picture-taking con
tinued. When told of the incident, Mrs. Lau 
courageously went to the authorities. A sen
ior police official did admit that police had 
visited the house with a V.C. agent Mld oa.m
era to g'alther "evidence." 

Members of the Study Team were nort per
mitted to see Mr. Lau, still being held with
out sentence. Nor were they permitted to 
see thirteen other prlsoners they had made 
specific requests to visd.t. 

These three cases have not been isolated 
because they are more important than others, 
but because they are more well known. They 
are symptomatic of a. climate of intellectual, 
religious and political repression that has led 
to the imprisonment, exile or silencing of 
thousands of loyal Vietnamese lllaitionalists, 
persons who are not pro-Communist, but 
who are critical of the Thieu-Ky government 
and who insist upon the right to think for 
themselves. 

The government's sensitivity at this point 
is l'levealed in its attitudes toward dissenters, 
so-called "militant Buddhists," students and 
intellectuals, political opponents and the 
press. 

The reUgious picture in South Vietnam is 
confused. About one-tenth of the lllaition's 
population is Roman Catholic. Yet, from the 
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time of Diem and the Nhu's on, Catholicism 
has played a dominant role 1!D. Vietnamese 
political life. (Actually, this goes back to 
the 18th Century French missionary-priest, 
Pigneau de Behaine, and the continuing in
:fluenoe of French Catholicism during colonial 
days.) President Thieu reminded the Study 
Team that, though he had trouble with Bud
dhists, Catholics had supported his adminis
tration. The former editor of a catholic 
magazine, a friend and confidant of Arch
bishop Nguyen Van Binh, agrees that fewer 
than 10 percent of the catholtcs in South 
Vietn-am are critical of the wa.r and of 
Thleu's government. It must be remembered 
that about 1,000,000 of South Vietnam's 
Oatholi<:a were born in what is now North 
Vietnam and came south following 1954. 
They are, for the most part, vigorous anti
OommUilil.sts. 

However, there are Catholics who want a 
closer tie with Buddhists and who are seek
ing what some call, a "third solution". They 
are trying to find answers between Commu
nism and corrupt militarism. Father Hoang 
Quynh, an active leader of the All-Religion 
Citizen's Front, has worked with Buddhists 
in trying to prevent further friction between 
the Buddhist and Catholic communities. He 
has said, "Catholic faithful must learn to 
live a responsible political life." There are 
other Catholics who seem close to the Pope's 
views on meaningful negotiations and peace. 
They have won the confidence of Buddhist 
leaders. 

When, in January, 1968, all of the bishops 
of South Vietnam released a four-page state
ment supporting Pope Paul's message on 
Vietnam and calling for a bombing halt in 
North Vietnam, it seemed that there had 
been a breakthrough. However, and without 
exception, those with whom Study Team 
members spoke indicated that the hierarchy 
in South Vietnam had confined themselves 
to what the Pope had said with no desire or 
inclination to supplement or further inter
pret the Vatican's plea concerning peace. 
There continues to be sharp feeling between 
Buddhists and Catholics. As one Buddhist 
complained, "When Catholics talk about 
peace, the Thleu government hears it one 
way. When we use the word, it is supposed 
to mean something else." Many Buddhists 
feel, and justifiably so, that they have been 
discriminated against by a succession of gov
ernments in Saigon. 

There are two major Buddhist factions in 
South Vietnam; the "moderate" government
authorized faction of Thich Tam Chau, and 
the "activisit" 2 faction of Thlch Tr1 Quang 
and the An Quang Pagoda. However, the 
Unified Buddhist Church of the An Quang 
Pagoda is made up of both Mahayana (north
ern) and Therevada (southern) Buddhists. 
Early in 1967, the government sought to frag
ment the Buddhists, withdrawing the charter 
of the Unified Church and recognizing the 
"moderate" wing of Thlch Tam Chau. How
ever, the An Quang Pagoda continues to be 
a major factor in the religious and political 
life of the country. On the Buddha's 2513th 
birthday, celebrated May 30, at the An Quang 
Pagoda, former Chief of State, Phan Khac 
suu, Tran Ngoc Chau, General Secretary of 
the House of Representatives, other deputies 
and senators, Father Quynh, as well as Cao 
Dai and Hoa Hao leaders were present, indi
cating a broad base of popular support among 
disparate groups. During the ceremonies, 
white doves of peace were released as a crowd 
of more than 3,000 people looked on, and 
Thich Tinh Khiet, Supreme Patriarch of the 
Unified Buddhist Congregation said, "Every 
hostile tendency of the world has jostled its 
way into the Vietnam war in order to exploit 

2 The term "militant" is usually applied to 
the An Quang Pagoda faction. However, Bud
dhists are committed to nonviolence. In 
French, "militant" means an "active sup
porter or worker in a political group." 

it and seek for victory, whereas all the Viet
namese people--either on this side or on the 
other side of the 17th Parallel-are mere 
victims of this atrocious war. Our nation is 
thus forced to accept ready-made decisions 
without having any right to make our own 
choice." President Thieu and pro-govern
ment supporters may insist that such peace 
talk is "political". If so, it is an obvious ex
pression of that freedom essential to an em
erging democracy. And it is no more political 
than a caravan of government-owned cars 
driving Thich Tam Chau to the Saigon Air
port on June 5, to meet the Nepalese dele
gation to a World Buddhist Conference on 
Social Welfare; no more political than the 
imprisonment of hundreds of Buddhist 
monks. 

Often the Buddhists who protest govern
ment policy are students. Following the gov
ernment-controlled electioru; of 1967, Bud
dhist students joined by some of their 
professors were promptly singled out by the 
government for retaliatory acts. A professor 
of law said, "Van Hanh University (Buddhist) 
\Vias the chief target for attack ... If students 
go to meetings, the police follow them and 
they can be a.r·rested any time. Many times, 
they are drafted before tbe legal age or before 
their deferments as students expire." 

As a result of a peace meeting held in 
September, 1968, in Saigon University, the 
Student Union was closed by police. Students, 
professors, deputies from the Lower House 
and some Buddhist monks had pa.rticipated. 
in the meeting. Thirty persons, mostly stu
dents, were arrested. More arrests followed. 

At about the same time, a student in the 
Medical Sohool was murdered. He had been 
kidilia.pped by the N.L.F. and later :rescued by 
American troops. He was a.coused of having 
"leftist tendencies". He was found dead with 
his hands tied behind his back, having been 
pushed from a third :floor window. The pollee 
caJ.led it "probable suicide" and made no in
vestigation. 

Student resistance continued. On Christ
m·as Eve, responding to the Pope's plea for 
peace, 2,000 students, many of them oatholic, 
held a peace pl'IOOe56ion. In the aftermath, 
hundreds were WN'e.sted. 

In spite of set-back and ddsoouragement, 
spirit of the student peace movement re
mains unbroken. A Buddhist studenst stepped 
out of a sullen mass of prisoners at Damp No. 
7 on Con Son Island a.nd addressed members 
of the Team. The government tmnslwtor said, 
"He 1s here because he refuses to be dmfted. 
He says he doesn't w;a.nt to serve the United 
States. As a. Vietnamese citizen he will go 
into the Army only when we have independ
ence." A student, recently released fi"Olll Con 
Son, reactin·g to the devastation vi.sl.ted on 
his country by modern lnstruments of wa.r, 
said much the same thing: "I w1ll not serve 
a country that has ctone so much to my own." 

Students, intellectua.Is and Budd.hdst 
monks do not comprise the only opponents 
who th:reaJten President Thieu's government. 

There is a growing mood of independence 
in the Lower House. It irs only fOUlld in a few 
deputies, but they are voicing increasing op
position to the polic1es and practices of the 
Tlneu-Ky government. There have been crit· 
lcisms of Opemtion Phoendx in the National 
Assembly. Two members of the Lower House 
raised serious questions about prison policies 
early in May. The president's tax program has 
been challenged. Oonstitutlonal questions 
challenging the prerogatives of the executive 
bttanch are frequently raised. 

Presidelllt Thieu proudly points to the 
"new alliance" of political parties 1n South 
Vietnam as an indication of the breadth of 
his support. This alliance includes the 
Greater Union Force, the polltical arm of 
militant Roman Catholic refugees, the 
Social Humanist Party, a rebirth of Ngo Dinh 
Nhu's Can Lao party, the Dai Vet, an erst
while grouping of anti-French nationalists, 
a faction of the Hoa Hao sect based in the 

Delta and the Viet Kuomingtang, a pro
government bloc formed after the Tet offen
sive in 1968. All of these parties together, 
combined with the Thieu-Ky vote, failed to 
capture half of the popular vote in the 1967 
elections.8 

While there is genuine political oppa&ltion, 
most of it has been driven underground. 
Members of the Study Team met with leaders 
of five old-line political parties no longer 
permitted to function as recognized entities. 
These men had all been active in the resist
ance movement against the French and were 
ardent nationalists. Their parties have been 
outlawed, their requests to publish a news
paper have gone unanswered and their voices 
have been muted. These men, and they refiect 
a vast middle-position in South Vietnam, 
struggled against the French and consider 
the Americans their new colonial masters. 
Over the past twenty-five years, they have 
known imprisonment and sacrifice. (A retired 
general present had been in prison eleven 
times.) They argue that unity a.nd independ
ence cannot be achieved under present cir
cumstances. One of them said, "We know the 
American government is anti-Communist 
and they help us fight Communism. But 
when they look at Viet Communists, they 
think of them as western Communists. That 
is a bad mtsta.ke." It 1s the conviction of the 
Study Team that there will be no truly repre
sentative government in South Vietnam 
until voices such as these can be legiti
matized and participate in the democratic 
processes of the republic. 

One further evidence of political oppres
sion is the government's attitude toward the 
press. Although it seems reasonably tolerant 
of foreign correspondents, and they are per
mitted to function without too many in
stances of censorship, the government's rela
tionship to the Vietnamese press is far more 
direct and lnhibiting. Twelve months ago, 
censorship was officially eliminated in South 
Vietnam. Since then, at least twenty-five 
newspapers and two magazines have been 
suspended. Mr. Lau's Daily News has been 
suspended for thirty days for hinting that 
Thlch Thien Minh's trial might have been 
unfair. Tin Sang was closed when it suggested 
that Prime Minister Huong (one of the more 
highly regarded members of the Thieu gov
ernment and a former poll tical prisoner him
self) once yielded to pressure in a cabinet ap
pointment.' Nguyen Thanh Tal, a UPI combat 
photographer, was arrested in May, 1968, for 
taking pictures "detrimental" to South Viet
nam. 

One of the most credible and influential 
anti-government nationalist leaders with 
whom we talked prepared a three-page posi
tion paper for the Team. The English trans
lation was his own. In part, he said: 

"The range of political expression as legally 
exists here is narrow indeed . . . 

"Let us imagine for a moment that those 
people are given a. chance. What would they 
do? 

"They would firstly negotiate with the 
Government of the United States an agree
menst on the Allied Forces Establishment in 
Viet Nam which would provide for progres
sive withdrawals when the situation war
rants it. Of course, they would bear in mind 
the security and the honor of the Allied 
troops who came here to protect ourselves 
and prevent a Communist domination. 

"They would secondly invite the Viet
namese people to actively participate in 
national a.1fairs and take their share of re-

a The United States sent election "ob
servers" to Vietnam to report on election 
procedures. As one cyn1caJ. Vietnamese put 
it: "We are planning to send twenty-two 
Vietnamese observers who don't speak 
English to the United States • • • for four 
days to see if your elections are fair." 

'See: New York Times, March 24, 1969. 
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sponsibUity. Democratic freedom would be 
enforced without restrictions, how adventur
ous this might first look. Live forces such as 
students, in1;ellectuals, religious leaders and 
workers' unions would be given an authorized 
say. Unjust treatment would be redeemed. 
One cannot fight for freedom without en
suring freedom at home ... " 

Many, not aJl, of the nationalist leaders 
with whom the Study Team talked believed 
that a continuing American presence in 
South Vietnam is an unfortunate necessity 
until the political situation can be stabilized 
and made more representative. One student 
leader who had been imprisoned twice by the 
Thieu government for his activities on be
half of peace argued that no truly represent
ative democracy can come into being as long 
as U.S. troops are present and U.S. policy Is 
being enforced. He said, "By now, we should 
have learned the irony of having any Viet
namese government that is embraced by U.S. 
power. The Americans must depart leaving 
us to decide our own future." He spoke 
those words with anguish, obviously knowing 
the problems that Vietnamese nationalism 
and many of its long-suffering advocates 
would face in dealing with the N.L.F. in the 
wake CYf an American withdrawal. Yet, he 
bitterly insisted that after many years of 
American military presence and American 
good intentions, there was no other way. 

At the luncheon given the Team by mem
bers of the Lower House, Deputy Duong 
Minh Kinh talked about the vast expendi
tures poured into North Vietnam by the 
Soviet Union and China, and into South 
Vietnam by America. He said, "We are beg
gars from all of the people In the world in 
order to destroy ourselves. That is the great
est tragedy of all." 
II. DETENTION, INTERROGATION, IMPRISONMENT 

AND TREATMENT OF PRISONERS 

The large majority of those imprisoned in 
South Vietnam are held because they oppose 
the government; they are "political prison
ers". Undoubtedy, a great many of these are, 
as the government classifies them, "Viet 
Cong". Legally speaking, they are properly 
prisoners of war-although they are kept in 
a. separate category from Inilitary prisoners. 
Others are "civilians related to Communist 
activities;" i.e., V.C. agents, and are accu
rately classified as such. Still others, many of 
them detained without hearing or trial, 
should be classified differently. Some of these 
have been picked up in "search and destroy" 
sweeps and are innocent of anything save 
being present in an area of military opera
tions. Others are clearly political prisoners. 
They are nationalists and not Communists, 
but are seen by the government as inimical 
to its continuing control. In the official sta
tistics very few "detainees" and "political 
prisoners" are so classified. The government 
places the vast majority of prisoners in 
either the "communist" or the "criminal" 
category. 

The classifioa.tion of prisoners in 41 Oor
rectional Oenters as given by Col. Nguyen 
Psu Sanh, Director of Correctional Institu
tions is: 

[In percent] 
CTiminals -------------------------- 16.98 
Communists ----------------------- 64. 25 
Civilians related to Communist ac-

tivities -------------------------- 4. 16 
Military --------------------------- 11. 91 
Political activities harmful to na-

tional interest_____________________ . 21 
War prisoners temporarily in correc-

tional centers _____________________ 2.49 

Colonel Sanh said that there are 35,000 
prisoners in these Oorrection.al Centers. The 
senior American advisor to Ool. Sanh, Mr. 
Don Bordenkercher, estimated that, in addi
tion, there are 10,000 held in in.rterroga.tion 
centers. He reported that the number had 
gone up gradually since the Tet offensive of 
1968 W'hen the jump was precipitate. Am-

bassador Colby, General Abrams' Deputy tor 
Pa.c1fl.cat1on, said that the number of prts
oners had gone up and will continue to go 
up as the pacification program (Civil Opera
tions and Revolutionary Development Sup
port) develops. 

The national police in Sa.igon and in the 
provinces are the official organ for making 
arrests. In addition, there appear to be many 
other 84Tests and detention agencies.ts It is 
cleaa- that those arrested are taken to a va
riety of detention centers for interrogg,tion 
and that many are held in these centers for 
periods of time up to two yeaTS. According 
to the U.S. Mission, American advisors are 
involved only with cases of Viet Oong or sus
pected Viet Oong sympathizers and with 
persons apprehended during military opera
tions; e.g., "Operation Phoenix", the 18-
month-old program which pools information 
from half a. dozen U.S. and South Vietnamese 
intelligence and security agencies with the 
purpose of identifying and capturing Viet 
Cong polit1oo.l agents. 

Doubtless the total number of political 
prisoners in South Vietnam-including those 
held as prisoners of war by intelligence agen
cies and in military prisons, as well as those 
1n the correctional institutions and those 
held by various other arresting agencies
far exceeds the official statistics and esti
mates. Due to the wide range of arresting and 
detention .agencies, and the inadequacy of 
statlstioa.l methods, no aocurwte count of 
prisoners can be made. 

In addition to the provincial Oorrootional 
Centers, there are four large prisons for es
sentially c1V<ll.1an prisoners. These are Ohi 
Hoa in Saigon, Phu Nu in Thu Due (for fe
male prisoners), Tan Hiep near Bien Hoa, 
and Con Son on an island off the southeast
ern coast. Team members were enabled by 
the Ministry of the Interior to visit Ohi Hoa, 
Thu Due, and Con Son Island Prison. They 
were also shown through the interrogation 
center at National Police Headqu.a..rters. 

The following statistics, provided by 
prison officials, further 1llustrate the gov
ernment's desire to de-emphasize the so
called "polltioa.l prisoner" category. 

Warden Pham Van Lien of Chi Hoa prison 
reported to Team members on June 3, 1969, 
this prisoner classification: 

[In percent] 
Criminals -------------------------- 45. 0 
Communists ----------------------- 40. 0 
Civilians condemned by military 

court ---------------------------- 4.0 
Military --------------------------- 10.0 
Political, non-Communist___________ . 6 

Prison Governor Minh, CYf Thu Due prison, 
classified the 1,126 prisoners held by him on 
June 3, 1969 as: 
Criininal offenders___________________ 265 
Communists ------------------------ 843 
Civilians condemned by military 

courts --------------------------- 15 Military prisoners___________________ 3 
Political prisoners___________________ 0 
Prisoners of war____________________ 0 

The Warden of Con Son Island prison re
ported that there were 7,021 men and boys 
in Con Son, of whom: 
Soldiers who committed political of

fenses (helped or sympathized with 
the V.C.)------------------------- 984 

Oivilians who had worked directly 
with the v .a ______________________ 2, 700 

Soldiers who committed criininal 
offenses -------------------------- 769 

Civilians who comlnitted criminal 
offenses -------------------------- 252 

Detainees, never tried or sentenced ___ 2, 316 

(Note that only the Warden of Con Son 
Island prison separately identified unsen
tenced detaines in his sta-tistics. The rest of 
the breakdowns presumably distribute the 

5 See Section III, B. 

detainees among ·the classifications according 
to file, or dossier, information.) 

There are no figures available on the re
ligious affiliation of prisoners. Warden Lien 
reported that there were about 120 Buddhist 
monks in Chi Hoa prison on June 3 when 
Team members visited. 

Thu Due (women's prison) 
Members of the Study Team spent several 

hours at the Women's Prison, where the staff, 
headed by Prison Governor Minh, explained 
the prison 'l:J operation and enabled mem·bers 
to see what they requested. The adminis
tration of the prison seemed commendable in 
many respecm. The dispensary was reason
ably clean. There were two large rooms filled 
with power sewing machines where the in
mates made Inilitary uniforms. There were 
sewing cla.sset:l, classes in English and other 
educational opportunities provided. 

The cells and large prison rooms were over 
crowded. This was especially hard on nursing 
mothers and those with small children. Fifty 
women, some with babies, lived in a crude 
building 40' by 30'. Sanitation was primitive 
and inadequate. There was evidence that 
some prisonen; had not received needed medi
cal a-ttention. 

Team members were especially concerned 
about the large number of prisoners who 
had not been sentenced after many months 
of detention, the looseness and inaccuracy of 
prisoner classification, the inhumanity of 
some sentences (one slight old woman who, 
according to her dossier had passed V.C. let
ters, had served ten years of a fifteen year 
.sentence) , and the extreme youthfulness of 
many of the inmates. Governor Minh told 
the Team that there were fifty children 
from birth to 13 years of age in prison (the 
very youngest, of course, belonged to the 
women prisoners), and forty young offenders 
from 13 to 17 years. 

To judge from both interviews and official 
explanations, the circumsta.ncet> of many 
classified as "Communist" did not justify 
this classification. Two students who were 
called "Communist" were found by the 
Team members to be unsentenced detainees. 
Their dossiers said that they were being held 
beca.UI:Ie they had exhibited "leftist tenden
cies" and had written for a. Saigon Univer
sity paper which was later suspended. In 
another building twenty percent of the 
women said they had not been tried or sen
tenced. It seemed obvious that prisoners 
who had been accused of "leftist tendencies" 
or who had not yet been tried could not 
justly be categorized as "Communist". Yet 
they were and were forced to Uve with per
eon:s who were considered "hard core Com
mundSts". 

ChiHoa 
Chi Hoa is often referred to as the "show

case prison". Since 1963 American !funds 
have been available for the improvement of 
facilities, and American advisors have helped 
set up rehabilitation programs. The Team 
was given an attractive brochure with pic
tures of .prisoners in classes, at worship, and 
enjoying ;recreational activities. The brochure 
states that "the present Vietnamese system 
of corrections is ... based on the principles 
of humanity, charity aiild equality." 

The Warden said that there were a-bout 
5,500 men and boys now in prison of whom 
40% were "Communist" and only .6% were 
"non-Communist political" prisoners. Each 
prisoner wore a colored badge indicating his 
classification. The Warden estiinated that 
40% of the inmates had not yet been tried 
or sentenced. He said someone from the 
Ministry checked the lists every month and 
an effort was made to have those prisoners 
who had been in longer than six months 
brought to trial and sentenced. 

The Team members were taken on a tour 
of the prison. Wherever they went, they 
found the halls and cells clean. They were 
shown the vocational classes in which about 
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300 prisoners were enrolled and met dally 
over a six-month period. 

Team members saw the Catholic Chapel, 
a Buddhist shrine and a Buddhist pagoda. 
In the pagoda, they talked with several 
monks who are in prison for resisting the 
draft. These monks were the only prisoners 
in any of the institutions who did not stand 
at rigid attention. Sometimes prisoners 
shouted ear-splitting anti-Communist slo
g.a.ns when Team members stopped to see 
them. 

The Warden estimated that there were 200 
children from 10 to 14 years of age and 200 
from 14 to 18 in the prison not yet sentenced. 
All children, he said, were in a separate sec
tion and given education. Team members 
asked to see the children's section and were 
shown two cells. In one room, about 40' by 
25', there were 47 children under 8 years oj 
age. One child, 4 years old, said he was in 
prison because he had been caught stealing 
a necklace. The children were squatting in 
one end of the room eating when the Team 
members entered. They live in a bare room, 
with sanitary fac111ties at one end. No mate
rials for play or study were in evidence. The 
food was rice with vegetables and fish. It 
looked adequate. The children seemed to be 
well physically. When the Team entered, the 
children left their bowls of food and assem
bled in lines without any order from the 
adult in the room or from the Warden. All, 
even the 4 year old, stood at attention and 
did not move or speak; only their eyes fol
lowed the visitor's moves. In the next cell, 
similar in size, there were 67 children slightly 
older but under 10 years. The situation was 
the same in all respects. 

The Team members saw three cells in the 
men's section, the same size as the cells for 
children. There were about 50 men in each of 
the rooms viewed. Some of the men were pre
paring over tiny burners various kinds of 
food which had been brought by friends or 
relatives. None of the men in these three cells 
had been sentenced. 

Upon asking to see the disciplinary cells, 
the Team members were shown a room with 
iron rings for shackling prisoners, which, we 
were told, were seldom used. The iron looked 
rusty. Team members did not get to see any 
of the 100 prisoners who the Warden said 
were in solitary. 

The prison is in the form of a hexagon, 
four stories high facing inside. The wedge
shaped area in front of each of the six sec
tiqns contains water tanks for bathing and 
washing clothes and an open space. The 
Warden said that after 5 p.m. the inmates are 
allowed here for sports and bathing. Since 
there is an average of about 1000 inmates in 
each section, it is obvious that only a very 
small proportion of the inmates could play 
soccer, volley ball, bathe or wash clothes at 
one time. 

Oon Son Island Prison 
Con Son Island Prison, an escape-proof 

prison about 50 miles off the southeast coast 
is said by officials to contain 7021 prisoners, 
most of them "political". In many of the bar
racks, the majority of the prisoners were 
"political" prisoners who had been "tried" 
before a Military Field Court, usually with
out legal representation. They wore red tags 
which identified them as either V.C. or V.C. 
sympathizers. Those with yellow badges (de
tainees) presented another kind of problem. 
A show of hands, taken in a number of bar
racks, revealed that many detainees had been 
imprisoned as long as a year and a half with 
little hope of being released unless, con
ceivably, a place was required for new pris
oners. It was explained that frequently the 
means or records necessary to determine 
whether charges should be brought were un
available. There was a failure to observe 
even a minimum amount of due process in 
the overwhelming majority of cases. The same 
circumstances were recited over and over by 
the prisoners; they were either being held on 

charges of sympathizing with or aiding the 
enemy, or they had been rounded up after a 
military action in their village and were held. 
Others were students who had indicated their 
support for peace. 

The tour had been carefully arranged by 
prison officials. The only time the Team mem
bers deviated from the prepared pattern, 
successfully demanding to see Camp No. 4 
instead of the camp that the prison authori
ties had scheduled, they saw something of 
significance. There were large dark dormitory 
cells (three out of about ten such cells were 
inspected) in which there were from 70 to 90 
prisoners each, all of whom (as determined 
by a show of hands) were condemned to life 
in prison. None had had lawyers or any trial 
other than a judgment by a military tribunal. 

The prison authorities denied the existence 
of "tiger cages", reputed small barred cells 
in which prisoners being disciplined were 
chained to the floor in a prone poaition. Al
though recently released prisoners referred to 
this practice from actual experience, the 
Team members were unable to eitcit any more 
from the prison officials than that the "tiger 
cages" were no longer in existence. (At first 
any knowledge of such things was denied) . 
One prisoner, however, speaking surrepti
tiously to the Team members said, in answer 
to a question, "Yes, the 'tiger cages' are 
here, behind Camp No. 2 and Camp No. 3. 
You looked in the wrong place." The Team 
members had looked behind Camp No. 4. 

Taking into consideration the conditions 
under which such a prison had to operate, it 
seemed that an attempt was being made by 
the prison officials to conduct as clean and 
sanitary an operation as they could. There 
was a 1.3 million dollar expansion underway 
(funded and supervised by the U.S.A.) which 
would provide 72 additional barracks. 

Pursuing further the question of how pris
oners were disciplined, the Team members 
were told that only 10 out of the 7021 pris
oners were under discipline. On request, the 
visitors were shown two of these ten. They 
had been in solitary for six months because 
of their refusal to salute the flag. One said 
he would never salute it. His legs were deeply 
marked, the Colonel in charge explained this 
was the result of a past disease. Questioned 
directly, the prisoner said it was the result 
of a long period in leg irons. 

Although Team members observed no bru
tality, they felt that to have no disciplinary 
barracks other than a small number of maxi
mum security cells was highly unusual. The 
Team members noted the fearful reaction of 
the inmates Whenever prison officials ap
peared, surmising that there must exl.Sit a 
high degree of punitive regimentation. 

A disturbing aspect of the prison situation 
in Vietnam is physical abuse of prisoners. 
U.S. officials (there are American advisors at 
every level of Vietnamese bureaucracy) agree 
that there is torture, but insist that it does 
not take place in the correctional centers but 
in the interrogation and detention centers 
whe.re the prisoners are ta.ken first. Accounts 
by ex-prisoners verified the fact that torture 
in detention and interrogation centers is 
general procedure. 

Frequently, the interrogation cente.r at the 
National Police Headquarters in Saigon was 
mentioned as a scene of torture. However, 
many informants said that the types and ex
tent of torture administered in some of the 
detention centers in the provinces were far 
worse than in the National Police Interroga
tion Center in saigon. 

Although Team members were allowed to 
visit the National Police Headquarters in 
Saigon, it was an arranged visit. There was 
no evidence of the forms of torture here de
scribed. Colonel Mau said that modern in
terrogation techniques ruled out the need for 
physical violence. Team members saw the 
interrogation rooms but no prisoners were 
being questioned. The Team's evidence for 
the tortures described come from interviews 

with ex-prisoners testifying to what they 
had endured and seen, together with the 
statements of doctors and others who had 
treated the victims. While the testimony of 
prison officials and the appearances of the 
National Police Headquarters cannot be 
lightly dismissed, the sheer weight of wit
nesses' statements seemed overwhelming and 
conclusive to Team members. 

All prisoners are oppressed by conditions 
of overcrowding. Sometimes, however, many 
prisoners are stuffed into small cells which do 
not allow for lying down or, s10metimes, even 
for sitting; and this, when it is steaming hot, 
when excrement accumulates, and when the 
prisoners are seldom released for exercise, is 
torture indeed. 

Beating is the most common form of abuse. 
Intellectuals appear to receive "favored" 
treatment and seldom are subjected to tor
ture other than beating. This is done with 
woodensticks and clubs. ("Metal" was men
tioned by one observer.) The blows are ap
plied to the back and to the bony parts of 
the legs, to the hands, and, in a particularly 
painful form, to the elevated soles of the feet 
when the body is in a prone position. Beating 
of the genitals also occurs. A number of com
mentators also described the immersion of 
prisoners into tanks of water which are then 
beaten with a st.ick on the outside. The pain 
is said to be particularly intense and the 
resultant injuries are internal. 

Another type of water torture . in which a 
soaked cloth is placed over the nose and 
mouth of a prisoner tied back-down to a 
bench is sa.id to be very common. The cloth 
is removed at the last moment before the 
victim chokes to death, and then is reapplied. 
In a related form, water is pumped into the 
nose. 

The most common procedure is said to be 
the elevation of the victim on a rope bound 
to his hands which are crossed behind his 
back. One witness described a "bicycle t.or
ture'' used in this center. For about a week 
the prisoner is forced to maintain a squat 
position with an iron bar locking his wrists 
to his ankles; "afterwards he oannot walk or 
even straighten up", it was said. 

An intellectual who was arrested in 1966 
and spent the first six months of his two and 
one-half yerurs term in an interrogation cen
ter described wha;t he called the "typical 
case" of a woman law student in a nearby 
cell. She had been in the interrogation center 
for six months when he arrived and stayed 
for the next six months during his own im
prisonment there. Throughout this year, she 
was tortured mostly by beating. When she 
was finally called before a tribunal to hear 
the charges, she had to be carried by two 
fellow prisoners. The tribunal, apparently be
cause of her status, heard her case c!llrefully 
and determined that it was a ·c,ase of mis
identification. Someone in Zone D had re
ported a V.C. returnee or spy who looked 
like he.r. 

The same informant said, as a number of 
others did, that sexual torture was common. 
Though apparently it was not used on this 
woman student, it is used on many women. 
Frequently coke and beer bottles were prod
ded into the vagina. Also, there were anum
ber of accounts of electrical wires applied to 
the genitals of maJes and females, as well as 
to other sensitive parts of the body. Another 
informant told of the torture by electricity of 
an eight-year old girl for the purpose of find
ing her father: "She said her father was dead 
and they just kept torturing her . . . They 
tortured her mother too." This was said to 
have occurred in the National Police Inter
rogation Center (Saigon) during 1968. Sev
eral ex-prisoners testified that it is not un
usual to torture fatnily members, including 
children, before the eyes of the prisoner. 
"Then", expla.ined a woman teacher who had 
been imprisoned twice, "the prisoner will tell 
anything." 

A respected physician told Team members 
that recently police brought a dead girl from 
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an interrogation center to a city hospital and 
asked the Doctor there to certify to death 
from natural causes. On examination of the 
cadaver, the Doctor found signs of beating 
and sexual violation. He refused to so certify. 
Pressure was brought on the head of the 
hospital to issue the certificate. Suoh inci
dents are not unusual. 

ni. LEGAL STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES 

The heart of the problem of assessing the 
conditions of political imprisonment in 
South Vietnam liee in the matters of stand
ards and procedures. The key questions are: 
who is subject to arrest and imprisonment; 
and, how in each case is this determination 
made? If either the standards for determin
ing who is subject to arrest, or the proce
dures for making the determination is loose, 
then enormous potential for official capri
ciousness exists and the freedoms of those 
subject to such caprice are ephemeral. 

The Study Team found both the stand
ards and the procedures to be loose by any 
measure, even by the most generous meas
ure of allowance for the exigencies of civil 
and guerilla warfare. The evidence is more 
than adequate to sustain the conviction of 
the Study Team that this looseness is used 
deliberately to suppress political dissent and 
to oppress some religious groups. In partic
ular, loyal nationalists who are in basic dis
agreement with the government fear with 
good reason retaliation for expressing their 
views. 

Naturally, the particular kind of war being 
waged in South Vietnam bears upon the 
judgments of the Team. Government of Viet
nam officials quite properly see an analogy 
between the civilians arrested for guerilla 
war activities-sabotage, espionage and the 
organization and support of National Libera
tion Front military cadres-and soldiers 
taken as prisoners in more conventional war. 
The validity of the analogy should be 
granted. We cannot class as suppression of 
political freedoms the imprisonment of those 
actively engaged in conducting war against 
the government. Moreover, the need for pro
cedures to permit speedy imprisonment with
out exposing the government to the risk of 
further war like activity on the part of the 
arrested persons must be conceded. 

It is humbling for Americans to be re
minded that their own history is replete with 
invasions of individual rights made in the 
name of wartime emell'gency: the suspension 
of the writ of habeas corpus duri-ng the Civil 
War, for instance, and the evacuation of 
persons of Japanese anoeSitry from the West 
Coast during World Wa;r II. An American 
cannot presume to sit wtth clean hands in 
judgment upon the Government of South 
Vietnam. But both the principles of justice 
to which their constitutions commit the 
Uni-ted States and the Republic of Vie·tnam, 
and the pragmartic concern for winning pop
uLa;r support for democratic principles com
pels this Team to confine the restrictions on 
freedom made in the ll/ame of wa.rtime ex
igency to those actually necessitated by war. 

Loose and inadequate Sltandoa;rds amd pro
cedures do not represent concessions to those 
wartime exigencies. Minimim.tion of risk of 
war-like a.ctivities against the government 
is not achi·eved by the imprisonment, for 
instamce, of Loyal natiollialists who advocate 
forming a coalition government with N.L.F. 
representatives. Nor does minUnd.mtion of 
such risks require imprisonment of powell'
less people who scUll"l'y to avoid exposure to 
the demands of both N.L.F. and governmenili 
11orces, in so-ca.Llecl "insecure" 8ll'e8S, a.nd are 
arrested on suspici:OD. with the expecttation 
theit brutal lnterro~tlon may yield a "con
fession" which will warrant detention.e 

e Credible testimony of instances of Mrests 
filtting both these examples was given the 
Study Team from many sources. (See Sec
tion II) 

In fact, imprisonments of this kind create 
the unnecessary risk of alienating loyalties; 
a hazard made doubly sev·ere by the highly 
political character of a war in Vie.tnam. The 
seriousness of this hazard is underscored 
by the S'tatement to the Team of one young 
man, a resident of a rural province, that 
probably a majority of the men his ag:e who 
reside in "secure" areas (under Governxnent 
of South Vietnrun wntrol) of thalt province 
have experienced arrest and detention ast 
least once during their lives. The evidence 
available to the Team suggests that the num
ber of such arrests is srtoo.dily and continu
ously increasing. 

The limits of the "war exigencies" justi
fication a;re well illustrated by Article 29 of 
the Republic of Vietnam Constitution which 
clea.rly contemplates the existence of excep
tional circumstances such as wrur. It pro
vides: 

"Any restriction upon the basic rights of 
the citizens must be prescribed by law and 
the time and place within which such a re
stri-ction is in force must be clearly specified. 
In any event the essence of all basic freedoms 
cannot be violated." 

A. Standards 
Authority for imprisonment of non-con

ventional criminals is found in the State 
of War Laws, Law No. 10/68, adopted by the 
National Assembly and promulgated by the 
President on November 5, 1968. It amends 
the State of War Decree promulgated prior to 
the present Constitution, on June 24, 1965, 
and as amended authorizes, among other 
things: 

"The search of private houses, both by day 
and night; 

"Fixing the place of residence or· those ele
ments judged dangerous to national security; 

"Prohibition of all demonstrations or 
gatherings harmful to public security and 
order; 

"Prohibition of the distribution of all 
printed matter harmful to national security; 

"Control and restriction of communications 
and travel, consonant with security require
ments; ... " 

In particular, the euphemistic language of 
the second paragraph quoted requires elabo
ration. Under it, numbers of persons are "as
signed residence" in one or another of the 
provincial or national prisons by action of 
a Provincial Security Committee for specified 
but renewable terms, not exceeding two years, 
because they are "judged" to be "elements 
... dangerous to national security". Such 
a standard patently abdicates to the judging 
body the determination of who is to be sub
ject to such imprisonments, with little, if 
any, legislative guidance or control. In fact, 
it was determined that students with nothing 
more than the notation in their files that 
they exhibited "left-wing tendencies" were 
being incarcerated in national prisons whose 
administrator classified them in his census 
as "Communists"; i.e., in the same category 
with individuals found to have assumed lead
ership roles in OTganizing war-like activity 
for the N.L.F. Others claimed to the Team 
that they had been detained for no other 
reason than the local officials responsible for 
their arrests expected to extort bribes as con
ditions for their release. 

Under the heading of "prohibition of . . • 
gatherings", the Team learned of a Saigon 
political leader who was sentenced by a 
m111tary field court to imprisonment for one 
year because he called a press conference 
without proper advance clearance from Re
public of Vietnam authorities. (In this man's 
case, a known requirement appeared to have 
been deliberately violated, but the sentence 
suggests that the State of War Law is being 
used for more than minimization of military 
risks to national secmity.) 

The standards just quoted should be read 
in conjunction with Article 4 of the Consti
tution which provides: 

"Article 4. ( 1) The Republic of Vietnam 
opposes Communism in any form. 

"(2) Every activity designed to publicize 
or carry out Communism is prohibited." 

The looseness of the prohibition against 
activity designed to "publicize or carry out" 
Communism parallels that inherent in the 
other standards we have discussed. Under it, 
President Thieu, in an interview he gener
ously afforded the members of the Team, 
justified the detention of Truong Dinh Dzu 
as a "political prisoner" on the ground that 
he had allegedly advocated the formation of 
a coalition government in which the N.L.F. 
would participate. This would violate Article 
4 President Thieu reasoned, since such ad
v~cacy is ipso facto prohibited by that ar
ticle. It may be unnecessary to point out, in 
response to this reasoning, that the Consti
tution also provides machinery for its own 
amendment, a process hardly likely to be 
completed without someone having first ad
vocated a result barred by the language of 
the provisions being amended. 

B. Procedure 
1. Arrest, Detention, and Interrogation 
Because of the long periods for which in

dividuals are often held and interrogated 
prior to any disposition, often for six months 
or more-the procedures for determining 
who is to be arrested and for how long he 
is to be detained and interrogated tak~ on 
a special importance. Moreover, the frequent 
and serious physical abuses about which the 
Team heard most often occur during this 
period. Although they seem to be employed 
as "aids" to interrogation, they are forms 
of cruel and barbarous punishment against 
which the citizen needs every conceivable 
procedural protection. 

In fact, procedural protections are essen
tially nonexistent at the arrest and interro
gation stage. Arrests are made by a wide 
variety of local and national officials-by dis
trict police, special security forces, military 
forces and intelligence units--each exercis
ing a relatively unfettered discretion. The 
arrest may occur for no other reason than 
that the arrestee was found near the scene 
of a guerilla raid. Unless the arrested person 
is of exceptional importance, he will usually 
be detained by the arresting unit or by the 
district or security pollee in the district or 
province where arrested, and subjected to 
whatever interrogation methods authorities 
in that unit choose to apply. 

Such detention for interrogation fre
quently continues for many months and it 
is at this stage that the bestial brutality the 
Team encountered occurs. 

Despite the constitutional provision that: 
"(6) A defendant has the right to a de

fense lawyer for counsel in every phase of 
interrogation, including the preliminary in
vestigation." 
the Team was unequivocally assured by 
Colonel Mau, Chief of the Special Branch 
of the National Police Forces, that no one 
within his knowledge ever saw a lawyer at 
this stage--certainly never when detained 
at the Interrogation Center of the National 
Directorate of Police in Saigon. All of the 
Team's information tended to confirm that 
this generalization applied to other places 
of interrogation, both in Saigon and in the 
provinces. 

Not only is the arrestee denied a right 
to counsel at this stage, he is frequently 
denied all contact with outsiders, including 
members of his family. Often families are 
not notified of the arrest, and they may go 
for days or months in ignorance of any 
fact save that their loved-one has disap
peared. In one instance, when occasional 
visits were stopped after several weeks on the 
ground that they interfered with the inter
rogation. Isolation itself may be used as an 
interrogation "aid" or technique. 
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2. "Assigned Residence" by Provincial 
Security Councils 

An unknown proportion of the persons 
held in the correctional system-the four 
national and thirty-seven provincial prisons 
of the system-are assigned there by action 
of Provincial Security Councils rather than 
by the judgment and sentence of any court. 
An official of one province reported that 50 
percent of the 1,400 occupants of the local 
provincial prison were assigned there by the 
action of the Provincial Security Council. 

When Prime Minister . Huong took office 
in May, 1968, the Team was told he made a 
major effort to improve the functioning of 
these bodies, enlarging them to include an 
elected official (in the provinces where elec- · 
tions have been held) and causing them to 
pare their backlogs of undisposed business. 
As a result, it may be assumed that disposi
tions in some provinces show a greater sen
sitivity to local opinion and that the periods 
of preliminary detentions-to the extent 
they exceed the length of interrogation de
sired-have been reduced. 

One of the Prime Minister Huang's first 
acts was to initiate a remarkable admis
sion of wrongdoing on the part of the Thieu 
government in the release and commutation 
of the sentences of a number of political 
prisoners whose total has been variously 
estimated from 2,000 to 6,000. 

On another occasion Deputy Prime Min
ister Khiem commendably acknowledged in 
response to questions raised in the National 
Assembly the arbitrary nature of the arrest 
and interrogation procedures and the official 
fear of repercussions which could result from 
the conditions of brutality. 

When a Team member shared with Minis
ter Khiem a preliminary sketch of team find
ings; i.e., loose prisoner classification, denial 
of due process and the arbitrary action of 
military field courts, he agreed that these 
were concerns he and his staff had been 
considering. 

But these steps only sweeten a system that 
is intolerable. No society can pretend to be 
free that permits "administrative" deten
tions of the kind handled by Provincial Secu
rity Councils. One Team member was privi
leged to visit the members of one such Coun
cil as its regular weekly session was being 
concluded. Members of the Council each pos
sessed a typewritten list of the names of the 
individuals whose cases were being consid
ered; approximately 100 names were on the 
list for a single afternoon's consideration. 
He was told that on heavy business days the 
Council sometimes continued to meet into 
the evening. An officer brought the relevant 
files to the meeting and read to the Council 
the information required for consideration. 
Without notice to the arrested person, with
out his presence or that of witnesses to the 
facts relevant for determination, without 
confrontation or opportunity for rebuttal, to 
say nothing of rights of counsel or to ap
peal, the liberty of each of the 100 persons 
listed was summarily determined and deten
tions in prison were ordered for periods
renewable by like procedure--of up to two 
years. No war.time conditions, nor any other 
justification, can be offered to reconcile such 
a procedure with the democracy which is 
claimed to be the object of the Constitution 
of the Republic of Vietnam. Undoubtedly, 
the system succeeds in detaining some people 
for whom a real connection with the activi
ties of the N.L.F. has been shown, although 
the Team was told that all serious wartime 
offenses are referred to a Military Field Court 
for disposition. But no other purpose than 
convenience to the interests of local or na
tional officials which are adverse to those of 
the detainees-whether to suppress political 
opposition or otherwise--can really be served 
by this mechanism. 

3. Military Field Tribunals 
The Study Team has reached the conclu

sion that the Thieu-Ky Government has, 

through the extensive and increasing use of 
the extra-constitutional M11itary Field 
Courts, imprisoned thousands of persons 
without the most fundamental elements of 
a fair hearing and, in a shocking number of 
instances, without even apprising the im
prisoned persons of the charges against 
them. This extraordinary development has 
had such a devastating effect on the people 
of South Vietnam and such a chilling im
pact on all political activities that it seems 
important to chronicle in some detail the 
process by which the present Saigon Gov
ernment, in the name of a wartime emer
gency, can deny persons arrested for politi
cal "offenses" all of the guarantees which 
Vietnamese constitutional and statutory law 
gives to persons accused of crime. 

The Constitution of the Republic of Viet
nam, promulgated on April 1, 1967, confers 
in Article 7 a series of guarantees upon those 
accused of crime which are among the most 
generous and progressive of any democracy 
in the world. Because these rights have been 
denied to probably 65 to 75 percent of all of 
the persons committed to prisons in South 
Vietnam, it is important to set them forth 
in some detail. Article 7 reads as follows: 

" ( 1) The State respects and protects the 
security of each individual and the right of 
every citizen to plead his case before a court 
of law. 

"(2) No one can be arrested or detained 
without a legal order issued by an agency 
with judicial powers conferred upon it by 
law, except in case of flagrant violation of 
the law. 

"(3) The accused and his next of kin must 
be informed of the accusation against him 
within the time limit prescribed by law. De
tentions must be controlled by an agency 
of the judiciary. 

"(4) No citizen can be tortured, threatened 
or forced to confess. A confession obtained 
by torture, threat or coercion will not be 
considered as valid evidence. 

"(5) A defendant is entitled to a speedy 
and public trial. 

"(6) A defendant has the right to a de
fense lawyer for counsel in every phase of the 
interrogation, including the preliminary in
vestigation. 

"(7) Any person accused of a minor of
fense who does not have a record of more 
than three months' imprisonment for an 
intentional crime may be released pending 
trial, provided that he or she is employed and 
has a fixed residence. Women pregnant more 
than three months accused of minor offenses 
who are employed and have fixed residence 
can be released pending trial. 

" ( 8) Accused persons will be considered 
innocent until sentence recognlz1ng their 
guilt is handed down. 

"In the event of doubt, the court will 
rule in favor of the accused. 

"(9) If unjustly dete.ined, a person has 
the right to demand compensation for dam
ages from the State after he has been pro
nounced innocent, in accordance with the 
provisions of law." 

All of these carefully spelled-out guaran
tees were nu111fied for political offenders by 
La~ No. 10 j68 of November 5, 1968, which we 
have earlier des~ribed. This law amends and 
revitalizes a pre-constitutional decree issued 
June 24, 1965. By its legitimation of the 
Mllitary Field Courts, this law, in effect, 
a.m.ended the Constitution although none of 
the Articles of the Constitution related to 
amending the document (Nos. 103-107) were 
complied with. 

The November 5, 1968 law, in addition to 
authorizing the invasions of individual rights 
previously recited authorizes local proclama
tions of martial law and in its Article 2 de
clares that: 

"All violations of the law related to na
tional security fall within the Millta.ry Field 
Courts which will try them in accordance 
with emergency procedures." 

The creation of these "Mlllta.ry Field 

Courts" is nowhere authorized in Article 76 
through Article 87 of the Constitution, which 
provide in detail for the structure of Viet
nam's jurisdiction. Nor is the "Military Field 
Courts" related to m111tary tribunals which 
exist in the armed forces of South Vietnam 
for the prosecution of offenses committed by 
m111tary personnel. The "Military Field 
Courts" are not really courts at all. 

The Study Team is convinced that the 
number of arrests and imprisonments con
tinues to grow larger under the law of No
vember 5, 1968. Moreover, it is clear that the 
1968 law, unlike the 1965 decree, abrogates 
and amends the 1967 Constitution of South 
Vi·etnam in an illegal way. Indeed, the 1968 
law eviscerates that Constitution and sug
gesm that the President and the Nlational 
Assembly disregarded the Constitution in 
several respects and, relying on "a state of 
war", undertook to legitimize the Military 
Field Courts which imprison persons in pro
ceedings having few if any of the fea.tu;res 
of a real tria.l. No matter how favorably they 
are viewed, these courm serve as the instru
ment by which the Thieu govei'nment im
P~"isons and thereby silences its critics. 

The inadequacies of the M111tary Field 
Courts are many. A·mong their more glaring 
defects are the following: 

( 1) These courts violate Articles 77 of the 
Constitution which stipulates that every 
court should be composed of "an element 
that judges and an element tha.t prosecutes, 
both of which are professionally qualified." 
In the Military Field Court, the judge is a 
military official not necessarily trained in law. 

(2) The offenses triable by the MiHtary 
Field Courts are non-appealable. The denial 
of these basic rights violates the Vietnam 
Constitution as well as the practices which 
have become customary in most of the judi
cial processes in the civilized world. 

(3) The Military Field Courts also violate 
Article 9 of the Universal DecLaration of 
Human Rights which states thlllt, "No one 
shall be subjected to arbitrary arrest or de
tention." This statement is now incorporated 
in the draft Covenant on Civil and Political 
Rights and is broadened to read as follows: 

"Everyone has the right to liberty and se
curity of person. No one shall be subjected 
to arbitrary arrest and detention. No one 
shall be deprived of his liberty except on 
such grounds and in accordance with such 
procedures as are established by law." 

These provisions are being violated in 
South Vietnam. Their violation is thus a 
violation of the Constitution of South Viet
nam which states in Article 5 that "the 
Repub11c of Vietnam will comply with pro
visions of international law which are not 
contrary to its national sovereignty and the 
principle of equality between nations." 

IV. APPENDIX 

A. U.S. study team on religious and political 
freedom in Vietnam 

James Armstrong, Bishop of the United 
Methodist Church, Dakotas Area. Bishop 
Armstrong rooelved his A.B. from Flortda 
Soutb..el'ln COllege, a B.D. from Emory Univea-
stty, and DID. from Flortda Southem. Wild 
De~uw University. Elected to ~he episcopacy 
lin 1968, James Armstl"'Ollg is the youngest 
Uil'iited Methiodisrt Bisbop 1n the Unilted 
Stlates. He taught for eight years at the 
Christian Theologica~l Semina.ry (D1sdples of 
Christ) 1IIl Indianapolis, served for ten years 
a.s min1ster of the Broadway UJlli1led Method1st 
Church lin Indtanapolis. Known fOil' his in
terest in public affairs, he was a board mem
ber of the Oommuni!ty Service Council, the 
Urban League and the Indianapolis Progress 
Oommliltee, and was singled out as "one of 
the leaders who bullds cities" by Time-Life 
m 11ls book The Heartland. He himsel!! is the 
author of the book, The Journey That Men 
Make, publ1shed by Abi:ngdon Press. 

Mrs. John 0. Bennett (Anne McGrew Ben
nett). Mrs. Bemlett received a B.Sc. in Edu
CSiti.on from the University of Nebraska and 
M.R.E. from Auburn Theological Seminary. 
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She taught for several years in country 
schools in Nebraska, was married in 1931 to 
John C. Bennett, IliOW Presidenrt of the Union 
Theological Seminary in New York City. Mrs. 
Bennett has been active in denomi.DJationa.l 
and interdenominational affairs for many 
years. She is a member of the U.S. Inter
Religious Committee on Peace, a former 
board member of the Council for Christian 
Social Action of the United Church of Christ, 
and served from 1960 to 1964 on the General 
Board of the National Council of Churches. 

Allan· Brick, Associate Secretary for Na
tional Program, Fellowship of Reconciliation. 
Dr. Brick received an A.B. from Haverford 
College, an M.A. and a Ph.D. in English from 
Yale University. A former professor of 
English at Dartmouth and Goucher Col
leges, Dr. Brick served as Peace Education 
Director for the American Friends Service 
Committee, Middle Atlantic Region, from 
1966 to 1968. He has published articles on 
English and American literature, as well as 
articles on student and protest movements 
and is co-author of The Draft, a report by 
the American Friends Service Committee, 
published by Hill and Wang, New York. 

John Gonyers, Jr., Representative in Gon
gress of the First Gongressional District, 
Detroit, Michigan. Congressman Conyers re
ceived his B.A. and his law degree from 
Wayne State University. Currently serving 
his third term both as a Representative and 
a member of the Judiciary Committee, he 
has been an active supporter of civll rights 
legislation in Congress. In this capacity he 
has made trips to Selma, Charleston, Missis
sippi and other places to investigate cases 
of civil rights violations. Prior to election to 
Congress, Mr. Conyers was a labor and civil 
rights lawyer, also serving as Director of 
Education for Local 900 of the United Auto 
Workers, an executive board member of the 
Detroit NAACP and an advisory council 
member of the Michigan Civll Liberties 
Union. During the Korean conflict, he served 
as a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engi
neers. 

Robert F. Drinan, S.J., Dean, Boston Gol
lege Law School, and. Professor of Family 
Law and Ghurch-State Relations. Father 
Drinan received his A.B. and M.A. from 
Boston College, his LL.B. and LL.M. from 
Georgetown University Law center, an S.T.L. 
(Licentiate in Sacred Theology) from 
Gregorian University in Rome. He is author 
of several boolts, the latest of which is 
Democracy and Disorder, published on 1969 
by the Seabury Press, and is a contributor to 
many publications, including aommonweal 
and the Harvard Law Review. Father Drinan 
has served widely in legal, civic and educa
tion organizations and committees. He is a. 
former vice-president of the Massachusetts 
Bar Association, is currently chairman of the 
M.B.A.'s Committee on the Administration 
of Justice and chairman of the Advisory 
Committee for Massachusetts to the United 
States Commission on Civll Rights. 

John de J. Pemberton, Jr., Executive Di
rector of the American Givtl Liberties Union. 
Mr. Pemberton received his B.A. at Swarth
more in 1940, an LL.B. cum laude at Harvard 
in 1947. As a. student at Harvard Law School, 
Mr. Pemberton served on the board of editors 
of the Harvard Law Review; after graduation, 
taught commercial and bankruptcy law at 
Duke University until 1950. From 1950 to 
1962, he practiced law in Rochester, Minne
sota, as a. member of the firm of Pemberton, 
Michaels, Bishop and Seeger. In Rochester, 
he served on the Minnesota. Advisory Com
mittee to the United States Civil Rights Com
mission and the Minnesota. Fair Employment 
Practices Commission. An active member of 
the ACLU since 1950, Mr. Pemberton was 
appointed its Executive DLTector in 1962. 

Seymour Siegel, Professor of Theology in 
The Jewish Theological Seminary of Amer
ica and Assistant Dean of tts Herman H. Leh-
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man Institute of Ethics. Dr. Siegel graduated 
from the University of Chicago. In 1951 he 
was ordained by the Jewish Theological Sem
inary and in 1958 received the Seminary's 
degree of Doctor of Hebrew Literature. As 
representative of the World Council of Syn
agogues, Dr. Siegel has traveled widely to 
Jewish communities abroad; in 1962, he be
came the first Visiting Professor from the 
Seminary to serve at the Seminario Ra.bbinico 
Latinoamerica.no in Buenos Aires. He is a. 
member of the editorial boards of aonserva
tive Judaism, Jewish Heritage, and editorial 
consultant to Benziger Brothers Publishing 
Company. Now completing work on his sec
ond book, Jewish Theology Today, he has also 
contributed many articles and reviews to both 
scholarly and popular journals, among them 
the Saturday Review a.nd Commentary. 

Arnold E. True, Bear Admiral, United States 
Navy, Retired; Professor Emeritus of Meteor
ology, San Jose Gollege. Admiral True re
ceived a. B.S. at the u.s. Naval Academy in 
1920, and M.S. from M.I.T. in 1931, and grad
uated from the U.S. Naval War College in 
1939. He served in the United States Asiatic 
Fleet in the Far East, commanded the uss 
Hammann and two destroyers in World War 
II, and was on the staff of the Commander
in-Chief of the United States Atlantic Fleet 
between 1944 and 1946. During the Battle of 
Midway he received injuries which necessi
tated his retJ!'ement. From 1947 to 1967 he 
was professor of meteorology at San Jose 
College. Admiral True recently presented 
testimony to the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee concerning budget requests of the De
partment of Defense. 

The Reverend Peter Jenkins, of Gongre
grational Ghurch, Wimbledon, England and. 
Treasurer of Eirene International Ghristian 
Service for Peace Organization, met the team 
in Paris and accompanied them to Saigon. 

CABLE FROM U.S. STUDY TEAM TO PRESIDENT 
NIXON 

President NIXON, 
Washington, D.a.: 

SAIGON, 
June 5, 1969. 

The Independent Study Team on Religious 
and Political Freedom in Vietnam has com
pleted its study here and is preparing a de
tailed report. The team met with South Viet
namese and United States officials, various 
Buddhist and Roman Catholic leaders, rep
resentatives of other principal sects, members 
of the National Assembly, attorneys and other 
specialists in jurisprudence as well as numer
ous private individuals, including some 
prisoners. 

The team inspected prisons in Saigon, Thu 
Due and Con Son. Our final report wm be 
related to the following firm impressions: 

The Government of South Vietnam does 
not presently exemplify at least one of the 
goals set forth in your May 14th statement. 
"There should be an opportunity for full 
participation in the political life of South 
Vietnam for all political elements that are 
prepared to do so without the use of force 
or intimidation.'' 

Religious and political suppression 1s wide
spread. Speaking for peace or in any other 
way opposing the Government easlly brings 
the charge of communist sympathy and sub
sequent arrest. Long detention without trial 
is frequently the result. 

The number of political prisoners contin
ues to increase. 

There must be no 111usion that this climate 
of political and religious suppression 1s com
patible with either a representative or stable 
government. 

We respectfully request that you consider 
this in weighing any commitments to the 
Thieu Government. 

On behalf of the Study Team on Religious 
and Political Freedom in Vietnam, 

JOHN 00NYERS1 Jr., 

Member of aongress. 

MEMBERS OF THE U.S. STUDY TEAM ON RELI
GIOUS AND POLITICAL FREEDOM IN VIETNAM• 
James Armstrong, Bishop, United Method

ist Church. 
Anne M. Bennett (Mrs. John C.) 
Allen Brick, Director of National Program, 

Fellowship of Reconc111a.tion. 
John Conyers, Jr., Member of Congress. 
Robert Drinan, S.J ., Dean, Boston College 

Law School. 
Peter W. Jenkins, Pastor, Congregational 

Church, Wimbledon, England. 
John de J. Pemberton, Executive Director, 

American Civil Liberties Union. 
Seymour Siegel, Rabbi, Professor of Theol

ogy, Jewish Theological Seminary. 
Arnold E. True, Rear Admiral, U.S.N. (Ret.) 

PROSPECTS FOR ATLANTIC UNITY, 
MIDEAST PEACE 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish to 
report to the Senate on my trip to Israel 
and to five major capitals of Europe un
dertaken during the period of May 24 
to June 9. My trip had dual, and inter
related, purposes. As Chairman of the 
Political Committee of the North Atlan
tic Assembly-the NATO Parliamen
tarians' Assembly-it was my duty to 
chair the Political Committee's spring 
meeting at NATO headquarters in Brus
sels on June 9. Preceding the Political 
Committee meeting, I made short visits 
to the major European capitals, as is my 
practice, to meet with government lead
ers and to confer with our own American 
Ambassadors. 

Also, I used the occasion of my trip to 
Europe to visit Israel for several days en 
route. In Israel I had intensive discus
sions with the U.S. Ambassador and his 
staff and with Israel's Government lead
ers dealing with the hopes for peace be
tween Israel and the Arab States which 
is of direct concern to the United States 
and to NATO. 

I summarize my findings herewith and 
report my conclusions and offer rec
ommendations. 

In Europe, I visited, in order, Paris, 
Bonn, Frankfurt, Rome, London, and 
Brussels. My visit to Paris immediately 
preceded the first round of France's pres
idential election. I met with a number of 
highly placed private persons who were 
able to acquaint me with the full spec
trum of French opinion with regard to 
the significance of General de Gaulle's 
departure from the Presidency. 

In addition to my meeting with a num
ber of distinguished citizens and parlia
mentarians of France, I met with Am
bassador Shriver and his senior staff. I 
also had a fine discussion with Ambas
sador Henry Cabot Lodge--the chief 
U.S. negotiator at the Paris Vietnam 
negotiations-and his principal aide. 

An additional major reason for my visit 
to Paris was to fulfill a longstanding 
commitment to address the American 
Club in Paris. My speech, entitled "The 
Atlantic Community: Return to the 
Mainstream," was prominently reported 
in the European press. I shall ask unani
mous consent that its text be printed in 
the RECORD at the conclusion of my re
marks. 

•organlza.tlona.l associations listed for pur• 
poses of identification only. 
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From Paris I traveled to Bonn, where 
I had an extensive conversation with 
Chancellor of the Federal Republic, Dr. 
Kurt Kiesinger. I also had a most in
teresting and useful luncheon conversa
tion with Mr. von Hase and Mr. Duck
witz, the Under Secretaries of the Ger
man Defense and Foreign Ministries, re
spectively. This took place at the resi
dence of our able Charge d'Affairs, the 
Honorable Russell Fessenden. 

The following day, I chaired a 3-hour 
meeting at the Deutsche Bank in Frank
furt concerning the work of the Eastern 
Mediterranean Development Institute
EMDI. The meeting was attended by 
leading German bankers, university fig
ures, foundation officials, industrialists, 
and airline officials who have partici
pated in the work of EMDI. EMDI is a 
project which began under the auspices 
of the Economic Committee of the North 
Atlantic Assembly in 1965, when I was 
Chairman of that Committee. 

EMDI, initially known as "the Greek
Turkish project," was inaugurated at the 
request of the Greek and Turkish Gov
ernments with the purpose of promoting 
economic development and cooperation 
in the two eastern Mediterranean mem
bers of NATO. This project has now been 
converted into an institute which has no 
formal connection with the North At
lantic Assembly. I am chairman of the 
board of directors. I ask unanimous con
sent that a copy of the latest EMDI 
status report be printed at the conclusion 
of my remarks. 

In Rome, I had an extremely useful 
meeting with Dr. Guido Carli, the distin
guished Governor of the Bank of Italy, 
covering the entire range of issues con
cerning international monetary prob
lems and prospects for reform. I also met 
the Vice Prime Minister, Mr. de Martino, 
who provided me with a most interesting 
assessment of Italian, European, and 
world issue as seen from his own political 
perspective as a left Socialist. In Rome I 
also had helpful briefings and conversa
tions with key members of the U.S. em
bassy staff, and with informed and high
ly placed private citizens. 

In London I had a wide range of meet
ings and discussions with senior govern
ment and opposition leaders, distin
guished private citizens and the Ameri
can Ambassador and his senior staff. It 
was my privilege to call upon Prime 
Minister Harold Wilson at 10 Downing 
Street and to call upon Chancellor of 
the Exchequer Roy Jenkins at 11 Down
ing Street. The leader of the opposition, 
the Honorable Edward Heath, was out of 
town, but I was able to learn the thinking 
of the Conservative Party on key issues 
from conservationists with the chairman 
of the party, Mr. Anrthony Barber, and 
other senior associates of Mr. Heath. 

The Political Committee meeting in 
Brussels was attended by a distinguished 
group of parliamentarians from all the 
NATO countries excepting Greece
where democratic institutions have been 
overthrown by the military regime-and 
Italy-which has not yet reconstituted 
its NATO parliamentary delegation fol
lowing the last elections. In addition to 
intensive day long discussions with my 
parliamentary colleagues in Brussels, it 
was also my privilege to have a most 
interesting meeting with the Honorable 

Manlio Brosio, the distinguished Secre
tary General of the North Atlantic 
Council. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS IN EUROPE 

My principal findings and conclusions 
regarding the policy situation in Europe 
may be summarized as follows: 

First. I found widespread alertness to 
the new possibilities for European unity 
resulting from the change of leadership 
in France. Immediate attention is 
focused specifically on the issue of ex
panding the European Common Market, 
or EEC, to include Britain and other ap
plicants of the EFTA. I consider this to 
be free Europe's No. 1 priority for the 
near term. 

But, while there is a strong general 
disposition to move ahead, both with 
the expansion of the EEC and on the 
longer range problem of European polit
ical unification, the question of leader
ship for these moves remains to be de
cided. While it is recognized that the 
United States has an important role, it 
is recognized also on both sides of the 
Atlantic that the United States cannot 
be the leader. For varying reasons, Ger
many, Britain, Italy and France all feel 
momentarily inhibited from playing a 
determined leadership role in the revival 
of the historic postwar movement toward 
European unity. I am satisfied that with 
the United Kingdom in the EEC, the ob
jective of present decisionmaking will 
have been realized and collective leader
ship will be adequately effective. 

The priority which President Nixon 
has restored to Europe in U.S. foreign 
policy, his emphasis on a meaningful 
allied consultative process, his Western 
European trip and the initiatives he pro
posed at the 20th anniversary celebration 
of NATO-all have struck deeply respon
sive chords in Europe and have helped re
verse the erosion of confidence and es
teem for U.S. policy notable in recent 
years in the eyes of our European allies, 
and largely attributable to Vietnam. 

Second. U.S. moves to bring the Viet
nam war to an early conclusion have re
newed the disposition of our traditional 
European allies to accept U.S. leadership 
and to P·Sirticipate again in multilateral 
efforts to deal with the pressing issues 
of war and peace. 

Third. On the vital question of inter
national monetary problems, I found 
broad awareness of the need for major 
reforms. But there was also a curious 
preoccupation with the tactical and polit
ical problems and difficulties-at the 
expense of the substantial and vital long
term benefits to be gained from com
prehensive, multilateral measures. Inter
national monetary reform is the No. 2 
priority of the Atlantic developed 
nations. 

Fourth. The U.S. preoccupation with 
Vietnam, and the concurrent Gaullist
led opposition to European and Atlantic 
Community unification, have left a resi
due to parochialism and protectionism 
in trade and ether policies of Westem 
Europe. Boldness, and breadth of vision 
have been eroded, while the habits of 
traditional nationalism have been 
strengthened. The No.3 priority must be 
further trade liberalization and reduc
tion of nontariff barriers to trade. 

Fifth. Considerable interest has been 
evoked by President Nixon's proposal re
garding the undertaking of joint efforts 
in the Atlantic community with respect 
to the environmental problems of mod
em industrial societies-questions of the 
quality of life in the context of such 
factors as air pollution, high-density liv
ing, mass housing and transport prob
lems. This is the No. 4 priority for the 
Atlantic developed nations. 

Sixth. I found less awareness in Eu
rope than I had expected of the signifi
cance of internal U.S. debates with 
respect to the nuclear arms race, the 
Vietnam war and national priorities, and 
United States-U.S.S.R. negotiations with 
respect to strategic arms limitations, the 
Middle East and other subjects. It 
seemed to be taken for granted that 
ultimately the Federal Republic of Ger
many too would adhere to the Nuclear 
Nonproliferation Treaty. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

My four principal policy recommenda
tions are as follows: 

First. The United States should adopt 
an active, supportive policy with respect 
to the expansion of the EEC, by includ
ing Britain and the other EFT A ap
plicants, within a coordinated policy 
framework directed toward eliminating 
nontariff barriers to trade. 

Second. The United States should take 
the leadership in convening a new Bret
ton Woods-type of conference to effect 
major reforms in the international 
monetary system. In my judgment, 
major reforms are needed urgently and 
can only be achieved by an international 
conference of this nature. These are 
some of the prime considerations: 

The industrial nations can no longer 
afford to lurch from one weekend cur
rency crisis to the next-with disaster 
narrowly averted by ad hoc rescue 
parties. 

The political problems of unilateral 
adjustments of currency parities are 
too great to be handled effectively on 
a case-by-case basis; but multilateral 
adjustments can help overcome the 
political problems of all. 

The present and anticipated future 
supply of monetary gold is just too small 
as a base for expanding international 
trade and meeting the problems of 
liquidity on a long-term rather than 
short-term basis. 

The International Monetary Fund 
should be given new authority to permit 
it to function more as a world central 
bank, empowered to create new reserves 
as needed-through special drawing 
rights and possible revaluation of mone
tary gold-and related central-bank 
functions including the provisions of 
large-scale credits for the developing na
tions of the southern zone. 

Third. The United States should take 
the leadership in creating new patterns 
and institutions to expand trade through 
a large new grouping of industrial na
tions including the United States, Can
ada, Japan, the EEC, and other advanced 
nations. In addition, the United States 
should pursue a policy of greater Atlan
tic community economic consultation 
and unity, and harmonization of policy 
on East-West trade. 
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Fourth. Specific programs should be 
adopted to implement President Nixon's 
proposals for joint planning and con
sultations within the Atlantic commu
nity with respect to the environmental 
problems of life in advanced industrial 
societies. We must seize this imaginative 
new approach to improving the quality 
of life for all our citizens through a 
sharing of experience, knowledge, and 
research on the problems of air and 
water polution, public health problems 
in a changing environment with chang
ing population patterns, and problems 
related to high-density living such as 
mass housing and transport systems. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
CONCERNING MIDEAST 

I wish to report the following con
clusions and recommendations with re
spect to Mideast policy. 

First. It is essential the United States 
strive for a permanent peace in the Mid
east with the terms mutually supportive, 
and that the United States not once again 
be a party to armistices or cease-fire 
lines. This entails a willingness to sweat 
it out in the months ahead until a mean
ingful peace is attainable through ne
gotiations principally between the par
ties ooncerned-Israel and its Arab 
neighbors. The United States must re
sist attempts to achieve an imposed 
peace forged under the pressure of Arab 
and Soviet propaganda efforts to por
tray the Mideast as being on the verge 
of explosion into another war endanger
ing world peace. 

Seoond. In the absence of a change of 
heart by the United Arab Republic Gov
ernment with respect to acceptance of 
the fact of Israel as a nation, and of the 
need for a meaningful peace agreement, 
there may be little prospect of reopening 
the Suez Canal. The United States and 
its European allies should proceed with 
long-term plans on the basis that the 
Suez Canal may not be reopened in the 
immediate future, but efforts should con
tinue to be made to reopen the canal as 
as international waterway available to 
all and not the exclusive pro·perty of the 
United Arab Republic. 

Third. Efforts should continue to 
achieve an international agreement on 
the limitation of arms shipments into 
the Mideast from outside sources. Such 
agreement should, of course, be c·onsis
tent with the legitimate security needs 
of the nations of the area, including Is
rael's requirements for deterrent strength 
in the supersonic aircraft field and the 
supply of the supersonic jets agreed to be 
delivered by the U.S. 

Fourth. A new look should be taken at 
the Arab-refugee situation, and the in
ternational support so long given to keep 
them in a refugee status. 

Fifth. The possibilities of an economic 
self-help organization in the Middle 
East, with United State·s and free 
Europe's support, should again be ex
plored. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous oon
sent that there be printed at this point 
in the REcoRD a speech entitled, "The 
Atlantic Community: Return to the 
Mainstream," delivered by me before 
the American Club in Paris and a status 
report to the board of directors of the 

E·astem Mediterranean Development In
stitute, of which I am chairman, andre
marks by me in the CONGRESSIONAL REC
ORD of January 28, 1960. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 
as follows: 
THE ATLANTIC COMMUNITY: RETURN TO THE 

MAINSTREAM 
(Speech by Senator JACOB K. JAVITS, before 
the American Club, Paris, May 29, 1969) 

We are about to witness the dawn of a 
new era of Atlantic community cooperation 
and purpose and therefore of hopes for 
world peace. Conditions are propitious for 
a renewal of Western unity and a return to 
common action in the mainstream from 
which both Western Europe and the United 
States were diverted so tragically in the 
mid-1960's. 

In the United States, our preoccupation 
with Vietnam is drawing to an end. In West
ern Europe, the disengagement of France 
from the forces striving for European unity 
is coming to an end. 

At this particularly sensitive moment on 
the eve of an historic Presidential election 
in France even the best-intentioned Ameri
can must take special pains to avoid in his 
comments any reference to the election. But 
I do feel that it is proper for a U.S. Senator 
to express his views as to what he sees as 
the best future for U.S.-Western European 
relations and the peace of the world. 

Also, it is appropriate to state, as I see 
it, what Western Europe can expect from the 
United States under the Nixon Administra
tion; and what the United States hopes it 
can expect from Western Europe. 

President Nixon has made it unmistak
ably clear that he regards our Atlantic Com
munity ties as the fulcrum of his ·entire con
cept of America's role in the world. In my 
judgment, it is of great significance that 
President Nixon has chosen-of all the pos
sible roles open to him-to conduct the 
vital, upcoming negotiations with the USSR 
on strategic nuclear arms limitation in his 
capacity as a leader of NATO. 

President Nixon has been quite specific in 
this regard. Here are his words addressed to 
the North Atlantic Council: 

"I pledge to you today that in any negotia
tion,s affecting the interests of the NATO na
tions, there will be full and genuine consul
tation before and during those negotiations." 

On a subsequent occasion he stated: 
". . . the forthcoming arms talks will be a 
test of the ability of the Western nations to 
shape a common strategy." 

The significance of President Nixon's ap
proach to nuclear arms limitation talks with 
the Soviet Union-the premium placed on 
NATO interests and consultations-is not yet 
adequately appreciated in Europe, in my 
judgment, to understand its significance one 
must also have a familiarity with the current 
political situation in the United States. 

The forthcoming Strategic Arms Limita
tion (SALT) negotiations with the USSR, 
and related questions concerning ABM and 
MmV, have been the subject of the most im
portant public debate in the United States 
since the NATO debate of the late 1940's. This 
public debate in the United States has been 
concerned with the very fundamentals of our 
American society and aspirations. I have been 
an active participant in this debate. 

For the fundamental theme of the debate 
concerning the nuclear arms race has been 
the question of U.S. national priorities and 
the allocation of U.S. resources between 
civilian and military requirements. But, in 
the U.S. domestic debate, virtually no atten
tion has been given to the NATO aspect of 
the American approach to, and negotiating 
posture in, the strategic anns limitation 
negotiations. This is uniquely President Nix
on's contribution-and he runs the risk of 

encountering later misunderstanding and 
criticism at home for placing the emphasis 
he does upon NATO interests and an allied 
consultative approach. Those who have op
posed his timing on the Safeguard ABM have 
been concerned mainly with highly urgent, 
but essentially· domestic civilian needs. The 
crisis in our great cities, the tensions between 
whites and blacks, the seething unrest at 
some of our major universities-these are the 
burning issues which compel immediate 
political attention and which set the frame
work for the debate over U.S. national priori
ties. 

Yet the U.S. President has not been di
verted by this issue but has taken account of 
Europe's dual fear about future U.S. policy
that the U.S. would strike a deal with the 
USSR over the heads of our allies, and that 
the u.s. would retreat into some form of 
neoisolationism. These fears ought now to be 
allayed by the strongly expressed views of 
President Nixon as to consultations with our 
allies and following a NATO-oriented ap
proach. 

That portion of responsibility which rests 
on the U.S. for the deterioration and devital
ization of the Atlantic Community in the 
mid-1960's is related most directly to the 
Vietnam war. Here too I believe the moment 
is auspicious for countering the factors which 
worked against the interests of the U.S.
Western Europe alliance. 

There can be no mistaking the determina
tion of the American people to end the Viet
nam war as rapidly as possible. Nor, can there 
be any doubt now that President Nixon ac
cords priority on the nation's agenda to that 
task. He was speaking with every under
standing of the situation when he recently 
told the nation in a televised address: 

"In my campaign for the Presidency, I 
pledged to end this war ... I am determined 
to keep that pledge. If I fail to do so, I ex
pect the American people to hold me ac
countable for that failure." 

In my judgment, it is clear from the factors 
I have just cited that the United States is 
reordering its affairs to enable us to play 
our full role in a revitalized Atlantic Com
munity which is now again within our grasp. 

And it is a most fortunate coincidence of 
timing that Western Europe, too, now has a 
comparable opportunity to reorder its poli
cies and redirect its energies in ways that 
can make possible the achievement of Eu
ropean unity within a revitalized Atlantic 
Community. 

For the Atlantic Alliance has suffered 
grievous strains militarily, politically or eco
nomically whch have induced many to be
lieve that our Atlantic Community is no 
longer a realistic possib111ty. But I disagree 
and believe that even the removal of SHAPE 
from France, the exclusion of the U.K. from 
the E.E.C., the arresting of progress toward 
-the political unity of Western Europe and 
the recurring monetary crises can be over
come and the Atlantic Community revital
ized. 

In saying this I want to make it clear 
that I am not trying to exonerate other 
members of the alliance for their acts of 
omission and commission-least of all my 
own United States which allowed itself to 
become entrapped in a costly military stale
mate in Vietnam which appeared increasing
ly irrelevant to the nation's true interests, 
even in the eyes of its own people. 

I have spoken and written personally on 
a number of occasions concerning the objec
tives and the potentialities of a fully de
veloped Atlantic Community. Now I find hope 
that many of my views InaY well be shared 
by President Nixon. And, I wish now to quote 
his words, instead of my own because he 
speaks with an authority unrivalled, by vir
tue of his office. In pondering his words, it 
should be borne in mind that President Nix
on is not a man given to uttering lofty 
words lightly. 
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Speaking to the NATO Councll of Ministers 

on the Twentieth Anniversary of the sign
ing of the NATO Treaty he said: 

"Now the Alliance of the West needs a 
third dimension . . . a social dimension to 
deal with our concern for the quality of life 
in this last third of the 2oth century. 

"The industrial nations share no challenge 
more urgent than that of bringing 20th Cen
tury man and his environment to terms with 
one anothe.r-of making the world fit for 
man, and helping man to learn how to re
main in harmony wi.th the rapidly changing 
world. 

"To discover what this Western Alliance 
means today, we have to reach back, not 
across two decades, but through the cen
turies to the very roots of the Western ex
perience. When we do, we find that we touch 
a set of elemental ideals, eloquent in their 
simplicity, majestic in their humanity, ideals 
of decency and justice and liberty and re
spect for the rights of our fellow men. Simple, 
yes; and to us obvious. But our forebears 
struggled for centuries to win them and in 
our own lifetimes we have had to fight to 
defend them." 

It would be a mistake, in my judgment, for 
Europe to discount the President's words as 
the rhetoric of a ceremonial occasion. They 
should rather be understood as an authori
tative expression of what the United States 
is prepared to do within an Atlantic Commu
nity, and the almost limitless aspirations we 
hold in that regard. 

.An air of cynicism and ennui has grown 
up on both sides of the Atlantic over the 
past decade in an accompanimenrti to the un
precedented material prosperity in Europe 
and the United States. And the present gen
eration of students on both sides of the 
Atlantic has been profoundly alienwted by 
this apparent lack of meaning and idealism 
in life. 

The Western peoples are very ripe in my 
judgment for new ideals and bold, exciting 
designs which transcend mundane preoccu
pations with force levels, nuclear megaton
nage, Gross National Product. They yearn 
for adventures of the spirit-for vision----end 
I believe that undertaking again construc
tion of an Atlantic Community in its fullest 
and highest sense oan provide the spirit 
which is needed. 

Idealism does not have to be impractical. 
There are a number of very specific steps 
which can and ought to be taken to give 
effect to the objectives and potentiality of 
the Atlantic Community. These steps are in 
the ma.instream of a return to the continued 
construction of the Atlantic Community 
which was abandoned so precipitously in the 
mid 1960's. 

In the field of trade, the trend toward 
protectionism and exclusion--even in the 
European Economic Community, erected as 
the very model of Uberal trade-needs to be · 
reversed. The division of Western Europe into 
rival trade bloe&-EEC and EFTA-should be 
undone through the expansion of the EEC 
to include the U.K. and other EFTA appli
canrts. Non-tariff barriers to trade should be 
dismantled on a reciprocal basis, and the 
tssues of trade expansion not addressed by 
me historic Kennedy RoUnd especially in 
agriculture now should be tackled. The 
United States must, for its pa.rt, move away 
1rom restrictions on overseas capirtal invest
ments and efforts to sooure "voluntary" ex
port quotas to protect selected domestic in
dustrtes. Other forms of government assist
ance to embattled domestic industries are 
feasible and more appropriate. 

New measures of cooperation in technology 
and education are already widely forecast for 
the Atlantic Community. These include an 
Atlantic Technology Pool and a University 
of the Atlantic including professional schools 
in law, medicine and other disciplines for the 
Atlantic Community. 

Reforms are needed urgently in the inter
national monetary system, so that the in-

dustrlal nations do not have to lurch inse
curely from one-week-end balance-of-pay
ments orisls to the next, while currency spec
ulators circle like sharks around the weak
ened currencies of that particular crisis. 
Surely lit is not beyond the wtt of man to 
devise orderly and rational mechanisms to 
adjust fluctuations in currency exchange 
values and to rationalize the posd.tion of so 
rel<aibively slim a gold stock in the total 
picture. 

The ancient and irrational tyranny of gold 
must be overthrown so that the nations can 
provide, based on their own produotlvity for 
the expansion of reserves needed to finance 
the constant expa.ns:l.on of trade and the ac
celerated development of the crucial develop
ing Southern zone of the world. 

A harmonization of trade policy within 
the All1ance with respect to Eastern Europe 
and the Soviet Union should be an element 
of the expanded political consultations and 
halrmonizatlon of policy on East-West issues 
in genel"al. Each can reilnforce the other and 
give add·ed leverage to oommon policies. 

A revitalized and purposeful Atlantic 
Community would certainly accelerarte the 
movement toward closer understandings a.nd 
agreements with the Soviet Union-e.s for 
e:lCample in space exploration and research in 
medicine and biology and physics---and its 
Eastern European allies-making possible the 
relief of tensions in Europe and ~paring 
for a way the handling of a potentially 
disruptive new superpower-mainland 
China. 

Oollective consideration of the problems of 
the Middle East and the entire Mediten-anean 
basin will be essential, in my judgment, if 
peace and economic development in the Mid
east is to be secured over the long run. 
Soviet hegemony over the land, sea and air 
links between Europe, Asia and Africa, and 
Soviet control over the supply of Mideast 
petroleum which currently supplies 50% of 
the energy resources for Western Europe, pose 
potential, completely unacceptable, long-run 
threats to Western security. Something more 
than a defensive "policy o! denial" will be 
required and nothing less than a positive 
"concert" of Western action to achieve af
firmative goals must be evolved. 

With the conclusion of the Vietnam war, 
Asia. presents enormous opportunities for At
lantic Oommunity collaboration, in a part
nership with Pacific and Asian nations, 
heavily concentrated in the economic and 
cultural fields. A dynamic Japan and growing 
Australia and New Zealand offers us unparal
leled agencies for communicating industrial 
technology and techniques to this vast and 
heavily populated region. 

Europe has a major role to play in the de
velopment and evolution of Latin America
the success of my own ADELA experiment 
points the way. Latin America provides an 
excellent opportunity for the United States 
to demonstrate, by inviting Europe "in", 
that we do not seek a position of domination 
or exclusiveness of American interests within 
a broader Atlantic Community. If our in
stincts were imperial, we would seek to ex
clude, rather than enlist, European invest
ment and influence in Latin America. 

The whole world awaits the golden touch 
of Atlantic Community cooperation. We 
should not forfeit the hopes and aspirations 
of all mankind by failing to grasp the oppor
tunity now available to us for the second 
time following World War II. 

EASTERN MEDITERRANEAN DEVELOPMENT 
INSTrrUTE STATUS REPORT 

To: Board of Directors. 
I am ·addressing this status report on the 

Eastern Mediterranean Development Institute 
to the Board of Directors. Copies are also 
being sent to the Ford F'oundration, the Thys
sen and Volkswagen Foundations, and other 
supporters of the project for Greek-Turkish 
economic cooperation. I first take this oppor
tunity to express, in behalf of Sen·a'bor Javits, 

Chairman of the EMDI Boo.rd, and for myself 
a strong-felt appreciation of the support of 
the individuals and institutions who con
tribUJte in time and money, interest and 
counsel, to the work of assisting economic 
cooperation and well-being in Greece and 
Turkey. 

A brief resume follows: 
1. ORGANIZATIONAL MATTERS 

on November 1~15, 1968, the fl1'st meeting 
of the Board of Directors of the Institute was 
held at the Hotel Amigo, in Brussels. It was 
attended by the Chairman, the Deputy Cha4r
men, Mr. Kasim Gtilek and Mr. C. C. Ar
llotis, nine nominee-Directors (whose names 
are included on the attached list), the Execu
tive Director, the Specja.l Consultant from 
Turkey Mr. Ra.mamnoglu, and guests. Ob
servers at the general session on Novem.ber 15 
included: Messrs. Andresen and Mlss1r of the 
EEC, Messrs. Domergue and Parsons of the 
OECD, Mr. de Lacombe of NATO, Mr. Akbil 
representing the Government of Turkey, Mr. 
Mameletzis representing the Government of 
Greece, Mr. Van Dyke, the U.S. Representa
tive to the DAC, Mr. Drouhin of the UNDP, 
Mr. Broumis (Athens Technological Insti
tute) and Mr. Jenson of the U.S. Departmenrt 
of the Int~or (the last three having a spe
cial concern with the Merlc/Ev·ros project). 

The meeting formed a Board of Directors 
of 17 members: five from Greece, five from 
Turkey, three from the United States, two 
representing Canada, one each fi'om Italy and 
the Federal Republic of Germany; and four 
Alternative Directors, two fl"om England and 
two from the U.S. An Executive Committee 
was elected consisting of: Mr. George James 
(Chairman), Mr. Resat Aksan, Mr. H. A. R. 
Powell, and Mr. Alexandre Zullas. A complete 
list of the Board of Directors is attached. 

2. PROGRA~ 

The Board of Directors agreed to put spe
cial emphasis on its continuing plans for 
cooperative activities in tourism develop
ment and for advancing the Merlc/Evros 
project; and to continue to investigate the 
feasibility of developing complementary in
vestment policies in Greece and Turkey. Work 
in the areas of fisheries and agriculture will 
also continue as time and circum&tance per
mit. 

a. Tourism 
The Board agreed that the most promising 

field for early returns in cooperative devel
opment is tourism. In line with decisions 
taken at the meeting, discussions have been 
held looking toward a tourism meeting be
tween high-level administrative officials of 
Greece and Turkey. On the consequent in
vitation of the Turkish Ministry of Informa
tion and Tourism, a meeting will be held in 
Istanbul on March 7 through 9, 1969. It is 
anticipated that, in addition to a useful ex
change of views, plans may be there discussed 
for an expanded, international tourism con
ference, centered on the Aegean regions of 
Greece and Turkey, in which representatives 
of transport, accommodation and travel 
agencies and organizations would be repre
sented. 

b. Meric/Evros 
(i) The preliminary study of the area, con

ducted and reported by the study teams un
der the direction of Professor Hans WilbrandJt 
assisted by Dr. Korkilt Ozal and Mr. John 
Broumis (and financed as .a speclal projoot 
by the Thyssen and Volkswagen Founda
tions) was completed in 1968. The United 
Nations agencies, the World Bank, the Eu
ropean Investment Bank, the OECD and 
other organizations have been kept fully in
formed about the project since it began. The 
United Nations Development Progmmme has 
indicated its wilUngness to assist in carrying 
the project forward if Greece and Turkey 
request such assistaillce. 

In Ootober of 1968 the UNDP sent an unof
ficial exploratory mission to Bulgaria, where 
the Merlc/Evros rises, to ascertain the Bul-
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gar1an attitude toward ooopem.tive develop
ment on the River. Further discussions were 
then held in A.nkam. and Athens between 
the UNDP and the respective Governments. 
EMDI assisted in preparing those meetings, 
and has been closely in touch with the UNDP, 
both at its European headquarters in Geneva 
and in New York. 

Mr. Georgs Drouhin, Senior Water Con
sultant of the UNDP, reported at th.e Novem
ber meeting of the EMDI Board of Directors 
that the Bulgarians had shown themselves 
willing to oooperate UlllOfficially without pru-
ticipa.ting in the joint venture. A receptive 
attitude had been shown both in Athens and 
Ankara. The UNDP plans next to send a small 
mission to the Merlc/Evros area in Thrace, 
and to Athens and Ankara, as soon as an 
offic1al request is received from the Govern
ments of Greece and Turkey. The mission 
would assist in the preparation of a request 
for a full foo.sdb111ty study. The UNDP and 
EMDI have both initiated discussions on the 
basis of which it is hoped that prompt prog
ress will be made along these lines. 

(11) It has been sugges·ted that the Water
for-Peace program being conducted by the 
United Nations (and member countries) and 
the Meric/Evros project might be able to 
benefit mutually by exchanges of informa
tion on research techniques and modern 
technology in the field of data storage and 
retrieval. A series of meetings has been held 
in Washington with offioia.ls of the Water
for-Peace Office of the U.S. Sta.te Depart
ment, and the Office of the Science Adviser to 
the President, the most recent on November 
26, 1968. EMDI has put forward two pro
posals, both of whiob. have received consider
able encouragement: ( 1) a proposal to hold 
a seminar dealing with development of inter
national waterways, at which the Merle/ 
Evros tecnhiques and those of other projects 
for developing international waterways will 
be studied, and (2) investigation into the 
possibility of establishing a computerized 
research center on water resources in the 
Eastern Mediterranean. It was with res·pect 
to the latter possibility that the Director of 
the U.S. Water-for-Peace Office proposed that 
Mr. Raymond Jenson, of the Water Resources 
Office of the Department of the Interior, pru-
ticipate in the November meeting of the 
EMDI Board. Mr. Jenson did so and gave an 
informative and interesting talk on com
puterization techniques and results in water 
resources data. 
(c) Proposed study of complementary invest

ment policies 
This proposals was discussed with officials 

of the National Industrial Development 
Bank of Greece, the Hellenic Industrial De
velopment Bank and the Turkish Industrial 
Development Bank at meetings in Washing
ton in October of 1968. It was agreed to ex
plore the possibilities of cooperating on proj
ects of mutual or complementary interest to 
the economies of Greece and Turkey and to 
consider the feasib111ty of mixed Greek
Turkish companies in which the Develop
ment Banks and possibly outside companies 
might participate. As a start, there was to 
be an exchange of information on invest
ment laws and regulations in the two coun
tries. At the November Board meeting there 
was further discussion, in which representa
tives of outside companies participated. Mr. 
Kenneth Mueller, Chairman of AGRIDCO, 
an agri-business consortium, attended the 
Brussels meeting at the invitation of EMDI, 
for these discussions. Other organizations 
have also shown interest in these possib111-
ties. Exchanges and contracts Me being con
tinued. It is hoped that special-project funds 
can be obtained to :fund the proposed study. 

(d) Arrangements for a delegation ot Greek 
industrialists to visit Istanbul, returning a 
similar visit to Turkish industrialists to 
Athens some three years ago, are being dis
cussed. The visit has been agreed in princ!
ple on both sides, the only rema.ining ques .. 
tion being a convenient date. In this con-

nection, it has been noted that the World 
Congress of International Chambers of Com
merce is soheduled to be held in June of 
1969 in Istanbul. 

3. FINANCES 

In June of 1968 the Ford Foundwtion made 
a gm.nt of $150,000 on a Inaltchmg-fund basis, 
for support of the Eastern Medlter'l"aanea.n 
Development Lnstitute thro~ 1969. 

The Governmentts {)(f Greece and Turkey 
hiave each guamnrlleed the sum or $50,000 to 
the Institute. In addition, in 1968 a.nd to 
d·wte, a total of $30,750 has been contnbuted 
by private organlzaitkms. These sums, plus 
the contribution of services and facWties by 
Mobil Oil, Pechiney and the Bank of Greece, 
more than fulfill the matching-funds 
requirement. 

The financial conrt:rtbutors in 1968 to dQtf;;e 
·are: Amerioa.n. standard, American Tobacco 
Oompany, Baink or Amertoo, mM World Trade 
Corporation, Ma.nufacturers Ha.nover Trust 
OOmpany, Massey-Ferguson, MobU 011 Cor
pomtion, Morgan Gua.r.a.Illty Trust Company, 
Morrison-Knudsen Company, Prudential 
Lines, Arthur and. Glol"Ja. F. Roes Foundation, 
Sl:n.ger Oompany, and Srta4ldard OU OOmpany 
(N.J.). 

Other contributors prior to 1968 have been 
listed in previous reports. 

4. PROSPECTS FOR THE FOTURE 

As agreed &t ·the Board or Dkeotors' meet
ing, the Deputy Chwinnen, Mr. Kas1m Gtilek 
and Mr. c. C. Arliot1s, are to submit plra.ns on 
the argamzation of the Greek and the Turk
iSh bureaux of the EMDI. Organizational de
ct:sdons in Greece and Turkey are, of course, 
to be left to looal decision, it being unde~
stood th&t it would be desirable to hiave a 
ge:nsel'lal silniLality 1n organization, but thait 
legal and ooher reqlli.remeuts may diotaroe 
some differences in the 1Ilistitutional MT~ange
ments. 

The Governments of Greece and Turkey 
have been kept fully advised {)(f the Instirtlllte's 
aotivities and have umaHingly given their 
support. 

The international organizations have, 
ever since the inception of the Greek-Turk
ish Economic Cooperation Project shown the 
liveliest interest. At the November meeting 
of the Board, representatives of these or
ganizations contributed valuable counsel 
and indicated their w1111ngness to cooperate 
in future, and the Institute will continue to 
work closely with them. 

As noted, the EMDI and its predecessor 
organization have been funded by founda
tion grants and a relatively small number of 
substantial corporate (or individual) con
tributions. It is hoped to transform the 
EMDI, during 1969, into a broadly-based per
manent institution devoted to the better
ment of Greco-Turkish economic and cul
tural relations, mainly in the private sector. 
Discussions looking toward this objective are 
under way, and w111 hopefully be discussed 
at a mid-year meeting of the Board of Di
rectors, when it is hoped that specific pro
posals can be presented for consideration. 

RespectfuJly submitted. 
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(From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Jan. 28, 
1969] 

GREEK-TuRKISH ECONOMIC COOPERATION 
PROJECT 

Mr. JAvrrs. Mr. President, I have on sev
eral previous occasions brought to the at
tention of the Senate the work of the proj
ect for Greek-Turkish economic cooperation. 
Reports on this matter were presented on 
June 3, 1965, on October 20, 1965, on Jan
uary 19, 1967, and on December 15, 1967. 

I now present a report on this important 
project through the calendar year 1968. 

Mr. President, first I should like to sub
mit for the RECORD the substantive text of 
a report which I presented to the North 
Atlantic Assembly on November 20, 1968. 
That report was presented to the North At
lantic Assembly in my capacity as trustee 
of the Special Committee on Developing 
NATO Countries, of which I was chairman, 
and which has now been dissolved, its prin
cipal functions having been successfully dis· 
charged. I have been requested by the North 
Atlantic Assembly to act as the custodian 
of the responsib111ties of that committee and 
it is in this capacity that I have presented 
my report to the North Atlantic Assembly 
l~lf. 
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Several developments, falling outside of 

the scope of the report presented to the 
North Atlantic Assembly, should be reported. 
Chief among these is the fact of a highly 
successful meeting of the Eastern Mediter
ranean Development Institute, which took 
place in Brussels on November 14 and 15, 
1968. The meeting was attended by a rep
resentative group of industrialists, bankers, 
and businessmen from Greece and Turkey, 
and also from the other countries of the 
North Atlantic AlUance. A broadly repre
sentative board of directors of the Eastern 
Mediterranean Development Institute was 
elected, and that institute was launched on 
what pl'omises to be an extremely successful 
career. 

Second, in December 1968, the work which 
has been done on the development of the 
basin of the Merlc-Evros River was carried 
a further step forward, in the course of 
meetings between myself, Mr. Rubin, execu
tive director of EMDI, and Mr. Paul Hotf
man, director, and Mr. Paul-Marc Henry, 
deputy director of the United Nations De
velopment Program. It is anticipated that 
a UNDP project team will be visiting Greece 
and Turkey shortly, and that further steps 
in the development Of mutually desirable 
relationships between Greece and Turkey will 
thus have been taken. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the report be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the report was 
oroered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
"REPORT OF SENATOR JACOB K. JAVITS, AS 

TRUSTEE FOR THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON 
DEVELOPING NATO COUNTRIES, OF THE 
NORTH ATLANTIC ASSEMBLY, NOVEMBER 1968 
"It may be said at the outset that initiative 

taken by the Assembly (then the NATO Par
liamentarians' Conference) has been demon
strated to have been a valuable contribution 
to development and to amelioiration of rela
tions between two important countries of 
NATO. The work of the Project and of the 
Institute have been founded on the convic
tion that an enterprise which is essentially 
private in its nature, and which has relied 
on the mutuality of interest in the private 
sector on both sides, can carry on important 
functions even during a period marked by a 
variety of governmental difficullties. That 
this is so is, of course, attributable largely to 
the fact that both of the directly interested 
nations have continued to give their interest 
and their support to the project. It is also 
due to the willingness of businessmen, in
dustrialists and bankers, not only of Greece 
and Turkey, but also of North America and 
Western Europe, to make a strenuous etfort 
toward cooperative and mutually beneficial 
results. In great measure, the benefits of this 
project go beyond its own limits, and demon
strate the feasibtltty of mobtltzing the great 
resources of private enterprise toward a 
broadly statesmanlike end. 

"The technique here used may therefore 
suggest possibtltties for much useful work, 
beyond the parameters of the Greek-Turkish 
enterprise itself. I should therefore mention 
at the outset the important role played by 
my former colleagues on the Special Com
mittee, particularly the Deputy Chairmen of 
that Committee, Messrs. Spanorrigas of 
Greece and Gtilek of Turkey, and its Rap
porteur, Mr. Westerterp of the Netherlands. 
In the work of the Institute, of which (as 
was the case with the Special Committee), I 
have the honor to be Chairman, Messrs. 
Gtilek and Governor Karol Arliotis of Greece, 
and Mr. George James of the United States, 
have given time, energy, and skilled guidance. 
Much credit is due to them, and to the de
:voted service of former Ambassador Seymour 
Rubin, the Executive Director of the project, 
.and Mr . . Albert Zumbiehl, his European 
aSsociate. 
· '~;Finally, · the Honorable Seymour J. Rubin 

<if the United States and M. Albert Zum-

biehl of France have consented to continue 
with the Institute as Executive and European 
Directors, respectively. Much is owed to them 
for the success of the project so far. 

"I may come now to the organizational 
framework as it presently exists. 

"As was repol'ted in November 1967 to be 
the intention, the Eastern Meddterranean 
Development Institute was in fact organized 
as a non-profit corporation under the laws 
of the District of Columbia of the United 
States. A meeting of the nucleus of its Board 
of Directors was held in Athens, in May, 
1968. At that meeting a number of important 
organizational decisions were taken. 

"It was decided, first of all, that branches 
or sister organizations, depending on the 
legal and other relevant consideretions in 
the two countries, should be established in 
Greece and Turkey. Informally, steps have 
already been taken in this direction, con
tinuing and expanding upon the systems of 
liaison which has proved its merit. In both 
Greece and Turkey, assurances of financial 
support for these national operations have 
been given, with a special fund already cre
ated in Greece and partially contributed in 
Turkey. 

"Secondly, it was decided to expand the 
Boaird of DirectOTS so as to include impor
tant and representative business and finan
cial interests in North America and Western 
Europe. I am glad to be able to report that 
invitations extended by me to a number of 
such persons have been accepted, and that 
the first order of business of the current 
meeting of the Institute (in Brussels on 
Nov. 15, 1968) will be to fill out the Board.. 
Those who have been otfered and have ac
cepted membership on the Board have shown 
past interest in the project, have expressed 
willingness to help in the future, and are 
indeed a ddstinguished group. 

"Thirdly, it was emphasized Sit the Ath
ens meeting that import.ant decisions of the 
Institute must reflect also the agreement 
of the Turkish and Greek members. Thds is 
an obvi:ous requirement, but one which none
theless des·erves mention specifically. It re
flects my strong personal conviction, shaa-ed 
by my colleagues, that useful wmk in this-
as in many other aa-eas of international 
activity-must rest on the interest, and 
involvement, indeed, the commitment of 
those directly atfected, and with most at 
stake. The Insrtitute must not, and will not, 
be an organization whiCih seeks to tell our 
Greek and Turkish friends what is good for 
them. I·m work must arise out of their con
viction that they wish done what the Insti
tute can do, and out of their full pa·rtici
patlon In its work, at all stages from plan
ning to implementation. In such circum
stances, the Institute can perform a valuable 
catalytic function, can help to mobilize 
outside resources, can act as a liaison with 
various international and national organiza
tions. But a basic responsibility for decision 
must be recognized to rest with the Greek 
and Turkish participants. 

"Brief mention may be made of the finan
cial arrangements for the Institute, and of 
plans for the future. 

"A generous grant has again been made by 
the Ford Foundation to help in the estab
lishment of the Institute. I have already men
tioned the financial support given or com
mitted on the Greek and Turkish sides. Mr. 
George J ·ames of the Mobil COrporation of 
the United States has carried to othei' Ameri
can and Can~an companies his own con
viction in the worth of this work, and has 
mob111zed sulbstantial financial assistance. 
As a result, the matching requirement of the 
Ford Founda-tion grant has already been met. 
It is hoped that interest in Western Europe, 
where connections with Greece and Turkey 
are strong and traditional, will be reflected 
in additional support. 

"Since t.b.e Institute plans to have no sub
stantial statf of its own, but to rely heavily 
on the expertise available to its membership, 

these arrangements should carry the Insti
tute through calendar year 1969. During 1969, 
it is hoped to transform the Institute into a 
broadly based organi2lation, with a substan
tial membership in the business and financial 
communities, as well as in professional cir
cles. Hopefully, the Institute would then be 
supported by numerous but relatively smaller 
contributions with individual projects being 
the beneficiaries of collateral financing by 
foundations or others-as was, for example, 
the case with the generous financing o!f the 
studies Of the Meric/Evros River by the 
Thy.ssen and Volkswagen Foundations. Ad
ministrative costs will thus be kept to a 
minimum, with available resources being 
used for directly productive projects. 

"As will be recalled, at the meetings of No
vember, 19'67, both of the Assembly and of 
the International Advisory Commission ot 
the Project for Greek-Turkish Economic Co
operation, a Work Program was approved. 
This document suggested that the work of 
the Institute might be divided into two main 
categories; in the general category was the 
continuation of etforts to encourage fruitful 
contacts and discussions, in the context of 
the international organizations of which 
Greece and Turkey are both members, and 
with emphasis on the private sector; in the 
specific category was work on the various 
projects already or to be undertaken-the 
Meric/Evros work, tourism, agriculture, cul
tural exchange, and so forth. 

"I am pleased to be able to report that 
much has been done, in both categories. 

"New contacts have been established and 
existing ones strengthened. During the meet
ings in Athens of May, 1968, for example, 
special sessions, both formal and informal, 
were arranged between members of the Greek 
and Turkish investment banking communi
ties, and between institutions financing eco
nomic development. These meetings were a 
more specific followup of meetings which it 
has been my practice to arrange in Washing
ton during the meetings there of the Gover
nors of the World Bank and the Interna
tional Monet-ary Fund. Thus, the May meet
ings in Athens, with a few but deeply inter
ested partici:pants, were followed by a useful 
breakfast meeting held at my invitation in 
the capitol in Washington, where participa
tion included not only the official representa
tives of Greece and Turkey, members of the 
investmentt bank!ng communities in both 
countries, and in the United States, but also 
representatives Of the World Bank and the 
International Finance Corporation. 

"Nor have these sessions been merely dis
cussions, useful though discussion of this 
sort is. Specific proposals have been elab
orated for a study of complementary invest
ment opportunities and policies. Here a mem
orandum was prepared by Mr. Rubin, but 
only after consultation with and strong en
couragement from the financiers of industrial 
development in Greece and Turkey. The 
memorandum was subsequently circulated 
to and discussed with the World Bank and 
the IFC. The breakfast meeting to which I 
have alluded, of October 3, 1968, was thus 
held on the basis of much preparatory work, 
and has resulted in specific proposals being 
elaborated in consultation with the Turkish 
and Greek sides. An informal agreement has 
been reached to exchange information re-

' lating to laws and practices which might 
affect complementary or even joint financing 
of projects. As a further step toward imple
mentation of these proposals, and again with 
the full participation of the Greek and 
Turkish investment bankers, a survey is 
being discussed with the Agro-Industrial De
velopment Company, an American-based or
ganization which combines the resources of 
several companies in the agricultural-indus
trial field, and which has also the participa
tion of Adela-a highly successful enterprise 
in whose initiation .I and the NATO Parlia
mentarians' Conference played a vital role. 

"I gp into this m~tter in some detaU for 
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several reasons. The proposal to bring to
gether the investment and banking interests 
concerned with economic development is im
portant in itself, since it cuts across all fields 
of economic development, and not merely a 
single industry, however important. But this 
project also illustrates the progress of a proj
ect, from a general discussion arranged by 
the Institute to the elaboration in close con
sultation with all concerned of a proposal, 
the revision of that proposal after consulta
tion with the competent international or
ganizations, subsequent discussion of meth
ods of implementation, and then placing the 
proposal before capable private organizations. 
It is of course too early to say what will be 
the outcome. It is not too early to say that 
the working out of a project in this manner 
is, in and of itself, important. 

"With respect to specific projects, I am 
unfortunately not able to report much ad
vance in our projected work on tourism, a 
field which is by all objective appraisals an 
extremely desirable one for cooperation, with 
much mutual benefit to be derived. Despite 
much work, and many assurances of willing
ness to meet, it has been difficult to follow 
up on the useful meeting of November, 1966, 
and the subsequent informal talks in the 
following year. Nonetheless, it may be re
ported that this was one of the subjects dis
cussed during the May visit of the Greek 
Minister of Commerce to Ankara, and it 
may be said that the difficulties appear to be 
procedural rather than substantive. 

"On other fronts, work is progressing, with 
organizations such as the FAO and the 
OECD participating. The most important and 
indeed dramatic results, however, have been 
achieved in connection with the Meric/Evros 
project. 

"In October, 1967 at a conference in 
Frankfurt Germany the report was finalized 
of the tripartite (German, Greek, Turkish) 
expert commission set up to make a recon
naissance survey of the Meric/Evros River 
basin. The economic-and political--s1gnifi
cance of this cooperative work on this border 
between Greece and Turkey is evident. Al
though the work on the study was done by 
private experts, under private auspices, it 
received the full support of governmental 
authorities on both sides. The report, when 
completed, was forwarded to several inter
national institutions, notably the World 
Bank and the United Nations Development 
Programme, which had taken a strong inter
est in this project from the outset. 

"As I have previously indicated, I received 
some months ago the visit of the Bulgarian 
Ambassador in Washington, who expressed 
the interest of his government in the mat
ter-an interest which is both natural and 
useful, since the river originates and fiows 
for almost 60 % of its length in -Bulgaria. As 
has been indicated in the report made by our 
own tripartite expert commission, Bulgarian 
cooperation would substantially improve the 
cost-benefit rwtios of work to be done on the 
Greek-Turkish segment of the river. The 
Bulgarian authorities having further indi
cated their interest, and after this interest 
having been made known both to the Unilted 
Nations Development Programme and the 
Greek and Turkish authorities, a further 
meeting took place between myself and the 
Bulgarian Permanent Representatives to the 
United Nations in Geneva, under the aus
pices of the UNDP. In early October of this 
year, Mr. Rubin was informed by the UNDP 
that the Bulgarians would be pleased to re
ceive a UNDP exploratory mission. 

"During the week of October 30-November 
6, thus, a. small UNDP mission has visited 
Sofia, Athens and Ankara. It should be un
derscored that this is an explorwtory mission, 
particularly insofar as any plans beyond the 
boundaries of Greece and Turkey are con
cerned. It is nevertheless an important fact 
that the UNDP is discussing with Greece and 
Turkey the possibility of further steps look-

ing toward a full scale !easibil1ty study of the 
Meric/Evros region, that Bulgaria, as one of 
the riparian states, has been informed, and 
that this important regional and multina
tional project continues to progress, with 
United Nations participation. 

"It may be further pointed out that dis
cussions in Washington growing out of the 
interest in the United States in a Water for 
Peace programme have centered on the Merle/ 
Evros and the work of the Institute. After 
the international Water for Peace Confer
ence in Washington, in the summer of 1967, 
much attention has been focused on multi
national projects. In this context, the work 
of the Institute has attracted attention, and 
it has been suggested that this work might 
provide the starting point for two fields of 
investigation. One such field would be the 
utilisation of the technique of the Merle/ 
Evros study-that is, the use of private scien
tists, privately sponsored, but with full gov
ernmental support and approval. Here it may 
~e that in certain cases more can be achieved, 
to the greater satisfaction of all, than would 
be the case if rigorous channelization through 
governmental departments were the rule. The 
second such field is the possibility of ex
perimenting with computerization, in order 
to keep data both current and immediately 
available. Here work done by the FAO is 
relevant, and the establishment of a data 
storage, information retrieval and possibly a 
research center has been preliminarlly dis
cussed, with it having been suggested that 
a start might be made in a seminar on the 
subject of international river basins, which 
could be sponsored jointly by the Water for 
Peace office and the Institute. As a measure 
of the interest in this matter, a representa
tive of the Water for Peace Programme will 
address the November 15, 1968 meeting of 
the Institute. 

"All of this represents much useful and 
tangible work. But I feel that most important, 
among the achievements to which the Spe
cial Committee, the Project for GTeek-Turk
ish Economic Cooperation and the Institute 
can lay claim to a greater or lesser degree, is 
the greater measure of confidence in Greek
Turkish relations, both in the private and 
the governmental sector. Mr. Rubin has re
cently been able to inform the Greek busi
ness and industrial community that an 
invitation to come to Turkey for friendly 
discussions on matters of common interest 
will shortly be extended. Contacts in the 
cultural sphere, which would have been out 
of the question not long ago, are now under 
discussion. This is substantial and meaning
ful progress, on the basis of which a solid 
and continuing relationship between Greece 
and Turkey may be built." 

S. 2545-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
RELATING TO URBAN PROGRAM 
FOR COLLEGES AND UNIVERSI
TIES 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, in its most 

recent report, the National Advisory 
Council on Extension and Continuing 
Education emphasized the need forma
Jor community service and continuing 
education programs to aid universities 
to conduct research, planning, and pro
gram operations-including national or 
regional demonstration projects-to help 
our cities solve their complex problems. 
These are multiple problems associated 
with rapid urbanization and technologi
cal and social change. 

I introduce, for myself and Mr. ScoTT, 
Mr. (}ooDELL, Mr. MONDALE, Mr. NELSON, 
and Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey, a bill 
to accomplish this objective by provid
ing a 15-percent set-aside, with 90-per
cent matching funds, of title I-commu-

nlty service and continuing education 
programs-of the Higher Education 
Act. Presently, programs under title I 
qualify for only 66%-percent Federal 
funds. By allowing a special set-aside at 
90-percent matching, colleges and uni
versities will be greatly assisted within 
their financial means toward making a 
sustained commitment to urban prob
lem solving. 

The university in our society can be
come more creative--strengthening eco
nomic and social links between the uni
versity complex and the environment 
in which it is situated. The old days of 
separation between town and gown are 
gone. Last year at Columbia University 
we observed the tragic results of the 
failure to recognize in this respect the 
difference between yesterday and today, 
and the seeds of student discontent with 
~he limited involvement of universities 
m the urban problems surrounding them 
have taken root in several of our ma
jor campuses. Faculty, administration, 
and student body must be encouraged 
to develop programs that produce solu
tions to complex urban problems in the 
community and the country at large. 

This b111 would involve no additional 
cost to the Federal Government, since 
funds would be drawn from title I of the 
Higher Education Act. Authorizations 
for title I stand at $50,000,000 for the 
current fiscal year and $60,000,000 for 
the next fiscal year, which begins July 1 
1970. • 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill be printed in the REc
ORD. 

.The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
Will be received and appropriately re
ferred; and, without objection the bill 
will be printed in the RECORD. ' 

The bill <S. 2545). to amend title I of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965 in 
order to authorize the Commissioner of 
Edu?ation to arrange for community 
service programs seeking solutions to na
tional and regional problems, introduced 
by Mr. JAVITS (for himself and other 
~ena:tors), was received, read twice by 
Its title, referred to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare, and ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2545 
Be it eruLcted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That title I 
of the Higher Education Act of 1965 is 
amended by inserting at the end thereof a 
new section as follows: 

"DISCRETIONARY FUND FOR SOLUTION OF 

NATIONAL AND REGIONAL PROBLEMS 

"SEc. 112. Fifteen per centum of the amount 
appropriated pursuant to section 101 for each 
fiscal year shall be available to the Commis
sioner for paying 90 per centum of the cost 
of community service programs which are 
carried out by institutions of higher educa
tion and which are for the purpose of seek
ing solutions to problems resulting !rom rapid 
utbanization and technological and social 
changes in the nation, including national or 
regional demonstration projects." 

SEc. 2. Section 103(a) of the Higher Educa
tion Act of 1965is amended by inserting after 
"Of" the following: "85 per centum of". 

SEc. 3. The amendment made by this Act 
shall be effective for fiscal years beginning 
after June 30, 1969. 
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by the President pro tempore: 

s. 1010. An act for the relief of Mrs. Alli 
Kallio; 

S.1011. An act to authorize appropriations 
for the saline water conversion program for 
fiscal year 1970, and for other purposes; and 

H.R. 12167. An act to authorize appropria
tions to the Atomic Energy Commission in 
accordance with section 261 of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for 
other purposes. 

SAWTOOTH NATIONAL 
·RECREATION AREA 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 250, s. 853. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The AsSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A 
bill <S. 853) to establish the Sawtooth 
National Recreation Area in the State of 
Idaho, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Idaho? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs with amend
ments, on page 2, line 12, after the word 
"Area" insert "in accordance with the 
laws, rules and regulations applicable to 
the National Forests"; on page 3, line 25, 
after the word "Act." insert "Lands ac
quired by the Secretary or transferred to 
his administrative jurisdiction within 
the recreation area shall become parts 
of the recreation area and of the na
tional forest within or adjacent to which 
they are located."; in line 10, after the 
word "owner" strike out "fails" and in- · 
sert "is unwilling"; in line 14, after the 
word "property" insert "and land for 
recreation and other administrative fa
cilities"; on page 5, line 7, after the word 
"this" strike out "Act" and insert "sec
tion"; and on page 8, at the beginning 
of line 23, strike out "There is hereby au
thorized to be appropriated not more 
than $27,380,000 to carry out the provi
sions of this Act," and insert "There is 
hereby authorized to be appropriated 
$30,000,000 for the development of recre
ation and related facilities and for the ac
quisition of land and interest in land pur
suant to this Act,"; so as to make the bill 
read: 

s. 853 
A bill to establish the Sawtooth National 

Recreation Area in the Sta.te of Idaho, and 
for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate ana House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, in 
order to assure the preservation of, and to 
protect the scenic, historic, pastoral, fish and 
wildlife, and other recreational values of the 
Sawtooth Mountains a.nd adjacent valley 
lands, there is hereby established, subject to 
valid existing rights, the Sawtooth National 
Recreation Area. 

SEc. 2. The boundaries of the recreation 
-.rea. shall be those shown on the map en-

tiltled "Proposed Sawtooth National Recrea
tion Area", dated April 1, 1966, which is on 
file and available for public inspection in the 
office of the Chief, Forest Service, Depart
ment o! Agriculture. The Secretary of Agri
culture (hereinafter called the "Secretary") 
shall, as soon as practicable after the date 
this Act takes effect, publish in the Federal 
Register a notice of the establishment of the 
Sawtooth National Recreation Area, together 
with a detailed description and map showing 
the boundaries thereof. 

SEc. 3. The Secretary shall adm!ntster the 
Sawtooth National Recreation Area in ac
cordance with the laws, rules, and regula
tions applicable to the National Forests in 
such manner as will best provide for ( 1) the 
protection and conservation of the salmon 
and other fisheries; (2) the conservation and 
development of scenic, historic, pastoral, 
wildlife, and other values contributing to 
and available for public enjoyment, includ
ing the preservation of sites associated with 
and typifying the economic and social his
tory of the American West; and (3) on fed
erally owned lands, the management, utiliza
tion, and disposal of natural resources, such 
as lumbering, grazing, and mining, that will 
not substantially impair the purposes for 
which the recreation area is established. 

SEc. 4. Subject to the limitations herein
after set forth, the Secretary may acqUire by 
purchase with donated or appropriated 
funds, by gift, exchange, bequest, or other
wise, such lands or interests therein within 
the boundaries of the recreation area as he 
determines to be needed for the purposes of 
this Act. But any property or interest within 
the recreation area owned by the State of 
Idaho or any political subdivision thereof 
may be acquired under the authority of this 
Act only with the concurrence of the owner. 

In exercising his authority to acquire 
property by exchange, the Secretary may ac
cept title to any non-Federal property or 
interests therein located within the boun
daries of the recreation area and convey to 
the grantor of such property any federally 
owned property or interests therein within 
the State of Idaho under the jurisdiction of 
the Secretary, notwithstanding any other 
provision of law. The properties so exchanged 
snail be approximately equal in fair market 
value: Provided, That the Secretary may ac
cept cash !rom or pay cash to the grantor in 
such an exchange in order to equalize the 
values of the properties exchanged. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, any Federal property located within the 
recreation area may, with the concurrence of 
the agency having custody thereof, be trans
ferred without consideration to the adm1n1s
trative Jurisdiction of the Secretary for use 
by him in carrying out the purposes of this 
Act. Lands acquired by the Secretary or trans
ferred to his administrative jurisdiction with
in the recreation area shall become parts of 
the recreation area and of the national forest 
within or adjacent to which they are located. 

SEc. 5. (a) The authority of the Secretary 
to acquire an interest in private property 
within the recreation area without the own
er's consent and by means of condemnation 
shall be limited to---

(1) the acquisition of scenic easements 
when the private owner is unwilling to use 
his property in conformance with the stand
ards of a use provided for in subsection (b) 
of this section, and 

(2) the acquisition of easements for access 
to and utilization of public property and 
land for recreation and other adm1n1strative 
fac111ties: Provided, That such acquisition 
shall not exceed 6 per centum of the total 
acreage of all private property within the 
recreation area as of ~he effective date of this 
Act. 

(b) The Secretary shall make and publish 
regulations setting standards for the use, 
subdivision and development of privately 
owned property within the boundaries of the 
recreation area. Such regulations shall be 
generally in furtherance of the purposes of 

this Act and shall have the object of assur
ing that the highest and best private use, 
subdivision, and development of such pri
vately owned property is consistent with the 
purposes of this Act and with the overall 
general plan of the Sawtooth National Rec
reation Area. Such regulations shall be as 
detailed and specific as ts reasonably required 
to accomplish such objective and purpose. 
Such regulations may differ amongst the sev
eral parcels of private land in the boundaries 
and may from time to time be amended by 
the Secretary. All regulations adopted under 
this section shall be promulgated in conform
ity with the provisions of the Administrative 
Procedure Act. The United States District 
Court for the District of Idaho shall have 
jurisdiction to review such regulations after 
their effective date, upon a complaint filed by 
any affected landowner, in an action for a. 
declaratory judgment. 

(c) To assure that private land within the 
boundaries of the national recreation area 
is used in a manner which is not detrimental 
to the purposes of this Act, the Secretary 
is authorized to procure by gift, purchase 
with donated or appropriated funds, or other
wise, scenic easements within the boundaries 
of the recreation area. 

As used in this Act the term "scenic ease
ment" means the right to control the use 
of land in order to protect the esthetic 
values for the purposes of this Act, but shall 
not preclude the continuation of any use 
exercised by the owner as of the date of this 
Act. 

(d) Where an owner of private property 
within the exterior boundaries of the recrea
tion area as of the date of this Act, or his 
heirs and devisees, desires to dispose of such 
property to the Federal Government, the 
Secretary shall purchase said property at a 
price that shall include compensation for 
any decrease in the value thereof not pre
viously compensated for under the provi
sions of this Act that may have resulted 
from the promulgation of regulations, stand
ards, or other consequences o! the estab
lishment of the recreation area. In the event 
the Secretary and the owner are unable to 
agree upon the purchase price, and the Sec
retary declines to complete the purchase, the 
owner may file a complaint setting out these 
facts, together with a good and sufficient 
deed to the property, in the United States 
District Court for the District of Idaho. 
After the filing o! an answer by the United 
States, the case shall be treated to the ex
tent possible, in the same manner as an 
action for the condemnation of property 
brought by the United States: Provided, 
however, That the provisions o! this sub
section shall cease to be in effect after a 
period of ten years from the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

SEc. 6. Nothing in this Act shall atfect the 
applicab111ty of the United States mining 
and mineral leasing laws on the federally 
owned lands within the recreation area, ex
cept that all mining claims located or leases 
issued after the effective date of this Act 
shaH be subject to regulations the Secretary 
may prescribe to effectuate the purposes of 
this Act. Any patent issued on any mining 
claim located after the effective date of this 
Act shall recite this limitation and con
tinue to be subject to such regulations. All 
such regulations shall provide, among other 
things, for such measures as may be reason
able to protect the scenic and esthetic val
ues of the recreation area and to assure 
against pollution of the Salmon River and 
other streams and waters within the recrea
tion area. 

SEc. 7. Provisions for review, recommenda
tions, and other procedures of the Wilder
ness Act of September 3, 1964, shall apply to 
the Sawtooth Primitive Area and adjacent 
public lands within the national forests. The 
Secretary of Agriculture shall comply with 
the requirements of section 3 of said Act in 
relation to such primitive area in an expe
ditious manner. 



July 2., 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 18231 
SEC. 8. The 8ecretary may cooperate with 

other Federal agencies, with State and local 
public agencies, and with private individ
uals and agencies in the development and 
operation of fac111ties and services in the 
area in furtherance of the purposes of this 
Act, including, but not 11m1ted to, the res
toration and maintenance of the historic 
setting and background of the old mining 
town of Atlanta and the frontier ranch-type 
town of Stanley. 

SEc. 9. Nothing in this Act shall diminish, 
enlarge, or modify any right of the State 
of Idaho, or any political subdivision thereof, 
to exercise civil and criminal jurisdiction 
within the recreation area or of rights to 
tax persons, corporations, franchises, or 
property, including mineral or other in
terests, in or on lands or waters within the 
recreation area. 

SEc. 10. Nothing in this Act shall affect the 
jurisdiction or responsib111ties of the State 
of Idaho under other provisions of law with 
respect to hunting and fishing. 

SEC. 11. The jurisdiction of the State and 
the United States over waters of any stream 
included in the Sawtooth National Recrea
tion Area shall be determined by established 
principles of law. Under the provisions of 
this Act, any taking by the United States 
of water right which is vested under either 
State or Federal law at the time of enact
ment of this Act shall entitle the owner 
thereof to just compensation. Nothing 1n 
this Act shall constitute an express or im
plied claim or denial on the part of the 
Federal Government as to exemption from 
State water laws. 

SEc. 12. Money appropriated from the land 
and water conservation funds shall be avail
able for the acquisition of lands and scenic 
easements for the purposes of this Act. 
There is hereby authorized to be appro
priated $30,000,000 for the development of 
recreation and related facilities and for the 
acquisition of land and interest in land 
pursuMlt to this Act. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, on be
half of myself and my distinguished col
league, Mr. JoRDAN of Idaho, I send to the 
desk a proposed amendment to this bill, 
S. 853, to establish the Sawtooth Na
tional Recreation Area in Idaho. The 
amendment would add another beautiful 
mountain section, the White Clouds, to 
the proposed recreation area. 

The bill as now drawn is similar to one 
which the Senate passed in the 90th 
Congress, but which was not acted upon 
by the House. It is the culmination of 
many years of legislative work, including 
hearings both in the field and in Wash
ington, and twice has been favorably re
ported by the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

As drawn, it would assure the pres
ervation of the Upland Sawtooth Moun
tains-a jagged range of snow-capped 
peaks, which like the White Clouds rise 
above numerous glacier-type lakes in an 
unspoiled forest setting. This proposed 
legislation would also protect the scenic, 
historic, pastoral, fish and wildlife, and 
other recreational values of adjoining 
valley lowlands. The present bill calls 
for a recreation area of approximately 
351,000 acres. With the inclusion of the 
White Clouds, the area will embrace ap
proximately 508,000 acres. 

Mr. President, this is a different con
cept for a national recreation area. The 
foreground of valley lands between these 
two mountain chains comprise pasture 
and grazing lands, with herds of cattle 
and sheep, pole fences, log ranchhouses-

a colorful "Old West" setting. The pur
pose of the legislation is not to eliminate 
these private holdings, but rather to en
courage their preservation, and at the 
same time prevent the unsightly subdivi
sion of the valley, which is already 
threatened. The bill does not authorize 
general condemnation, but contains a 
scenic easement power that will enable 
the Forest Service, which will administer 
the area, to implement reasonable zoning 
regulations for these private lands. On 
the southwestern edge of the proposed 
recreation area is the historic mining 
town of Atlanta, dating back to 1864, and 
on its northeastern edge, the tiny frontier 
ranch town of Stanley. The Forest Serv
ice would hope to work with these com
munities, property owners, and State and 
Federal agencies in preserving their 
unique historic values. 

East of the Sawtooth National Recre
ation Area, as irt would be established by 
S. 853, are the White Cloud peaks and 
surrounding alpine lands which would 
be added to the area by the amendment 
we propose. As in the Sawtooths, the 
waters of the White Clouds also feed 
the Salmon River, noted as a spawning 
stream for salmon and steelhead trout. 
The White Clouds are enjoyed by many 
who seek unspoiled country and the op
portunity for solitude. 

This is wilderness de facto, and the 
habitat of bighorn sheep, mountain goats, 
elk, and mule deer. However, recent de
velopments threaten to change all this. 
Major prospecting of molybdenum de
posits is taking place east and north of 
Castle Peak, the highest of the White 
Clouds. Active mining operations raise 
issues of road access, of mining waste 
disposal, and other impacts on the land. 
Large-scale mining, particularly surface 
mining, can greatly impair the scenic 
and recreation values of this beautiful 
mountain country unless there is ade
quate authority to require of the miners 
all feasible measures to protect the 
streams and fisheries, minimize surface 
disturbances, restore so far as practical 
the surface resources, and otherwise 
preserve the naturalness cherished by 
so many of our citizens. Unfortunately, 
that authority apparently does not now 
exist for the Forest Service, which ad
ministers these lands. 

Senator JORDAN, Representative HAN
SEN, and I held several conferences with 
the Forest Service after this problem 
arose. Following one of these confer
ences, we submitted a letter to the For
est Service seeking its definitive views 
on the extent of the administrative and 
statutory authority available to it under 
present law. I ask unanimous consent, 
Mr. President, that this letter, under 
date of May 23, 1969, along with the re
ply of the Forest Service, dated June 6, 
1969, be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 

Mr. EDWARD P. CLIFF, 
Chief, U.S. Forest Service, 
Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C. 

MAY 23, 1969. 

DEAR ED: As you will recall from our re
cent meeting with you and other Forest 

Service offi.cials,_it wa.s decided that, as mem
bers of the Idaho Congressional delegation, 
we would submit to you a list of questions 
for answers concerning the proposed devel
opment of a molybdenum mine at Castle 
Peak 1n the White Cloud Mountains of 
Idaho. 

We seek the answers to these questions in 
order that we might have the definitive views 
of the Forest Service on the extent of ad
ministrative and statutory authority avail
able to it under present mining law. 

First, it is our understanding that re
gional Forest Service officials currently have 
under review the possib111ty of designating 
the White Clouds area. for a. special manage
ment program, such as a scenic or pioneer 
area.. In view of this, is it the intention of 
the Forest Service to withhold acting upon 
the American Smelting and Refining Com
pany's application for a road permit--which 
the company seeks to facilitate further pros
pecting-until the present management 
study is completed? 

Second, if the company proceeds with its 
plans for further prospecting, what author
ity, if any, does the Forest Service have to 
control the methods by which such pros
pecting is undertaken, in order to protect 
surface areas, water quality, fish, wildlife, 
timber and soil resources? 

Third, if the company establishes a valid 
mining claim, does the Forest Service have 
authority under present law to: 

(a) Prohibit or restrict ingress or egress 
to or from the claim? 

(b) Prohibit or restrict actual mining op
erations? 

(c) Regulate or control the type of min
ing involved, such as "open pit," "strip," or 
"sub-surface?" 

(d) Regulate or control the location on 
public land of mill buildings or "slag piles?" 

Fourth, does the Forest Service possess 
administrative authority to withdraw the 
land in question from mineral entry? If so, 
could such a withdrawal abrogate a valid 
mining claim previously located within the 
area? 

Fifth, if the statutory law were changed 
to empower the Forest Service to prohibit 
mining in the White Clouds, could such a 
prohibition be made applicable to a valid 
mining claim previously located within the 
area? 

Your early response is appreciated. 
With best wishes, 

Sincerely, 
FRANK CHURCH, 

u.s. Senator. 
LEN B. JORDAN, 

U.S. Senator. 
ORVAL HANSEN, 

Member of Congress. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
FOREST SERVICE, 

Washington, D.C., June 6, 1969. 
Hon. FRANK CHURCH, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR CHURCH: As indicated in our 
May 27 acknowledgement of your May 23 
letter, we are pleased to submit answers to 
your questions. These concerned the extent 
of authority available to the Forest Service 
relative to proposed development of a. mo
lybdenum mine at Castle Peak in the White 
Cloud Mountains of Idaho. 

First. The planned study of management 
alternatives announced by the Regional Of
fice wm cover a much larger area than just 
the White Cloud Mountains and will take 
several summers to complete. Action on the 
application of American Smelting and Re
fining Company for a road permit is a sep
arate matter and we do not plan to withhold 
its consideration pending completion of the 
broad study. 

Second. Except for those covering areas 
designated by Congress as Wilderness which 
were promulgated following enactment of 



18232 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 2, 1969 

the special provisions of the Wilderness Act, 
no regulations have been promulgated to 
enable the Forest Service to control methods 
by which prospecting is undertaken under 
the mining laws in order to protect surface 
areas, water quality, fish, wildlife, timber and 
soil resources. 

Third. (a) The Forest Service does not 
have authority to prohibit ingress and egress 
to and from a valid mining claim. It does 
have authority to restrict or control such 
ingress and egress. In doing so, alternative 
means may be considered and, where roads 
or trails are necessary, the location and 
design may be controlled to protect the vari
ous National Forest resources. 

(b) and (c). The Forest Service has no 
authority to prohibit or restrict actual min
ing operations on a valid claim or to regulate 
or control the type of mining involved, such 
as "open pit", "strip", or "subsurface". 

(d) The Forest Service would have no 
authority to regulate or control the location 
of mill buildings of "slag piles" as long as 
they are Within the boundaries of valid min
ing claims or millsites. The claimant may lo
cate such buildings or piles on National 
Forest land outside the boundaries of his 
valid mining claim or mlllsite only if he ob
tains a permit to do so. Any such permit 
would not be issued as a matter of right and, 
if issued, could contain necessary conditions 
to protect the various National Forest re
sources. 

Fourth. National Forest land may be with
drawn from the operation of the mining laws. 
Such Withdrawals are made by the Depart
ment of the Interior under E.O. 10355 of May 
26, 1952, by Public Land Orders issued upon 
request of the Department of Agriculture ini
tiated by the Forest Service. 

The Act of June 4, 1897 (30 Stat. 11) con
tained provisions applicable to the National 
Forests which are commonly referred to as 
the Organic Act. In setting forth originally 
the purposes for which National Forests are 
established and providing for their admin
istration and protection it said in part "And 
any mineral lands in any forest reservation 
[national forest] which have been or which 
may be shown to be such, and subject to 
entry Ulllder the existing mining laws of the 
United States and the rules and regulations 
applying thereto, shall continue to be sub
ject to such location and entry, notwith
standing any provisions herein contained." 
(30 Stat. 36; 16 U.S.C. 482). 

Through the years it has been our practice 
to request withdrawals to protect sites for 
administrative and other facilities or for 
other authorized needs over and above pro
tection for relatively undeveloped adminis
tration as National Forests. 

The office of the General Counsel advises 
us that this is a sound interpretation of the 
authority to withdraw and that it would be 
highly questionable if we attempted to have 
the National Forest land withdrawn in the 
White Cloud Peaks area. 

If such a withdrawal were made, it could 
not in any event abrogate a valid mining 
claim previously located within the area. 

In this latter connection we should men
tion that we have a long-standing and firm 
arrangement with the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs of the House that before 
requesting a withdrawal of 5,000 acres or 
more we will give to the Committee not less 
than 60 days advance notice. 

Fifth. To be made applicable to an existing, 
valid mining claim, authority to prohibit 
mining thereon would need to provide for 
compensation to the claimant since such 
action would be tantamount to a taking of 
property rights. 

This same letter is being sent to the oth~ 
cosigners of the May 23 letter. Please let us 
know if we can be of further assistance. 

Sincerely, 
EDWARD P. CLIFT, 
Chief, Forest Service. 

Mr. CHURCH. As the letter illustrates, 
Mr. President, the Forest Service believes 
its hi:Ulds to be tied in this situation. 

We have, accordingly, proposed this 
amendment to add 157.000 acres of the 
White Cloud mountains to the Sawtooth 
National Recreation Area. It is a splen
did and altogether suitable addition to 
a national recreation area which I am 
confident will come to have a prominent 
place in the heritage of this great Na
tion. 

The White Clouds offer a majestic 
mountain stage for outdoor recreation 
of singular quality. 

By including this area under S. 853, 
added authority to regulate both mining 
and prospecting in the White Clouds will 
be provided upon the enactment of the 
bill. 

Mr. President, mineral development 
certainly makes its contribution to the 
economic well-being of nearby commu
nities and the State of Idaho. I have long 
supported the industry, and will con
tinue to do so. At the same time, there 
has been increasing public demand, both 
in Idaho and throughout the Nation, 
that the mining industry assume more 
responsibility in ordering its activities 
to minimize the damage done to our out
door environment. 

As for the holders of existing valid 
mining claims in the White Clouds, they 
already possess the right to mine them. 
It is to be hoped that they, too, are de
sirous of developing the mineral re
sources in such a way as to cause a min
imum of adverse impact on the area. In 
this regard, I have been assured by top 
executives of the American Smelting & 
Refining Co. that they will cooperate 
with the Forest Service in the develop
ment of their operating plants and make 
them as compatible as possible with pro
tection of other resource values. 

Our amendment makes it clear that 
the Forest Service would acquire added 
authority, within the boundaries of the 
recreation area, to regulate prospecting 
prior to location as well as mining sub
sequent to location. 

At present, a prospecting rush is com
mencing in the White Clouds which 
threatens to desecrate the steep and 
fragile terrain. The heedless use of trac
tors to tear off the top soil not only could 
cause serious erosion and siltation, but 
could leave these beautiful mountains 
permanently scarred. Above the timber
line, nature furnishes no new growth to 
heal the wounds infticted by mindless 
men. 

Although the bill makes no attempt 
to repeal the mining and mineral leas
ing laws, it empowers the Forest Serv
ice to protect this gorgeous, high moun
tain country by adequate regulation of 
prospecting and mining activities. With 
the amendment, the pertinent provision 
will read as follows, beginning on page 
6, line 25: "all mining claims located or 
leases issued after the effective date of 
this Act shall be subject to regulations 
the Secretary may prescribe to effec
tuate the purposes of this Act. Any pat
ent issued on any mining claim located 
after the effective date of this Act shall 
recite this limitation and continue to 
be subject to such regulations. All such 
regulations shall provide, among other 

things, that prospecting, exploration, de
velopment, mining, and related activities 
shall be carried out under such measures 
as may be reasonable to protect the 
scenic and esthetic values of the recrea
tion area and to assure against pollution 
of the Salmon River and other streams 
and waters within the recreation area." 

Under this statutory language and 
regulations which the Secretary of Agri
culture would promulgate, the Forest 
Service could require that prospecting 
and mining be carried out, both before 
and after patents are issued, in such a 
way as to protect the scenery and to 

~assure that the vitally important salmon 
~spawning waters of the ~area will not be 
damaged. These regulations would in
clude measures to prevent mine pol
lutants from entering the streams. Ero
sion would be controlled. Essential ac
cess roads would be so located and de
signed as to have minimum adverse ef
feets. Restoration of disturbed areas to 
the extent 'feasible, .appropriate disposal 
of waste, removal of mine and mill 
buildings after operations cease, all 
would be provided for. 

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of 
the amendment. 

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mr. President, 
the bill before the Senate today repre
sents the culmination of months of 
study and efforts to solve a di:fficult and 
complex problem of resources manage
ment. The controversy engendered epito
mizes the strains and stresses being di
rected against the administrators of our 
public lands in the face of increasing 
population, land use pressures and esca
lating demands for OU'tdoor recreation
all against the backdrop of numerous 
antiquated ·and frequently overlapping 
laws and regulations dealing with our 
public lands. 

Congress is trying to do something 
about improving and updating the public 
land laws, as I can personally testify 
from my participation in the herculean 
assignment given to the Public Land Law 
Review Commission. However, this Com
mission, of which I rum a member, is not 
required to render its report until 1970, 
and then, presumably, considerable time 
and effort will be required to make 
needed changes in our basic public land 
laws. And this is as it should be, consid
ering that some of ·this basic legislation 
has been in existence for much of the 
past century. 

Meanwhile, there are some public land 
problems that cannot wait until there are 
basic changes made in the statutes. My 
distinguished colleague from Idaho (Mr. 
CHURCH) has described some of the prob
lems that have been clamoring for ·an 
answer in the superlatively beautiful 
Sawtooth-White Clouds area of south
central Idaho. He also reviewed the col
lective efforts of the Ida;ho congressional 
delegation to solve those problems in the 
national interest. We think such a fortui
tous solution is reached in the proposed 
legislation which is before the Senate 
today. 

In the interests of time, I shall not 
retrace the same ground covered by Sen
ator CHuRcH in his statement. Rather, I 
shall attempt to point up some of the 
matters he covered and bring in some 
complementary tes~imony. 
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Before doing so, however, I should like 

"to concur in his judgment that this 
Sawtooth-White Clouds country is a 
superlative mix of rugged peaks, wooded 
slopes, mountain lakes and streams, 
verdant valleys, genuine western ranches, 
. mining camps and ghost towns, and his
toric shrines. Having covered most of 
the accessible parts of Idaho by car and 
horseback and visited many of the na
tional parks and forests, I can assure 
my colleagues that this is a nationally 
significant recreational area in a superb 
setting, eminently worthy of this action 
we propose today. 

Here then, in brief, are some of the 
major reasons why I feel that this body 
should act affirmatively and expedite this 
proposal to create the Sawtooth Na
tional Recreation Area: 

First. It would give national recogni
tion to the recreational aspects of this 
area--its principal resource value. Lo
cated 40 miles north of Sun Valley and 
75 miles east of Boise, it is immediately 
accessible to the largest metropolitan 
areas of Idaho and Utah and located on 
or accessible to major air, rail, and high
way routes. Actually this area is closer 
to major tourist sources on the west coast 
than are Yellowstone and Grand Teton 
Parks, and the new national status of 
the area conceivably would help to ease 
the heavily overloaded visitor pressure 
on these two parks. The economic im
portance of these visitor magnets is il
lustrated by the fact that annual tourist 
expenditures at Grand Teton in 1964 
exceeded $13 million. 

Second. Establishment of the national 
recreation area would give the Forest 
Service needed administrative authority 
to preserve adequately both the fragile 
alpine upland country, the western 
ranching scene of the Sawtooth Valley, 
and the area's long-estabUshed mining 
industry. 

As Chief Forester Ed Cliff told the 
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Com
mittee, the timing of this needed admin
istrative authority is growing more and 
more critical. Subdivision activity on 
private lands is increasing and threats 
to the scenic integrity of this area are 
growing apace as new developments are 
contemplated and as prospecting activity 
by large bulldozers is stepped up in frag
ile parts of the scenic area. 

Another concern, as Mr. Cliff pointed 
out, is the prompt protection of po·rtions 
of the upper reaches of the Salmon River, 
which heads in this area along with the 
Lost, Boise, and Payette Rivers. 

The Church-Jordan amendments add 
157,000 acres of forest lands in the White 
Clouds area to the Sawtooth National 
Recreation Area. This will make a better 
recreation area and help to conserve and 
maintain the many recreational and 
scenic assets of this upland area. 

Third. The proposed legislation makes 
it possible to harmonize acceptably future 
mining and recreation through reason
able regulation of the uses of valid min
ing claims and through reasonable re
quirements for the use and restoration 
of the surface where mining activities 
are undertaken on such claims. Of equal 
importance is the new authority to pre
vent prospecting with bulldozers and like 
practices not in conformity with the pur
poses of the act. 

Mining is a historic industry in Idaho 
and has contributed greatly to the growth 
and prosperity of this great State and 
to the Nation as a whole. These resources 
are basic to our standard of living and 
to our total defense capacity and they 
should be beneficially utilized. Our meas
ure would not prohibit a valid mining 
activity in the multipurpose portion of 
the recreation area provided such ac
tivity will have the least possible impact 
upon the other values which these won
derful areas offer to the citizens of Idaho 
and the Nation. I support this approach 
to the concept of multiple use in this 
instance. 

Under the amendments proposed to
day, the Secretary of Agriculture is au
thorized to issue regulations which will 
apply to prospecting and mining activi
ties carried out either before or after pat
ents are issued. Such requirements would 
be designed to protect the scenic and 
esthetic values of these lands and assure 
against pollution of the waters that flow 
from them and which are so vitally im
portant to continued reproduction of 
salmon and steelhead trout. The require
ments would include measures to prevent 
mine pollutants from reaching the 
stream, steps to control erosion, and the 
routing and design of needed roads to 
provide minimum adverse impacts upon 
the scenery and the watershed. Provi
sion could be made for the restoration of 
safe and usable conditions of land sur
faces disturbed through mining or re
lated activities. 

From my experience as a Governor of 
a Western State, I believe this degree of 
authority to help preserve the beauty of 
the Idaho landscape is desirable. I hope 
that the owners of mining properties in 
the area will cooperate with the Forest 
Service in the development of their oper
ating plans so that mining and all other 
uses in this great multiple-use area can 
go forward harmoniously. 

The proposed legislation will not inter
fere with existing grazing, much of 
which occurs on private lands. In the 
White Cloud addition, Forest Service 
grazing permits are held by five local 
ranchers, involving only 700 cattle and 
2,500 sheep. The grazing season on the 
area public lands normally extends for 
about 2¥2 months. 

Inasmuch as most of the land involved 
in this proposed national recreation area 
is already in a Federal status, acquisi
tion costs for an area of this size wtll be 
held to a minimum. Only about 5 percent 
of the total acreage involved--or some 
23,000 acres-is presently in private own
ership, largely in attractive ranches on 
the valley floor. The bill contemplates 
that, in general, scenic easements wfll be 
acquired on this privately owned land, in 
order to maintain the ranching activity 
as a colorful feature of the valley floor. 
The Forest Service estim81tes that it wlll 
be necessary to purchase in fee title only 
700 acres of land, essential for recrea
tional and administrative use. mtimate
ly, scenic easements would be so.ught for 
some 20,000 acres within the recreation 
area. 

The availability of the ranches and 
their ranch hands and stock in the heart 
of the recreation area also would reduce 
the need for many of the concessions, 

and related administrative costs, nor
mally associated with national parks. 

Mr. President, I urge adoption of these 
amendments and the passage of the bill. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the committee 
amendments be considered en bloc . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
FANNIN in the chair). Without objection, 
the committee amendments are consid
ered and agreed to en bloc. 

The amendments of the Senator from 
Idaho will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

On page 1, line 6, after the word "valley" 
insert "and mountain"; 

On page 2, line 2, after the word "dated" 
strike out "April 1, 1966," and insert "June 
1969,"; and on page 7, line 6, after the word 
"things," strike out the word "for" and in
sert "that prospecting, exploration, develop
ment, min1•ng, and related activities shall 
be carried out under". 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend
ments be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendments are consid
ered and agreed to en bloc. 

The bill is open to further amend
ment. If there be no further amendment 
to be proposed, the question is on the en
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill (S. 853) was ordered to be en
grossed for a third reading, was read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

s. 853 
An Act to establish the Sawtooth National 

Recreation Area in the State of Idaho, and 
for other purposes. 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, in 
order to assure the preservation of, and to 
protect the scenic, historic, pastoral, fish and 
wildlife, and other recreational values of the 
Sawtooth Mountains and adjacent valley 
and mountain lands, there is hereby estab
lished, subject to valid existing rights, the 
sawtooth National Recreation Area. 

SEC. 2. The boundaries of the recreation 
area shall be those shown on the map en
titled "Proposed sawtooth Natdonal Recrea
tion Area", dated June 1969, which is on 
file and available for public inspection in 
the office of the Chief, Forest Service, De
partment O!f Agriculture. The Secretary of 
Agr'ioulture (hereinafter called the "Secre
tary") shall, as soon as practicable after the 
daJte this Act takes effect, publish in the 
Federal Register a notice of the establish
ment of the Sawtooth National Recreation 
Area, together with a detailed description 
and map showing the boundaries thereof. 

SEC. 3. The Secretary shall administer the 
Saiwtooth National Recreation Area in ac
cordance wtih the laws, rules, and regula
tions applicable to the National Forests in 
such manne!l' as will best provide for (1) 
the protection and conservation of the 
salmon and o:thar fisheries; (2) the oonser
vrution and development of scenic, historic, 
pastoral, wildlife, and other vaJlues oontlib
utlng to and available for public enjoyment, 
includling 'llhe preservation of sites associ
ated with and typifying the economic and 
social history of the Amertca.n West; and (3) 
on federally owned lands, the management, 
UJtilization, and disposal of na.tllil'M re
sources, such as lumbering, g!l'a2'JJ.ng, and 
m.ining; that will not substa.ntia.lly lm.pair 
the purposes for which the recreation area 
is established. 

SEC. 4. Subject to the lim1~tions hereiin
af·ter set forth, the Secreta.Ty m.ay acquire 
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by purchase with donated or appropriaJted 
funds, by gift, exchange, bequest, or other
wise, such lands or interests therein within 
the boundaries of the recreation area as he 
determines to be needed for the plWpOSes of 
this Act. But any property or interest 
within the recreation area owned by the 
State of Idaho or any political subdivision 
thereof may be acquired under the authority 
of this Act only with the concurrence of the 
owner. 

In exercising his authority to acquire 
property by exchange, the Secretary may ac
cept title to any non-Federal property or 
interests therein located within the bound
aries of the recreation area and convey to 
the grantor of such property any federally 
owned property or interests therein within 
the State of Idaho under the jurisdiction of 
the Secretary, notwithstanding any other 
provision of law. The properties so exchanged 
shall be approximately equal in fair market 
value: Provided, That the Secretary may ac
cept cash from or pay cash to the grantor in 
such an exchange in order to equalize the 
values of the properties exchanged. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, any Federal property located within the 
recreation area may, with the concurrence 
of the agency having custody thereof, be 
transferred without consideration to the ad
ministrative jurisdiction of the Secretary 
for use by him in carrying out the purposes 
of this Act. Lands acquired by the Secretary 
or transferred to his administrative jurisdic
tion within the recreation area shall become 
part of the recreation area and of the na
tional forest within or adjacen·t to which 
they are located. 

SEC. 5. (a) The authority of the Secretary 
to acquire an interest in private property 
within the recreation area without the 
owner's consent and by means of oondem
na tion shall be limited to--

( 1) the acquisition of scenic easements 
when the private owner is unwilllng to use 
his property in conformance with the stand
ards of a use provided for in subsection (b) 
of this section, and 

(2) the acquisition of easements for access 
to and utilization of public property and 
land for recreSJtion and other a.dmlnlstrative 
fac111ties: Provided, That such acquisition 
shall not exceed 5 per centum of the total 
acreage of all private property within the 
recreation area as of the effective date of this 
Act. 

(b) The Secretary shall make and publish 
regulations setting standards for the use, 
subdivision, and development of privately 
owned property within the boundaries of the 
recreation area. Such regulations shall be 
generally in furtherance of the purposes of 
this Act and shall have the object of assur
ing that the highest and best private use, 
subdivision, and development of such priv
ately owned property is consistent with the 
purposes of this Act and with the overall 
general plan of the Sawtooth National Rec
reation Area. Such regulations shall be as 
detailed and specific as is reasonably re
quired to accomplish such objective and 
purpose. Such regulations may differ 
amongst the several parcels of private land 
in the boundaries and may from time to time 
be amended by the Secretary. All regulations 
adopted under this section shall be promul
gated in conformity with the provisions of 
the Administrative Procedure Act. The 
United States District Court for the District 
of Idaho shall have jurisdiction to review 
such regulations after their effective date, 
upon a complaint filed by any affected land
owner. in a.n action for a declaratory judg
ment. 

(c) To assure that private land within 
the boundaries of the national recreation 
area is used in a manner which is not de
trimental to the purposes of this Act, the 
Secretary is authorized to procure by gift, 
purchase with donated or appropriated 
funds, or otherwise, scenic easements within 
the boundaries of the recreation area. 

As used in this Act the term "scenic ease
ment" means the right to control the use 
of land in order to protect the esthetic values 
for the purposes of this Act, but shall not 
preclude the continuation of any use exer
cised by the owner as of the date of this 
Act. 

(d) Where an owner of private property 
within the exterior boundaries of the recrea
tion area as of the date of this Act, or his 
heirs and devisees, desires to dispose of such 
property to the Federal Government, the 
Secretary shall purchase said property at a 
price that shall include compensation for 
any decrease in the value thereof not pre
viously compensated for under the provi
sions of this Act that may have resulted 
from the promulgation of regulations, stand
ards, or other consequences of the establish
ment of the recreation area. In the event 
the Secretary and the owner are unable to 
agree upon the purchase price, and the Sec
retary declines to complete the purchase, the 
owner may file a complaint setting out these 
facts, together with a good and sufiicient 
deed to the property, in the United States 
District Court for the District of Idaho. 
After the filing of an answer by the United 
States, the case shall be treated to the ex
tent possible, in the same manner as an 
action for the condemnation of property 
brought by the United States: Provided, 
however, That the provisions of this subsec
tion shall cease to be in effect after a. period 
of ten years from the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

SEC. 6. Nothing in this Act shall affect 
the applicability of the United States min
ing and mineral leasing laws on the federally 
owned lands within the recreation area, ex
cept that all mining claims located or leases 
issued after the effective date of this Act 
shall be subject to regulations the Secre
tary may prescribe to effectuate the purposes 
of this Act. Any patent issued on any min
ing claim located after the effective date of 
this Act shall recite this limitation and con
tinue to be subject to such regulations. All 
such regulations shall provide, among other 
things, that prospecting, exploration, devel
opment, mining, and related activities shall 
be carried out under such measures as may 
be reasonable to protect the scenic and 
esthetic values of the recreation area and to 
assure against pollution of the Salmon River 
and other streams and waters within the 
recreation area. 

SEC. 7. Provisions for review, recommenda
tions, and other procedures of the Wilderness 
Act of September 3, 1964, shall apply to the 
Sawtooth Primitive Area and adjacent pub
lic lands within the national forests. The 
Secretary of Agriculture shall comply With 
the requirements of r- ection 3 of said Act in 
relation to such primitive area in an expe
ditious manner. 

SEc. 8. The Secretary may cooperate with 
other Federal agencies, with State and local 
public agencies, and with private individuals 
a.nd agencies in the development and opera
tion of facilities and services in the area in 
furtherance of the purposes of this Act, in
cluding, but not limited to, the restoration 
and maintenance of this historic setting and 
background of the old mining town of Atlanta 
and the frontier ranch-type town of Stanley. 

SEC. 9. Nothing in this Act shall diminish, 
enlarge, or modify any right of the State of 
Idaho, or any political subdivision thereof, to 
exercise civil and criminal jurisdiction with
in the recreation area or of rights to tax 
persons, corporations, franchises, or property, 
including mineral or other interests, in or on 
lands or waters within the recreation area. 

SEc. 10. Nothing in this Act shall affect the 
jurisdiction or responsib111tles of the State 
of Idaho under other provisions of law with 
respect to hunting and fis:qing. 

SEc. 11. The jurisdiction of the State and 
the United States over waters of any stream 
included in the Sawtooth National Recrea
tion Area shall be determined by established 
principles of law. Under the provisions of 

this Act, any taking by the United States of 
water right which is vested under either State 
or Federal law at the time of enactment of 
this Act shall entitle the owner thereof to 
just compensation. Nothing in this Act shall 
constitute an express or implied claim or de
nial on the part of the Federal Government 
as to exemption from State water laws. 

SEC. 12. Money appropriated from the land 
and water conservation funds shall be avail
able for the acquisition of lands and scenic 
easements for the purposes of this Act. There 
is hereby authorized to be appropriated $30,-
000,000 for the development of recreation and 
related facllities and for the acquisition of 
land and interest in land pursuant to this 
Act. 

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator 
from South Dakota for his generosity 
in yielding. 

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. I also thank 
the Senator for yielding. 

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that 
there be a brief period for the transac
tion of routine morning business, and 
that statements therein be limited to 3 
minutes. 

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

The senator from South Dakota is rec
ognized for 30 additional minutes. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
fore the Senate the following letters, 
which were referred as indicated: 

REPORT OF THE COMMISSION ON MORTGAGE 
INTEREST RATES 

A letter from the Chairman of the Com
mission on Mortgage Interest Rates, Depart
ment of Housing and Urban Development, re
porting, pursuant to law. on their analysis of 
problems in the mortgage market, dated 
July 1, 1969; to the Oommittee on BSJnking 
and Currency. 
REPORT ON RELATIVE COST OF SHIPBUILDING IN 

THE VARIOUS COASTAL DISTRICTS OF THE 
UNITED STATES 
A letter from the SecretSJry of Commerce, 

transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual 
report on the relative coot of shipbuilding in 
the various coastal districts of the United 
States, dated June 1969 (with an accom
panying report); to the Oommitttee on Com
merce. 
PROPOSED LEGISLATION To SECURE BULK POWER 

SUPPLIES ADEQUATE To SATISFY THE MOUNT• 
ING DEMANDS OF THE PEOPLE OF THE UNrrED 
STATES, CONSISTENT WITH ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION 
A letter from the Chairman, FedeTaJ Power 

Commission, transmitting a draft of proposed 
l:egislation to secure bulk power supplies ade
quate to satisfy the mounting demands of 
the people of the United states, consds.tent 
with environmental protection (with accom
panying papers); to the Committee on Com
merce. 
PROPOSED LEGISLATION TO AMEND THE ACT FOR 

THE RETIREMENT 01' PuBLIC SCHOOL TEACH• 
ERS IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
A letter from the Assistant to the Commis

sioner, Government of the District of Colum
bia, transmitting a draft of proposed legis
lation to amend the act for the retirement of 
public school teachers in the District of 
Columbia to change the method of calculat-
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ing each year's appropriation for the Teach
ers' Retirement Fund; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 
PROPOSED LEGISLATION CANCELING FRANCHISE 

OJ' THE D.C. TRANSIT SYSTEM, INC. 
A letter from the Chairman, City Council, 

Government of the District of Columbia, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
1n the nature of an amendment to bills re
lating to the D.C. Transit System, Inc. (with 
an accompanying paper); to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF THE FOREIGN 
MILITARY SALES ACT 

A letter from the Secretary of State, trans
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to 
amend the Foreign M111tary Sales Act (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

REPORTS OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
A letter from the Comptroller General of 

the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on the effectiveness and admin
istration of the Coxnmunity Action Program 
under titl~ II of the Economic Opportunity 
Act o! 1964, Grand Rapids, Mich., Area, Office 
of Economic Opportunity, dated June 30, 
1969 (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 Army and Air Force controls 
over inventories in Europe, dated June 30, 
1969 (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 the effectiveness and admin
istration of the Community Action Program 
under title II of the Economic Opportunity 
Act of 1964, Becker, Hubbard, and Mahno
men Counties, Minnesota, Office of Economic 
Opportunity, dated June 30, 1969 (with an 
accompanying report); to the Committee on 
the Government Operations. 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
Law, a report on the effectiveness and admin
istration of the Eight Canyon Job Corps Ci
villan Conservation Center under the Eco
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964, Mescalero, 
N. Mex., Department o! the Interior, Office 
of Economic Opportunity, dated June 30, 1969 
(with an accompanying report); to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 

A letter from the Comptroller General o! 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on the effectiveness and admin
istration of the Community Action Program 
under title II of the Economic Opportunity 
Act of 1964, Carroll, Chariton, Lafayette, Ray, 
and Saline Counties, Mo., Office of Economic 
Opportunity, dated June 30, 1969 (with an 
accompanying report); to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 
FIRST PHASE, LOWER TETON DiviSION, TETON 

BASIN PROJECT, IDAHO 
A letter from the Assistant Secretary of the 

Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
certification that an adequate soil survey 
and land c1assifica tlon has been made of the 
lands in the First Phase, Lower Teton Divi
sion, Teton Basin project, and that the lands 
to be irrigated are susceptible to the produc
tion o! agricultural crops by means of irriga
tion (with ·an accompanying paper); to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
SUSPENSION OF TFE DEPORTATION OF CERTAIN 

ALIENS 
Two letters from the Commissioner, Im

migration and Naturalization Service, De
partment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, copies of orders suspending deporta
tion of certain aliens, together with a state
ment of the facts and pertinent provisions 
of law pertaining to each alien and the rea
sons for ordering such suspension (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

THmD PREFERENCE AND SIXTH PREFERENCE 
CLASSIFICATIONS FOR CERTAIN ALIENS 

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra
tion and Naturalization Service, Department 
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
reports relating to third preference and sixth 
preference classifications for certain aliens 
(with accompanying papers); to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

ADMISSION INTO THE UNITED STATES OF 
CERTAIN ALIEN DEFECTORS 

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra
tion and Naturalization Service, Department 
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
copies of orders entered granting admission 
into the United States of certain alien de
fectors (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

TEMPORARY ADMISSION INTO THE UNITED 
STATES OF CERTAIN ALIENS 

A letter from the Commissioner, linmigra
tion and Naturalization Service, Department 
o! Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
copies of orders entered g.ranting tempo
rary admd.ssion into the United States of cer
tain aliens (with accompanying papers); to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

REPORT OF RoCHESTER INSTITUTE OF 
TECHNOLOGY 

A letter from the Secretary of Health, Edu
cation, and WelfS~re, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the second annual repor·t o! the Roch
ester Institute of Technology, concerning 
the establishment and operation of the Na
tional Technical Instl!tute for the Deaf for 
the period ended Decembe.r 31, 1968 (with an 
accompanying report) ; to the Oo:nun1. ttee on 
Labor and Public Welfe.re. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
Petitions, etc., were laid before the 

Senate, or presented, and referred as in
dicated: 

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 
A resolution adopted by the Marine Corps 

Reserve Officers Association, praying for the 
enactment of legislation to remove the dis
crimination against older retirees by equaliz
ing the compensation of all retired members 
of the uniformed services who have served 
in the same rank and for an equal period of 
time; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

ENROLLED BffiL SIGNED 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore an

nounced that on today he had signed the 
enrolled bill (H.R. 11069) to authorize 
the appropriation of funds for Padre 
Island National Seashore in the State of 
Texas, and for other purposes, which had 
previously been signed by the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives. 

REPORTS OF COMMI'ITEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. McGEE, from the Committee on 

Post Office and Civil Service, without 
amendment: 

S. 1583. A blll to provide that appoint
ments and promotions in the Post Office 
Department, including the postal field serv
ice, be made on the basis of merit and fitness 
(Rept. No. 91-283). 

By Mr. CRANSTON, from the Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare, without 
amendment: 

H.R. 3689. An act to cede to the State of 
Montana concurrent jurisdiction with the 
United States over the real property com
prising the Veterans' Administration Center, 
Fort Harrison, Mont. (Rept. No. 91-284). 

By Mr. KENNEDY, from the Committee on 

Labor and Public Welfare, with an amend
ment: 

S. 1857. A bill to authorize appropriations 
for activities of the National Science Foun
dation pursuant to Public Law 87-507, as 
amended ( Rept. No. 91-285) . 

By Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, for Mr. 
RANDOLPH, from the Committee on Public 
Works, without amendment: 

S. 2276. A bill to extend for 1 year the 
authorization for research relating to fuels 
and vehicles under the provisions of the 
Clean Air Act (Rept. No. 91-286). 

BffiLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

time and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. GURNEY: 
S. 2528. A blll to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to restore to individ
uals who have attained the age of 65 the 
right to deduct all expenses for their medical 
care, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Finance. 

{The remarks of Mr. GURNEY wh.en he in
troduced the bill appear later in the REcoRD 
under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. BYRD of West Virginia: 
S. 2529. A blll for the relief of Maribel S. 

Verzosa; and 
S. 2530. A blll for the relief of Dr. Alfredo 

R. Soliva; to the Ooxnmittee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. PROXMIRE: 

S. 2531. A blll for the relief of Bruce M. 
Richards; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. EAGLETON (by request): 
S. 2532. A bill to amend the act entitled 

"An act to regulate the hours of employment 
and safeguard the health of females employed 
in the District of Columbia", approved Feb
ruary 24, 1914; to the Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

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

By Mr. HARTKE: 
S. 2533. A blll to amend section 415 of 

title 38, United States Code, to standardize 
the computation of income of dependent 
parents; 

S. 2534. A blll to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to enable certain permanently 
and totally disabled veterans to receive the 
full rate of disability compensation payable 
for service-connected disabilities, and also a 
proportionate amount of disab1lity pension 
under a specified formula; and 

s. 2535. A bill to provide for the payment 
of aid and attendance benefits to certain 
totally disabled veterans; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

(The remarks of Mr. HARTKE when he in
troduced the bills appear later in the RECORD 
under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. SCHWEIKER: 
s. 2536. A bill for the relief of Yeh Tal 

Heung; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. GOODELL: 

S. 2537. A bill for the relief of Man Ming 
Li, his wife and family; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TALMADGE: 
S. 2538. A blll for the relief of Lillie B. 

Watson; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. SPONG: 

s. 2539. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to combat the problem of mal
nutrition through research and through spe
cialized training in malnutrition for phy
sicians and nurses, and to assist States in 
providing health services especially designed 
to prevent malnutrition and to detect and 
effectively treat malnutrition and condi· 
tions resulting therefrom; to the Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare. 

(The remarks of Mr. SPONG when he in
troduced the bill appear later in the RECORD 
under the appropriate heading.) 
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By Mr. MciNTYRE (for himself and 
Mr. PERCY): 

S. 2540. A bill to amend the Small Business 
Investment Act of 1958; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. McGOVERN: 
S. 2541. A bill to limit imposition of State 

taxes on the transfer CY! corporate securities 
held by nonresidents of the State; and 

S. 2542. A bill to amend section 105 of 
title 38 of the United States Code to provide 
that a person's own willful misconduct dur
ing active service which results in his death 
shall not bar his survivors from benefits un
der such title; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. TYDINGS (for himself, Mr. 
CAsE, Mr. GooDELL, Mr. GRAVEL, Mr. 
Moss, Mr. NELSON, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. 
PELL, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. SPONG, Mr. 
THURMOND, Mr. YARBOROUGH, and 
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio): 

S. 2543. A b1ll to protect interstate and 
foreign commerce by prohibiting the move
ment in such commerce of horses which are 
"sored," and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Commerce. 

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

By Mr. HART (for himself and Mr. 
KENNEDY): 

S. 2544. A bill to provide greater opportunity 
for participation in rulemaking by and on 
behalf of persons of limited means; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

(The remarks of Mr. HART when he intro
duced the bill appear later in the RECORD 
under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. JAVITS (for himself, Mr. 
GoODELL, Mr. MONDALE, Mr. NELSON, 
Mr. SCOTT, and Mr. WILLIAMS of NeW 
Jersey): 

S. 2545. A bill to amend title I of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 in order to 
authorize the Commissioner of Education to 
arrange for community service programs 
seeking solutions to national and regional 
problems; to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. 

(The remarks of Mr. JAVITS when he intro
duced the bill appear earlier in the RECORD 
under the appropriate heading.) 

S. 2528-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
TO RESTORE TO SENIOR CITIZENS 
THE RIGHT TO DEDUCT ALL EX
PENSES FOR THEIR MEDICAL 
CARE 
Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I am to

day introducing legislation to restore the 
100-percent medical expense tax deduc
tion for senior citizens. 

Since January 1, 1967, persens over 65 
have not been allowed to deduct all 
medical expenses from their income tax. 
The Social Security Amendments of 1965 
eliminated the privilege the elderly en
joyed of deducting all medical expenses 
from their income tax. It should be men
tioned that the amendments were en
acted over the opposition of the Finance 
Committee and the full Senate. 

The rationale of the 1965 amendments 
hinged on the fact that medicare would 
provide adequate reimbursement for 
medical expenses incurred by the elderly. 
This reasoning is faulty considering 
medicare only covers items like hospital 
room and board, physical, occupational, 
or speech therapy-all general-but not 
private care. Consequently, medicare does 
not cover physicians' services, private 
nursing care, drugs used for care in one's 
home, and treatment of mental illness. 
In the end, our elders pay 55 to 60 percent 
of their own medical expenses. 

In addition, there are groups in our 
society who do not benefit from either 
the basic hospital insurance plan fi
nanced through social security or the 
voluntary supplemental medical plan 
financed from premium contributions 
and general reseryes. Although the larg
est group of these individuals are Federal 
employees, there are many State and 
local governmental employees who are in 
the same situation. 

Also, there are taxpayers who are not 
registered to receive medical benefits 
but who have medical expenses. 

Evidently the elderly have not been 
adequately protected and something 
needs to be done to correct the over
sight. Our older people are hit the heav
test with medical expenses· during a time 
of their life when their income is the 
least. We must also take i.nJto accoW1t 
that most of these citizens are living on 
a fixed income and the cost of medical 
attention is rising, not decreasing. 

The revenue loss for allowing these 
persons to deduct all medical exPenses 
would be small. But more important, it 
would be justified. The few dollars the 
senior citizen could save in income tax 
would mean a great deal to him. 

I hope every Member will support my 
efforts to correct this defect in the law. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred. 

The bill <S. 2528) to amend the Inter
nal Revenue Code of 1954 to restore to 
individuals who have wttai.ned the age 
of 65 the right to deduct all expenses for 
their medical care, and for other pur
poses, introduced by Mr. GuRNEY, was 
received, read twice by its title, and re
ferred to the Committee on Finance. 

S. 2532-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
TO AMEND THE ACT RELATING TO 
HOURS OF EMPLOYMENT AND 
SAFEGUARDING THE HEALTH OF 
FEMALES EMPLOYED IN THE DIS
TRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I in

troduce, by request, a bill to amend the 
1914 act governing employment condi
tions of women in the District of Colum
bia. I ask unanimous consent that a cov
ering letter of Deputy Mayor Thomas W. 
Fletcher dated January 17, 1969, ex
plaining the bill and the bill itself be 
printed at this paint in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred; and, without objection, the bill 
and letter will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill CS. 2532) to amend the act 
entitled "An act to regulate the hours 
of employment and safeguard the health 
of females employed in the District of 
Columbia," approved February 24, 1914, 
introduced by Mr. EAGLETON, by request, 
was received, read twice by its title, re
ferred to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia, and ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2532 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec
tion 1 of the Act entitled "An Act to regulate 
the hours of employment and safeguard the 
health of females employed in the Dis-

trict of Columbia", approved February 24, 
1914 (38 Stat. 291), as amended (D.C. Code, 
sec. 36-301), is amended by striking out the 
two provisos and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: ((Provided, That nothing con
tained herein shall preclude the employ
ment of any female employee for more than 
eight hours in any one day or for more· 
than six days or more than forty-eight 
hours in any one week, if such overtime work 
is voluntarily agreed to in writing by such 
employee, on a form prescribed by the Com-· 
missioner of the District of Columbia, such 
aareement to be valid for such period of 
ti~e as may be specified by the employee, and 
if such employee receives compensation at 
a rate not less than one and one-half times 
the regular rate at which she is employed for 
her employment in excess of eight hours in 
any workday and in excess of forty hours in 
any workweek." 

The letter presented by Mr. EAGL-ETON 
is as follows: 

The PRESIDENT, 
U.S. Sen·ate, 
washington, D.C. 

JANUARY 17,1969. 

MY DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The Govern
ment of the District of Columbia has the 
honor to submit for consideration by the 
91st Congress a draft bill "To amend the Act 
entitled 'An Act to regulate the hours of 
employment and safeguard the health of 
female employees in the District of Columbia'. 
approved February 24, 1914." 

The purpose of the b1ll is to allow female 
employees of certain business establishments 
in the District of Columbia to perform, on 
a voluntary basis, overtime work. Existing 
law, as set out in section 1 of the aforesaid 
Act (38 Stat. 291; D.C. Code, sec. 36-301), 
forbids the employment of women in any 
manufacturing, mechanical, or mercantile 
establishment, laundry, hotel, or restaurant, 
or telegraph or telephone establishment, or 
by any express or transportation company in 
the District of Columbia for more than eight 
hours in any one day or more than six days 
or more than forty-eight hours in any one 
week. These restrictions severely limit the 
amount of wages women in certain occupa
tions may earn, and have the effect of handi
capping them in securing equal employment 
opportunities with men. 

The bill amends section 1 of the Act ap
proved February 24, 1914, so as to enable a 
female employee of any of the specified busi
nesses, when her willingness to engage in 
overtime work is evidenced by her agreement 
in writing, on a form prescribed by the Com
missioner of the District of Columbia, such 
agreement to be valid for such period of time 
as may be specified by the employee, to work 
an unlimited amount of overtime, provided 
she is compensated by her employer at a 
rate not less than one and one-half times 
her regular rate of pay for such employment 
in excess of eight hours in any workday and 
in excess of forty hours in any workweek. 
The amendment proposed by the bill does 
not remove present limitations on the maxi
mum number of hours female employees are 
permitted to work, and thus no woman may 
be compelled or required, against her wish, to 
perform labor in excess of existing time 
limitations. The bill also has the effect of 
repealing the existing two provisos of sec
tion 1 of the Act. These provisos relate to 
the issuance of temporary permits for the 
performance of overtime work by female em
ployees during World War II and are no longer 
applicable. 

Since enactment of the Female Eight
Hour Law in 1914-----almost fifty-five years 
ago--conditions of employment affecting 
women have undergone dra.stic changes. Ex
cessive working hours, intolerable physical 
surroundings, "s·wea tshop" conditions, and 
other abuses are no longer prevalent. Modi
fication of the specl:al protective features of 
present la!W to permit overtime work on a. 
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purely voluntary basis should have no ad
verse effects upon the physical well-being of 
women nor result in any widespread exploi
tation of female employees. Moreover, the 
amendment proposed by the bill should min
imize the possibilities of discrimination in 
employment because of sex, a practice which 
is forbidden under both the District of Co
lumbia Fair Employment Regulations and 
Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Of 
significance also is the fact that women em
ployed in a bona fide executive, administra
tive, or profeSISional capacity, or in the ca
pacity of an outside salesperson, are 
presently exempt from the maximum hours 
provisions of the Female Eight-Hour Law, as 
are females employed by the District and Fed
eral Governments and in the many occupa
tions and industries not specifically covered. 
The b111, therefore, will help to achieve equal
ity in working hours among all females em
ployed in the District of Columbia. Finally, 
it is pointed out that most State laws allow 
some degree of fiexib1lity in working hours 
so as to permit, under specified conditions, 
the performance of overtime work by women. 

For these reasons the District Government 
strongly urges favorable consideration of the 
attached proposed legislation during this ses
sion of the Oongress. 

Sincerely yours, 
THOMAS W. FLETCHER, 

Assistant to the Commissioner. 
(For Walter E. Washington, 

Commissioner). 

S. 2533, S. 2534, AND S. 2535-INTRO
DUCTION OF VETERANS' BENE
FITS BILLS 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I am 
today introducing for appropriate ref
erence three bills which are designed to 
extend and improve the benefits which 
are presently provided for our veterans 
and their dependents. These bill~ are 
intended to supplement S. 2503, S. 2504, 
and S. 2505 which I introduced on Thurs
day of last week. 

The first of the bills to be introduced 
today is intended to standardize the 
computation of countable income re
ceived by dependent parents in determin
ing their right to dependency and in
demnity compensation-DIC-benefits. 

As you know, Mr. President, the par
ents of a serviceman who dies while on 
active duty or a veteran who dies as the 
result of a service-connected disability 
are required to meet an extremely strict 
test of financial need. Income limits un
der existing law are so stringent that 
the receipt of any income in excess of 
$3,200 per year is sufficient to bar a par
ent from receiving DIC payments. 

Although it has been argued that the 
present income limits are reasonable in
asmuch as they are comparable to non
service-connected mortality pension pro
grams, I believe that the dependent par
ents of veterans who die from service
connected causes should be entitled to 
greater consideration. 

I propose, therefore, that for the pur
pose of the DIC program, dependency 
should be held to exist in instances where 
the surviving parents do not have in
come sufficient to provide reasonable 
maintenance for themselves and the 
members of their family. The term 
"rea.sonable maintenance" should be de
fined so as to include not only necessi
ties such as housing, food, clothing, and 
medical care, but those other require
ments which are commonly viewed as 

necessary to provide the conveniences 
and comforts consistent with a reason
able mode of life. 

The second bill which I am intro
ducing would liberalize the service-con
nected disability benefits program by 
amending section 3104 of title 38 of the 
United States Code so as to allow cer
tain permanently and totally disabled 
veterans to receive the full rate of dis
ability compensation for their wartime 
service-connected disabilities and to also 
~receive a proportionate amount of a 
non-service-connected pension in ac
cordance with a specified formula. 

The amount payable under the for
mula is determined by deduc·ting from 
100 percent the compensation rating 
evaluation, the result representing the 
percentage of pension payable in any 
specific case. For example, a veteran 
rated at 40 percent for compensation 
purposes would receive his full rate of 
payment-$89 per month-for his serv
ice-connected disability and in addition, 
an amount equivalent to 60 percent of 
the non-service-connected pension or
dinarily payable. 

Existing law contains a prohibition 
against such payments. However, it is 
my considered belief that the amend
ment proposed by my bill offers an ad
justment which is sound and reasonable. 

Non-service-conneoted pensions are 
paid to veterans who were discharged 
under other than dishonorable condi
tion after completing 90 or more days 
of active wartime service and who are 
then permanently and totally disabled 
from causes not traceable to such serv
ice. In short, pension payments repre
sent an award given in return for per
forming 90 days of military service dur-
ing a period of war. · 

On the other hand disability compen
sation is payment for personal injuries 
suffered, or diseases contracted, in the 
line of duty. Clearly, there is no logical 
similarity between the two benefits. They 
are separate, distinct and unrelated. 

I do not ask that the totally disabled 
veteran be given full compensation and 
pension benefits, and my bill contains no 
such provision. Nor do I ask that the 
veteran be paid twice for the same dis
ability. I only propose, and I believe with 
complete justification, that the veteran 
who is disabled as a direct result of his 
service be permitted to participate in the 
non-service-connected pension program. 

My third bill is designed to correct 
an obvious inequity in existing law which 
arose with the enactment of Public Law 
90-77. This law expanded the Veterans' 
pension program by adding a new con
cept with regard to the payment of aid 
and attendance allowance to veterans 
who are patients in nursing homes. 

Section 521 (d) of title 38, of the United 
States Code, as amended by Public Law 
90-77, now provides that the monthly 
rate of pension payable to a veteran who 
is a patient in a nursing home should be 
increased by $100. This amendment has 
created a situation in which some veter
ans who are totally disabled as the direct 
result of service-incurred disabilities, are 
not furnished an important financial 
benefit which is nevertheless available 
to certain veterans whose disability was 
in no way connected with the perform-

ance of military service, since pension 
benefits are currently not payable to 
veterans who already receive disability 
compensation. 

Enactment of this bill, Mr. President, 
would rectify this discriminatory feature 
of the law in question and reemphasize 
the priority that service incurred bene
fits should receive. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of these bills be printed 
in the RECORD immediately following my 
remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bills 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred; and, without objection, the bills 
will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bills, introduced by Mr. HARTKE, 
were received, read twice by their titles, 
referred to the Committee on Finance, 
and ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

s. 2533 
A bill to amend section 415 of title 38, United 

States Code, to standardize the computa
tion of income dependent parents 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
415 of title 38 of the United States Code is 
amended-

( 1) by striking out "The Administrator" in 
subsection (c) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"The Administrator shall, in determining an
nual income under this section, apply the in
come standards used in determining the de
pendency of a mother or father under section 
315 and" and 

(2) by striking out subsection (g). 

s. 2534 
A bill to amend title 38, United States Code, 

to enable certain permanently and totally 
disabled veterans to receive the full rate of 
disability compensatio:m payable for service
connected disabilities, and also a propor
tionate amount of disability pension under 
a specified formula 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
3104 of title 38, United States Code, is 
amended by (a) inserting immediately after 
"law" in subsection (a) thereof the following 
", or as provided by subsection (d) of this 
section"; and (b) adding at the end of such 
section the following new subsection: 

" (d) Where a veteran is found to be perma
nently and totally disabled for pension pur
poses without regard to section 523 of this 
title, and also has a service-connected dis
ability rated at 10 per centum or more, but 
not in excess of 90 per centum, the Adminis
trator shall pay him the full amount of dis
ability compensation provided by chapter 11 
of this title plus a proportionate share of the 
pension otherwise payable under chapter 15 
of this title computed as follows: Deduct 
from 100 per centum the compensation rating 
evaluation, the result representing the per
centage of pension payable in the case." 

SEc. 2. The amendments made by this Act 
shall take effect on the first day of the second 
calendar month which begins after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

s. 2535 
A bill to provide for the payment of aid and 

attendance benefits to certain totally dis
abled veterans 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That chapter 
11 of title 38, United States Code, is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
ne'w section: 
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"§ 361. Determination with respect to need 

for aid and attendance 
"For purposes of this chapter, a veteran 

rated as totally disabled as the resuLt of 
service-connected disability a.nd who is a 
patient in a nurs.ing home shall be con
sidered to be so helpless as to be in need of 
regular aid and attendance." 

SEc. 2. The table of sections of chapter 11 
of title 38, United States Code, is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following: 
"361. Determination with respect to need for 

aid and attenda.nce." 

S. 2539-INTRODUCTION OF BILL 
RELATING TO MALNUTRITION 
Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, the bill I 

am introducing today results from are
cent tour of Virginia which I made to 
study the extent of hunger and malnutri
tion which existed in my State. During 
that tour I saw and heard reports of 
persons who were at times without food; 
I saw and heard reports of many other 
persons who had poor and inadequate 
diets. 

Again and again, however, I heard of 
the difficulties in determining the extent 
and medical consequences of undernutri
tion and malnutrition. Personnel from 
the two medical colleges in my State, as 
well as from private medical practices, 
spoke of the dearth of scientific informa
tion. 

Gradually, data has accumulated to in
dicate a direct relationship between mal
nutrition and physical and mental devel
opment, but much still needs to be done. 
Nutrition education needs to be expanded 
in medical schools. 

As Dr. Jean Mayer, who was recently 
appointed Chairman of the White House 
Conference on Food, Nutrition and 
Health, noted in testimony before the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry: 

As long as nutrition is as poorly and as 
little taught in our medical schools as it is, 
1t is very unlikely that nutrition educattl.on 
for the poor and disadvantaged is going to be 
very effective. 

Additional research on the specific 
types of malnutrition and the best means 
of treating it needs to be conducted. Sur
veys of the nutritional conditions in 
specific areas need to be conducted. 

These are basic steps toward improv
ing the nutrition of our people. The bill I 
am introducing today would provide 
funds to pursue these goals. It would pro
vide funds to provide courses in nutrition 
at medical schools; it would provide funds 
for research into the various aspects of 
nutrition; and it would provide funds to 
conduct surveys in defined areas. 

Loudoun County, Va., will soon begin a 
detailed survey of the nutritional status 
of its residents. Instigated by county resi
dents, the survey will be conducted with 
State funds. I believe well planned and 
conducted surveys similar to this can be 
beneficial to cities and counties, espe-
cially in those areas not covered by the 
National Nutrition Survey. Under this 
bill, Federal funds could be granted to 
localities to assist them in conducting, 
on their own, surveys and studies which 
would enable them to combat malnu
trition. 

In addition, the bill would direct the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wei-

fare -to collect the data derived from re
search and survey activities and make it 
available to those interested in improved 
nutrition. 

The development of this information, 
however, is only a first step. Education, 
research, and surveys are only useful if 
they lead to direct improvement in the 
nutritional status of our citizens. In other 
words, scientific and medical information 
will accomplish the goals which we seek 
oilly when it is directly applied to the 
needs of our people. For this reason, my 
bill would also require 10 percent of the 
funds granted to States under the com
prehensive health services program to be 
used for activities designed to improve 
directly the nutritional status of Ameri
cans. Implementation of this section 
would, however, be delayed a· year be
yond the effective date of the section on 
education, research, and surveys in order 
for the basic efforts to have a headstart. 

During my tour numerous officials, 
especially public health personnel, noted 
that even with existing knowledge, they 
could expand their educational activ
ities in low-income areas to the benefit 
of low-income families. With the new in
formation to be developed and dissem
inated under this bill, they could do even 
·more. Educational programs for low
income families are one type of activity 
which could be funded under the second 
section of the bill. They are, however, 
only one and the way is open for creative 
efforts on the part of State and local 
officials. 

As I have said before, we must reform 
the existing food assistance programs 
in order to make them more available 
and more accessible. But reform of the 
food assistance programs is only part of 
the answer. We must also understand 
why we are attempting to change such 
a personal habit as diet; we must under
stand the implications of the new diets 
we are proposing; we must be aware of 
the extent of our problems; and we must 
know the best means of overcoming the 
problems which do exist. Finally, we 
must make use of the knowledge and 
resources which are available to educate 
those who need help to make the best use 
of existing programs and foods. I believe 
this bill will help accomplish these pur
poses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
feiTed. 

The bill <S. 2539) to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to combat the prob
lem of malnutrition through research 
and through specialized training in mal
nutrition for physicians and nurses, and 
to assist States in providing health serv
ices especially designed to prevent mal
nutrition and to detect and effectively 
treat malnutrition and conditions re
sulting therefrom, Introduced by Mr. 
SPONG, was received, read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Commlttee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. 

S. 2543-INTRODUCTION OF TEN
NESSEE WALKING HORSE BILL 
Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I in

troduce today a blll designed to end the 
cruel and unnecessary practice of de
liberately making sore the feet of the 

Tennessee walking horse in order to alter 
its natural gait. 

Man's inhumanity to man is both well 
known and widely evident. We need but 
look around us to witness its scope. Man's 
inhumanity to animals is equally well 
known yet perhaps less evident. Take, for 
example, the case of the Tennessee 
walking horse. 

Many of us at one time in our lives 
have attended a horse show and were 
thrilled to see these magnificent animals 
prancing proudly around a show ring. 
The Tennessee walking horse's back 
stride is long; its front feet barely touch 
the ground, springing upward for a long 
and dignified step or walk. 

With careful training the gait of a 
Tennessee walker can be developed and 
instilled in the animal so that its move
ment is not a trot or gallop, but rather a 
quick and highstepping walk. Hence the 
name. 

However, unscrupulous owners and 
trainers of these horses have discovered 
that if the front feet of the Tennessee 
walking horse are deliberately made 
sore, he will lift them quickly and take a 
long striding step forward. This of course 
is the desired gait. The practice of pur
posely making the feet sore, commonly 
termed "soring," makes unnecessary the 
long and difficult training period usually 
required for the Tennessee walker. Why 
bother to train a horse when you can 
induce the gait artificially? 

Soring is done by use of chains or 
tacks on the feet, or by applying a burn
ing agent to the pastern, the area just 
above the hoof. These burning agents 
vary, but the most common are an oxide 
of mercury salve known as "creeping 
cream," and an oil of mustard mixture 
called "scooting juice." Other techniques 
recently developed involve driving nails 
into the feet, or injecting irritants into 
the sole area near the heel. These are 
more difficult to detect, especially as the 
trainers often then cover the wound 
with a pad and place an artificial foot 
over that. The horse moves in extreme 
agony, crouching on his hind feet with 
his head drawn back and the ears back. 
Often the pain is so severe that the horse 

· will try to lie down in the ring. 
Soring is a cruel practice and deserves 

to be prohibited. 
The bill I am introducing today does 

this. It makes unlawful the shipping in 
commerce of any sored horse for the pur
pose of exhibition. It prohibits the show
ing of sored horses that have moved in 
commerce. It provides that any horse 
show in which sored horses, that have 
moved in commerce, participate is for
bidden. 

The bill carefully defines soring and 
declares it to be a cruel and inhumane 
practice. The bill provides that the Sec
retary of Agriculture may prescribe reg
ulations necessary for proper adminis
tration of the act. He may make inspec
tions of horses or horse shows. He is di
rected to notify the Attorney General of 
violations and may utilize State officials 
in carrying out the act if he so desires. 

The bill provides a fine of not more 
than $500 and/or imprisonment of not 
more than 6 months for violations of 
the act. 

The thrust of the bUl is to focus on 
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the horse shows rather than simply the 
interstate shipment of the sored horses 
in order to provide the Secretary of Ag
riculture with a legal vehicle that can 
be administered W!i.thout unreasonable 
difficulty. 

On May 11, 1967, in the first session 
of the 90th Congress I introduced legis
lation designed to eliminate the prac
tice of soring. The measure was unfavor
ably received due to the opposition of 
the Department of Agriculture. 

The Department objected on two 
counts. The first was substantive: The 
practice was amited and the States 
would soon prevent the soring that was 
taking place. The second was adminis
trative: A proh.:ibition on interstate ship
ments alone would make it difficult, if 
not impossible, for the Department to 
carry out the act. It could not post offi
cials Sit railroad stations or on high
ways to check for sored horses. 

After reviewing the situation, how
ever, the Department now feels that the 
deliberate soring of horses to affect their 
natural gait is a widespread practice, 
sufficient to warrant national attention. 
It recognizes the failure of the States to 
act and can now justify the need for 
Federal legislation. 

The seoond objection of the Depart
ment has been met by redrafting the leg
islation. With the helpful assistance of 
the USDA, the bill is now worded to focus 
attention on the showing and exhibition 
of sored horses rather than restricting 
the prohibition strictly to the interstate 
shipment of such animals. The constitu
tional basis of Federal jurisdiction re
mains the same, interstate commerce, 
but the administrative focus has been 
switched. 

It is true, Mr. President, that officially 
the relevant, responsible private orga
nizations prohibit soring. The American 
Horse Show Association and the Tennes
see Walking Horse Breeders and Exhibi
tors Assocl·ation of America both con
demn the practice. 

But soring continues nevertheless. The 
exhibitors and trainers who practice this 
cruelty claim that they have to do it in 
order to win a blue ribbon. If they do 
not, others wlll, ood in ooy ease some 
judges preferred sore gaits, it is claimed. 
The judges say the practice has always 
been permitted. The local organi~tion 
says it is up to the DQtionaJ organization 
which of course wants to do something, 
but says it is bucking a stone wall. 

It is time to move beyond the buck 
passing and inaction and simply prohibit 
the practice of soring. It is a particularly 
cruel practice, harmful to the animal and 
denigrating to the individual inflicting 
the pain, 

It is not even necessary as Tom Fuller
ton, executive secretary of the Tennessee 
Walking Horse and Breeders and Exhibi
tors Association of America has stated. 
Soring is a cheap substitute for careful 
traininv. By no stretch of the imagina
tion is it necessary. 

I should like to add that in neither in
tent nor language does the bill I intro
duce today prohibit the blistering of race 
horses for medicinal purposes. The bill 
is limited to soring which as I have said 
is clearly defined in the bill itself. 

Soring as a practice should have been 
outlawed years ago. It is a debasing and 
unnecessary cruelty. It requires Federal 
prohibition. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous eon
sent that at the conclusion of my re
marks the text of my bill be printed in the 
RECORD as well as an article by Alice Hig
gins in the January 11, 1960, issue of 
Sports illustrated; a January 6, 1966, 
New York World Telegram and Sun arti
cle by George Coleman; and a statement 
by Mr. H. M. Oler, representing the Amer
ican Humane Association at a Tennessee 
walking horse show on September 4, 
1965. 

Mr. President, I am delighted that Sen
ators CASE, GOODELL, GRAVEL, Moss, 
NELSON, PROXMIRE, PELL, RANDOLPH, 
SPONG, THURMOND, YARBOROUGH, and 
YouNG of Ohio join me in cosponsoring 
this important legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred; and, without objection, the bill 
and articles will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill <S. 2543) to protect interstate 
and foreign commerce by prohibiting the 
movement in such commerce of horses 
which are "sored," and for other pur
poses, introduced by Mr. TYDINGS <for 
himself and other Senators), was re
ceived, read twice by its title, referred 
to the Committee on Commerce, and or
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: · 

s. 2543 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Horse Protection 
Act of 1969." 

SEC. 2. (a) A horse shall be considered to 
be sored if, for the purpose of affooting its 
gait, a blistering agent has been appMed 
internally or externally to any of the legs, 
ankles, feet, or other parts of the horse, 
or if burns, cuts, or lacerations have been 
1nflloted on the horse, or if a chemical agent, 
or tacks, nails, or wedges have been used 
on the horse, or if any other method or de
Vilces has been used on the horse, including, 
but not l.imited to chains or boots; which 
may reasonably be expected CUITently ( 1) to 
result in physical pain to the horse when 
walking, trotting, or otherwise moving, or 
(2) to cause extreme fear or dilstress to the 
horse. 

(b) As used in this Act, the term "com
merce" means commerce between a point in 
any State or possession of the United States 
(including the District of Columbia and the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico) and any 
point outside thereof, or between points 
within the same State or possession of the 
United States (including the District of Co
lumbia and the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico) but through any place outside thereof, 
or within the District of Columbia, or from 
any foreign country to any point within the 
United States. 

SEc. 3. The Congress hereby finds ( 1) that 
the practice of soring horses for the purposes 
of affooting their natural galt is cruel and 
inhumane treatment of such animals; (2) 
that the movement of sored horses in com
merce adversely affects and burdens com
merce; (3) that horses which are sored com
pete unfairly with horses moved in commerce 
which are not sored. 

SEc. 4. (a) It shall be unlawfUl for any 
person to ship, transport or otherwise move, 
or deliver or receive for movement, in com
merce, for the purpose of showing or exhi
bition, any horse which such person has rea
son to believe is sored. 

(b) It shall be unlawful for any person 
to show or exhibit, or enter for the purpose 
of showing or exhibiting, in any horse show 
or exhibition, any horse which is sored if 
that horse or any other horse was moved 
to such show or exhibition in commerce. 

(c) It shall be unlawful for any person 
to conduct any horse show or exhibition in 
which there is shown or exhibited a horse 
which is sored, if any horse was moved to 
such show or exhibition in commerce. 

SEC. 5. (a) Any representative of the Sec
retary of Agriculture is authorized to make 
such inspections of any horses which are 
being moved, or have been moved, 1n com
merce and to make such inspections of any 
horses at any horse show or exhibition within 
the United States to which any horse was 
moved in commerce, as he deems necessary 
for the effective enforcement of this Act, 
and the owner or other person having cus
tody of any such horse shall afford such 
representative access to and opportunity to 
so inspect such horse. . 

(b) The person or persons in charge of any 
horse show or exhibition within the United 
States shall keep such records as the Secre
tary of Agriculture may by regulation 
prescribe in order to enable the ·representa
tives of said Secretary to determine whether 
any horses were moved to or from such show 
or exhibition in commerce, the identity of 
the owner or exhibitor of any horse at the 
show or exhibition, and other facts neces
sary for the effective enforcement of this 
Act, and the person or persons in charge of 
any horse show or exhibition shall afford the 
representatives of the Sec!'etary of Agricuil
ture access to and opportunity to inspect 
and copy such records at all reasonable times. 

SEc. 6. Any person who violates any pro
vision of this Act shall be fined not more 
than $500 or imprisoned not more than six 
months, or both. 

SEc. 7. Whenever the Secretary of Agricul
ture believes tha.t a violation of this Act 
has occurred and that prosecution is needed 
to obtain compliance with the Act, he shall 
inform the Attorney General and the Attor
ney General shall take such action with 
respect to wch matter as he deems appro
priate. 

SEc. 8. The Secretary of Agriculture shall, 
in carrying out the provisdons of this Act, 
to the maximum extent practicable, utilize 
the existing personnel and facilities of the 
Department of Agriculture. The Secretary of 
Agriculture is further authorized to utilize 
the officers and employees of any State, with 
its consent, to assist him in carrying out the 
provisions of this Act. 

SEC. 9. The Secretary of Agriculture is au
thorized to issue such rules and regulations 
as he deems necessary to carry out the provi
sions of this Act. 

SEc. 10. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

The articles presented by Mr. TYDINGS 
are as follows: 

[From Sports Illustrated, Jan. 11, 1960] 
THE TORTURE MUST END 

(By Alice Higgins) 
No sportsmen have practiced such sys

tematic cruelty to horses for the sake of a 
blue ribbon as is being perpetrated today. 
Shamefully brutal treatment of the Ten
nessee Walking Horse is generally practiced 
by breeders, trainers and exhibitors and is 
tolerated by the ASPCA, a society founded 
primarily to protect the horse. Worst of .all, 
it is ignored by the American Horse Shows 
Association, the governing body of the sport, 
which is currently meeting in Detroit. I say 
worst of all booause the AHSA could stop 
most of it this week 1f it chose to do so. 

When I first described. these abuses (SI, 
July 23, 1956), I was optimistic that meas
ures were going to be taken to halt this horse 
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torture. The various associations concerned 
piously expressed a desire to aid in the clean
up, rolling their collective eyes heavenward
apparently to avoid the ugly sight of quarter 
boots covered with blood, for they have taken 
no real action and the situation is now far 
worse than it ever was. 

The qual"'ter boot, designed to protect the 
horse against injury as he executes his 
unique running walk with its lon.g-reaching 
hind stride, is stlll being used either to injure 
or to cover up deliberately inflicted injuries. 
Unfortunately for the breed, it was discov
ered that if the horse's front feet are sore he 
will lift them quickly from the ground, shift 
his weight to his sound hindquarters and 
take the much desired long-striding step. 
This "soreing" usually is done by u sing 
chains or tacks inside the quarter boot or 
by applying a burning agent to the pastern 
area, which is covered by the boot. These 
ageruts vary, but of the two most common, 
one, an oxide of mercury salve, is known as 
creeping cream, and the other, an oil of 
mustard mixture, is called scooting juice. 
The so-called "big lick" so coveted for show 
ring purposes is now almost completely the 
"sore lick." 

One Walking Horse breeder hotly asserts 
that most of the recent world cha.mpions 
were made with a hot il'on. A few others, 
among them the president of the American 
Walking Horse Associ-ation, H. ~arl Yenser 
of Washington, D.C., are also incensed. Yen.:. 
ser recently sent an open l·etter to htls mem
bers which read ·in part: 

"The feeling against the continued soreing 
and cha.ining of horses has reached a poirut 
where something must be done to correct it. 
. . . Perhaps getting back to more cl·osely de
fined ga.its as a standard for judgdng would 
do the job .... Exhibitors have decrded the 
use of mhumane devices for years and yet al
lowed their trainers to continue their use. 
Judges have been criticized for tying [plac
ing] 'sore' horses, and yet the judge's hands 
were tied. In my own personal experience if 
I had disqualified all of the sore horses 
shown in front of me, I am a.f.raJd I would 
have wound up many times with no h<>!"Ses 
in the class to judge. So I, too, am guilty of 
accepting, even though I did not condone, 
the 'sore lick.' I know, too, that every Walk
ing Horse judge ha.s been oonfron1Jed wJJth 
the same stltuation." 

Yenser received s·ome lively and approving 
response from his membership. But C. C. 
Turner, of Broadway, Va., a vice-president in 
Yenser's organization and also a vice-presi
dent of the powerful Tennessee Walking 
Horse Breeders' Associa.tion, received anony
mous and abusive mail after acting as a judge 
at Dallas. Turner removed the boots in the 
ring and examined the horses for soreness. He 
judged the class accordingly, with the sorest 
farthest down the line. Apparently awakened 
by this show of courag.e, the SPCA attempted 
to intervene, but J . Glenn Till"ner, boss of 
the Dallas show and president of the Tennes
see Walking Horse Breeders' Association (and 
no kin to C. C. Turner), refused to allow an 
SPCA inspection. 

EXPEDmNCY VER.SUS PRINCIPLE 

Recently C. C. Turne.r and John H. Amos, 
chairman of the e~ecutlive committee of the 
TWHBA, plus the other directing officers, 
held a meeting to seek agr·eement on correc
tive reoommendaJtions to be proposed at the 
current Detroit session of the American Horse 
Shows Association, which controls more than 
400 r·ecognized shows. Amos advocated the 
complete elimination of boots and severe 
punishment of owners or trainers who use 
any torture device. (Som.e defenders of the 
boot contend its elimination would lead un
scrupulous trainers to drive nrails or wedges 
into the tender frog of the hoof, a method of 
soreing dil.mcult to deteot.) But as is so often 
the case, the interested parties were forced 
to act on the low ground of expediency raJther 
than the lofty pl~teau of principle, and one 

of those compromises was reached that seem 
to satisfy all sides and ac·tually settle 
nothing. 

The group agreed to recommend a new 
boot that reveals the frorut of the hoof, pro
tects the tender coronet band, and, because 
of an extra long hinge, drops back when the 
horse is at rest to expose the pastern area 
for inspection. The only other recommenda
tion-that a judge be authorized to penalize 
or even disqualify offenders-would, even 1! 
adopted, amount to no more than a tap on 
the wrist in a situation where a hard blow 
to the heart (perhaps I should say pocket
book) is indicated. 

And even these mild suggestions may not 
get iruto the new rule book of the American 
Horse Shows Association. For one thing, J. 
Glenn Turner, who is no enemy of the 
trainer, has been selected as the new chair
man of the Walking Horse Committee for 
the AHSA. Turner has never shown any dis
position to change the present rules, which 
are either so vaguely worded as to be unin
terpretable, or simply mi.sstate the situation. 
For example, the rule book says: "Horses 
must be serviceably sound." Under present 
practice, that means only that if they don't 
fall down they can show. The book also says: 
"Judges shall disqualify horses equipped with 
artificial appliances such as . . . leg chains, 
wires or tacks, blistering or any other cruel 
and inhumane devices .... White boots may 
be used, but they shall be subject to exami
nation by show officials." Which officials? In 
practice, the manager leaves the job to the 
steward (the person who must be present at 
every recognized show to see that the asso
ciation's rules are upheld), and the steward 
passes the buck right back to the manager 
or to the show veterinarian or to the judge. 
]f, by some chance, an offender is caught he 
is disqualified from the class, but he is free 
to ship his horse off to the next show. 

If the AHSA had the nerve to make the 
punishment fit the crime, a lot of trainers 
would be on crutches. The trainers, of course, 
blame pressure from the owners, and the 
owners s·ay the trainers are at fault. (One 
owner quoted hi's trainer: .. Just don't watch 
while I put the boots on-you'll feel better 
when you ride up to get that ribbon.") 

So, despite the courage of men like Yenser, 
C. C. Turner and Amos, there is little to be 
hoped for from the self-interested, ribbon
seeking trainer or owner. That leaves the 
matter squarely in the hands of the Ameri
oon Horse Shows Association, which has yet 
to enforce or even clarify its own tepid rules. 
If the AHSA at i·ts current meeting fails to 
redefine its rules, make clear who is respon
sible for enforcing them and provide strin
gent penalties for offenders, a few courageous 
show managers are ready to drop the Walk
ing Horse division entirely. This may seem 

·a drastic remedy, but the various Walking 
Horse societies have had ample time to clean 
their own stable. They have failed to do so. 
The AHSA must have the courage to do it 
for them. 

[From the New York World-Telegram and 
the Sun, Jan. 6, 1966] 

SPUR OF THE MOMENT-TORTURE STILL GOADS 
THE WALKING HORSE 

(By George Coleman) 
The Tennessee walking horse cruelty is set 

to hobble into the 1966 annual convention of 
the American Horse Shows Assn. opening at 
Lexington, Ky., a week from today. 

There's a new rule that's supposed to hog
tie any trainers messing around with walking 
horses: "Any horse foaled after Jan. 1, 1965, 
with scars around the coronet or pastern area 
(Just above the hoof) is ineligible for compe
tition." Plus, "The use of any substance on 
the coronet or pastern area which is evident 
during show performance is prohibited ... " 

For five years, since this newspaper and 
Sports Illustrated exposed the bloody busi
ness, the AHSA has been passing noose-tight
ening rules and the cruelty continues. 

A MATTER FOR RHYME? 

At that time despite published photos of 
horses bleeding to t11e extent of staining the 
tanbark of show rings, the AHSA officers 
didn't believe what they saw. The late Adrian 
Van Sinderen, then AHSA president, at the 
1960 convention whitewashed the cruelty 
with a 32-line poem in his report: 

"If you desire a saddle horse, 
A horse that's sure to please 
Just buy yourself a walking horse, 
And ride along with ease .•. " 

But before the three-day meeting ended 
the AHSA took its illlitial halting steps to 
curb the torture of the walking horse. Three 
months later at the Nashville (Tenn.) TWH 
breeders' annual dinner, Tennessee's Gov. 
Buford Ellington told 500 owners and train
ers, "Either you soop mess1n' with walking 
horse cruelty or I'll chase every last one of 
you over the Great Smoky Mountains." 
Everybody smiled. 

A TYPICAL PENALTY 

Despite dozens of anti-cruelty rules in 
the AHSA book, the cruelty goes on. Here's 
an example why: Three trainers were found 
guilty of showing bleeding horses at Kansas 
City's American Royal Horse Show. So the 
AHSA directors suspended the three for three 
months until April1, 1966, during the winter 
time when the horsemen wouldn't be showing 
anyway. That's a penalty? 

In the walking horse, the longer """"iiid 
higher the stride, the better the ride and 
performance. Instead of taking months to 
teach the animal and being content with its 
best, the trainers apply a burning mercury 
ointment above the hooves. Soon the flesh is 
blistered. 

On top of the hooves go upside-down 
cups of rubber called boots and inside the 
boots on top of the blisters are tacks. As 
the boots and tacks rub the flesh rawer, the 
h<>!"Se, to relieve the pain, barely touches 
the front feet to the ground. To keep his 
balance he increases the back stride. That's 
the way some show ribbons are won. 

THE NEWEST DODGE 

The latest trick is deliberately to drive a 
nail, in shoeing, into the horse's foot. That 
accomplishes the same result as the burnilllg 
ointment and tacks. And there's no rule in 
the AHSA book about a nail in the foot . 

STATEMENT BY MRS. H. M. 0LER, REPRESENTING 
THE AMERICAN HUMANE AsSOCIATION AND 
THE CHATTANOOdA, TENN., HUMANE EDUCA· 

TIONAL SOCIETY 

(At the national celebration of the walking 
horse, Shelbyville, Tenn., September 4, 1965) 

I arrived at the horse show on Friday night, 
August 28, 1965. 

SATURDAY, AUGUST 29, 1965 

My first experience was seeing a sore mare. 
She was very stiff and sore and could barely 
walk. 

I saw the blacksmtth applying some chem
ical to a horse's hoof. The horse reacted 
violently to the pain. When the owner saw 
my identification, he took the horse and rode 
off. I could not follow and could not get the 
identity of the owner. 

The horSJes were used oons.ta.rutly wearing 
heavy chains which tore their pastern badly 
wearing the hair ofl'-some were bleeding. 

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 1 

I saw a man cut a walking horse's foot 
at the coronet band with a razor blade, and 
rub salt in the wound. I asked him what he 
did that for, he did not answer and when he 
saw my identifl.cart;ion, he rode rapidly away. 

Every night at the horse show, the horses 
were shown stiff and sore. After working and 
getting warmed up, they did not show so 
much stiffness. However, after standing, they 
moved sore after being judged. This seems to 
be l"O'Utine. 
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In one class one of the exhibitors who had 

not been pinned, or tied, was angry and he 
jumped the ga.te (about 2 feet) out of the 
ring without getting permission to leave and 
without waiting for the gate to be opened. 
A policeman told me that when the rider got 
outside, he hit the horse in the head in 
anger. 

H. M. OLER, 
Humane Agent, Humane Educational 

Society of Chattanooga, Tenn. 

S. 2544--INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
TO PROVIDE GREATER OPPORTU
NITY FOR PARTICIPATION IN 
RmEMAKmGBYANDONB~ 
OF PERSONS OF LIMITED MEANS 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, I introduce 

for myself and the senior Senator from 
Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), a bill to 
provide greater participation in rule
making by persons of limited means. 

It is axiomatic that the Government 
of a free and open society should strive 
to involve as many of its citizens as pos
sible in governmental decisions affecting 
them. 

As we seek to preserve and refine our 
political system, we are witnessing a 
growing tendency among some Federal 
agencies to open their proceedings more 
to the public. 

The purpose of the bill we introduce 
today is to insure that persons of limited 
means are able to take full advantage of 
this trend as are persons of affluence. 

The bill, identical to S. 3703 which I 
introduced in the last Congress, directs 
the Attorney General to contract with 
or to make grants to such nonprofit or
ganiZiations as the National Legal Aid 
and Defender Association to represent 
the poor in Federal rulemaking proced
ures which will affect them. 

The bill also authorizes the Attorney 
General to arrange for representation of 
the poor with Fede!'lal departments on 
questions affecting the poor. This would 
enable people of limited means to have 
the same opportunity to express their 
views to Federal departments as others 
now do. 

This is not to say that the poor will 
always be correct, but rather that the 
poor, right or wrong, have the right to 
be heard. 

The bill seeks to insure that efforts to 
advance the principle of freedom of in
formation include the poor. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the bill be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred; and, without objection, the bill 
Will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 2544) to provide greater 
opportunity for participation in rule
making by and on behalf of persons of 
limited means, introduced by Mr. HART 
(for himself and Mr. KENNEDY), was re
ceived, read twice by its title, referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary, and or
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2544 
Be it enacted by the Senate an.x House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, Tha.t it is 
fundamental to wise a.dministrative rule
making that, except in limited or unusual 

circumstances, persons whose interests may 
be affected be assured of an opportunity to 
participate in rulemaking through submis
sion of data, views, or arguments to the re
sponsible rulemaking agency. Rulemaking 
frequently affects persons without the re
sources necessary to keep themselves in
formed concerning proposed rules or to peti
tion for rules or amendment or repeal of 
rules. Hence it is necessary that means be 
provided whereby, insofar as feasible, the 
interests of such persons may be protected 
in rulemaking and whereby the rulemaking 
process may be benefited by advocacy on be
half of such interests. 

SEc. 2. Section 553, in chapter 5, Adminis
trative Procedure, of title 5, United States 
Code, is hereby amended by adding thereto 
the following subsection: 

"(f) The Attorney General is directed to 
enter into contracts with, or to make grants 
subject to appropriate conditions to, the 
National Legal Aid and Defender Association, 
or such other nationally organized nonprofit 
bodies with generally similar objectives as 
he may deem desirable, whereby such body 
or bodies may be provided with funds to 
enable them to participate in rulemaking in 
accordance with this section on behalf of 
interested persons who, because of their lack 
of personal resources, are unable effectively 
to do so. Any such body shall be deemed to 
be an interested person for the purpose of 
this section. Such body or bodies may con
tract with other persons to aid in effectuat
ing the purposes of such contract or grant. 
The Attorney General is authorized to adopt 
such rules or regulations as may be appro
priate to the administration of this subsec
tion. He is authorized, further, after con
sultation with the agency involved, by order 
to make this section applicable to matters 
relating to public property, loans, grants, 
benefits, or contracts in circumstances where 
he determines that such matters so affect the 
interests of persons of limited means as to 
make it appropriate that, in connection with 
rulemaking with respect to such matters, a 
body or bodies receiving a contract or grant 
under this subsection should have an oppor
tunity to represent such interests." 

SEC. 3. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such funds as are necessary to 
carry out the provisions of section 2. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS 
AND JOINT RESOLUTION 

s. 740 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, on behalf of my very close friend 
the Senator from New Mexico (Mr. 
MoNTOYA), I ask unanimous consent 
that, at its next printing, the names of 
the Senator from Nevada <Mr. BIBLE), 
the Senator from Connecticut <Mr. 
DoDD), the Senator from Missouri <Mr. 
EAGLETON), the Senator from New York 
<Mr. GooDELL), the Senator from Hawaii 
<Mr. INOUYE), the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. PACKWOOD), and the Senator from 
West Virginia <Mr. RANDOLPH) be added 
as cosponsors of the bill (S. 740) to per
manently establish the Interagency Com
mittee on Mexican-American Affairs. 

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

s. 1761 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at its next 
printing, the name of the Senator from 
Nebraska <Mr. HRUSKA) be added as a 
cosponsor of the bill <S. 1761) designat
ing the Interstate Highway System of 
the United States as the Eisenhower In
terstate System. 

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

s. 1872 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, at the request of the distinguished 
Senator from Hawaii <Mr. INouYE), I 
ask unanimous consent that, at its next 
printing, the name of the Senator from 
Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD) be added as a 
cosponsor of the bill (S.1872) to repeal 
the Emergency Detention Act of 1950 
(title II of the Internal Security Act of 
1950). 

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

s. 2264 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that, at its next 
printing, the name of the Senator from 
Alaska <Mr. GRAVEL) be added as an ad
ditional cosponsor of the bill <S. 2264) to 
amend the Public Health Service Act to 
provide authorization for grants for 
communicable disease control. 

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

s. 2276 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, at the request of my distinguished 
senior colleague from West Virginia, <Mr. 
RANDOLPH) , I ask unanimous consent 
that, at its next printing, the names of 
the Senator from Maine <Mr. MusKIE), 
the Senator from Kentucky <Mr. CooP
ER) , and the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. BAKER), he added as cosponsors of 
the bill (S. 2276) to extend for 1 year 
the authorization for research relating 
to fuels and vehicles under the pro vi
sions of the Clean Air Act. 

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

s. 23~5 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I ask unanimous consent that, at 
its next printing, the name of the senior 
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDER
soN) , be added as a cosponsor of the bill 
<S. 2315) to restore the Golden Eagle 
program to the Land and Water Conser
vation Fund Act. 

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

s. 2452 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that, at its next 
printing, the name of the Senator from 
Alaska <Mr. STEVENS) be added as a co
sponsor of S. 2452, providing retirement 
benefits for commissioned officers of the 
Public Health Service. 

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

s. 2457 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at its next 
printing, the name of the Senator from 
Indiana <Mr. BAYH) be added as a co
sponsor of the bill (S. 2457), the Na
tional Kidney Disease Act of 1969. 

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

s. 2518 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, on behalf of the Senator from In
diana <Mr. HARTKE), I ask unanimous 
consent that, at ins next printing, the 
names of the Senator from KentuckY 
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(Mr. CooPER), and the Senator from 
Maine (Mr. MusKIE) be addf'd as cospon
sors of the bill <S. 2518) to amend title 
n of the Social Security Act so as to 
liberalize the conditions governing eli
gibility of blind persons to receive dis
ability insurance benefits thereunder. 

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

S.J. RES. 120 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at its next 
printing, the name of the Senator from 
North Dakota <Mr. BURDICK) be added as 
a cosponsor of the joint resolution (S. J. 
Res. 120) providing for the preparation 
and submission to the Congress of a mas·· 
ter ground transportation plan for the 
United States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Witho•;~t 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF 
STAR PRINT OF BILL 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, on behalf of the Senator from New 
Jersey (Mr. CASE), I ask unanimous con
sent that the following Senators be listed 
as cosponsors of the star print of the 
bill (S. 1993) to promote public confi
dence in the integrity of the branches of 
the Government, which was requested by 
him on June 30 and which appears on 
page 17745 of the CONGRESSIONAL REC
ORD: Mr. CASE, Mr. HART, Mr. BELLMON, 
Mr. CHURCH, Mr. COOK, Mr. GOODELL, Mr. 
HARRIS, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. JAVITS, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. MATHIAS, 
Mr.MoNDALE,Mr.Moss,Mr.MusKIE,Mr. 
PERCY, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. 
SPONG, and Mr. TYDINGS. 

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

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, July 2, 1969, he presented 
to the President of the United States the 
following enrolled bills: 

S. 1010. An act for the relief of Mrs. A111 
Kallio; and 

S. 1011. An act to authorize appropriations 
for the saline water conversion program for 
fiscal year 1970, and for other purposes. 

NOTICES OF' MOTIONS TO SUSPEND 
THE RULE-AMENDMENTS TO DE
PARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AP
PROPIATION BILL, 1970 

AMENDMENT NO. 61 

Mr. JAVITS submitted the following 
notice in writing: 

ln acoordam.oo wfJth the rule XL O!f the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give 
notice in writing that it is my intention to 
move to suspend paragraphs 1 and 4 of rule 
XVI for the purpose of proposing to the btll 
(H.R. 11612), an Aot making appropriations 
for the Department of AgricultuJ:e and related 
r81genoies for the :flsoal year ending June 30, 
1970, am.d for other purposes the following 
amendment; namely: On page 19, line 12 
delete "$84,000,000" am.d insert 1n lieu thereof 
the following: "$104,000,000, Provided, That 
$20,000,000 shall be ava.ilable for milk for 
needy Children in noll!profit high schools and 
sohools of lower levels, chlld-care cente.rs, 
summer camps, and similrur nonprofit in
stitutions devoted to the crure and training 
of children." 

Mr. JAVITS also submitted an amend
ment <No. 61), intended to be proposed 
by him, to House bill 11612, making ap
propriations for the Department of Agri
culture and related agencies for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1970, and for other 
purposes, which was ordered to lie on the 
table and to be printed. 

(F'or text of amendment referred to, 
see the foregoing notice.) 

AMENDMENT NO. 62 

Mr. JAVITS (for himself, Mr. BROOKE, 
and Mr. HART) submi·tted the fotlowing 
notice in writing: 

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand
ing Rules o! the Senate, I hereby give notice 
1n writing ·that it 1s my 1llltenit1on. to move to 
suspend paragra.ph 1 of rule XVI for the pur
pose of proposing to the b111 (H.R. 11612), an 
act making appropriations for the Depail't· 
ment of Agriculture and related agencies for 
the flsoal ye&r ending June SO, 1970, and to: 
other purposes; the fallowd.ng amendment, 
namely: on page 20, line 2 delete "$100,000,-
000" and 1:nsertt 1n lieu thereof the follow:lng: 
"$120,000,000." 

Mr. JA VITS (for himself, Mr. BROOKE, 
and Mr. HART) also submitted a.n amend
ment, intended to be proposed by him, to 
House bill 11612, supra, which was or
dered to lie on the ·table amd to be 
printed. 

<For texrt of amendment referred to, 
see the foregoing notice.> 

DEPARTMENT OF 
APPROPRIATION 
AMENDMENT 

AGRICULTURE 
BILL, 1970-

AMENDMENT NO. 63 

Mr. JA VITS (for himself, Mr. BROOKE, 
Mr. HART, and Mr. KENNEDY) submitted 
an amendment, intended to be proposed 
by them, jointly, to the bill <H.R. 11612) 
making appropriations for the Depart
ment of Agriculture and related agencies 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, 
and for other purposes, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

NOTICE OF HEARINGS BEFORE SPE
CIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON EV AL
UATION AND PLANNING OF' 
SOCIAL PROGRAMS 

Mr. MO~ALE. Mr. President, as 
chairman of the Special Subcommittee 
on the Evaluation and Planning of Social 
Programs, of the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare, I wish to give notice 
that public hearings have been scheduled 
for Monday and Tuesday, July 7 and 8, 
at 10 a.m. in room 4202 of the New Sen
ate omce Building. An additional hear
ing will be held in room 4232 at 1:30 p.m. 
on Thursday, July 10. 

Consideration will be given during 
these sessions to the recent report of the 
HEW Social Indicators Panel entitled 
"Toward a SOCial Repo·rt." The subcom
mittee will also receive testimony on S. 5, 
the proposed Full Opportunity Act. 

The subcommittee consists of the 
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NELSON), 
the Senator from California <Mr. 
CRANSTON), the Senator from Missouri 
<Mr. EAGLETON), the Senator from New 
York <Mr. JAVITS), the Senator from 
Vermont <Mr. PROUTY), and the Senator 
from Pennsylvania <Mr. SCHWEIKER). 

NOTICE OF HEARINGS 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, on June 
16, 1969, Senator SPARKMAN, chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Housing and 
Urban Affairs, announced that the sub
committee would begin hearings on July 
15 on 1969 housing, urban development 
and mass transportation legislation. He 
announced at that time that he would 
submit at a later date a list of the bills 
pending before the subcommittee upon 
which the hearings would be held. 

In Senator SPARKMAN's absence, I 
should like to announce the list of bills 
as follows: 

s. 201, s. 415, s. 527, s. 669, s. 676, s. 1032, 
s. 1048, s. 1474, s. 2207, s. 2368 and s. 2440. 

The hearings will commence on July 
15 and run through July 25, 1969. They 
will be held in room 5302, New Senate 
omce Building, and will begin at 10 a.m., 
each day. 

Should additional bills be introduced 
prior to July 15, they will also be made a 
part of the subcommittee hearings. 

ACQUISITION OF AIR CARRIERS 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the immediate con
sideration of Calendar No. 173, S. 1373. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
1373) to amend the Federal Aviation 
Act of 1958. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Commerce with an amendment to strike 
out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

(1) Section 407(b) 1s amended by adding 
the following additional sentence: "Any per
son owning, beneficially or as trustee, more 
than 5 per centum of any class of the capital 
stock or capital, as the case may be, of an 
air carrier shall submit annually, and at 
such other times as the Board may require, 
a description of the shares of stock or other 
interest owned by such person, and the 
amount thereof." 

( 2) Section 408 is amended by striking 
subsection 408(a) (5) in its entirety, and in
sel1ting in lieu thereof the following: 

" ( 5) For any air carrier or person con
trolling an air carrier, any other common 
carrier, any person engaged In any other 
phase of aeronautics, or any other person 
to acquire control of any air carrier in any 
manner whatsoever: Provided, That the 
Board may by order exempt any acquisition 
from this requirement to the exrt;ent and for 
such periods as may be in the public in
terest;" 

(3) Section 408(b) is amended by strik
ing the period at the end thereof and add· 
ing a colon and by adcling the following: 
"Provided, further, That In any case In which 
an order of approval is required hereunder 
only by reason of the requirements of sec
tion 408(a) (5), the Board may enter such 
order pursuant to such procedures as it 
by regulation may prescribe." 

( 4) Section 408 is further amended by 
adding the following new subsection 408(f): 

"For the purposes of this section any per
son owning beneficially 10 per centum or 
more of any class of the capital stock or 
capital of an air carrier shall be presumed 
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to be in control of such air carrier unless 
the Board finds otherwise." 

SEc. 2. The amendments made by this Act 
shall be effective as of March 7, 1969: Pro
vided, how.ever, That no criminal penalties 
shall be applicable to any person who ac
quired control of an air carrier between 
March 7, 1969, and the aotual date of enact
ment of these amendments. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. Presi
dent, on behalf of the distinguished and 
very able senior Senator from Washing
ton (Mr. MAGNUSON), I have called this 
bill up before the Senate today, and on 
his behalf I wish to make the following 
statement with reference to two amend
ments to be offered. 

The first amendment is merely techni
cal in nature and would insert after the 
enacting clause the following: 

That the Federal Aviation Act of 1958, as 
amended, be further amended as follows: 

Thus, the first amendment is nonsub
stantive in nature and merely supplies a 
description of the appropriate act being 
amended by the bill. 

The purpose of the second amendment 
is to clarify that the provision of the bill 
creating a presumption of control applies 
only to ownership of voting stock having 
10 percent of the total vote. Under the 
proposed amendment, the presumption of 
control would not apply to owners of 10 
percent of the aggregate number of 
shares having some type of voting power 
if the shares owned do not carry 10 per
cent of the vote. Conversely, the pre
sumption would apply to ownership of 
less than 10 percent of the aggregate 
number of voting shares if the shares 
owned carried 10 percent or more of the 
vote. This clarifying language is entirely 
consistent with the purposes of S. 1373 
and the specific language of the amend
ment has been worked out with the Se
curities and Exchange Commission, the 
Civil Aeronautics Board, and the con
cerned industry. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert in 
the RECORD at this point a letter from 
the Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics 
Board dated June 27, 1969 addressed to 
the chairman of the Senate Commerce 
Committee (Mr. MAGNUSON), comment
ing upon the second proposed amend
ment, and a letter dated June 6, 1969, 
from the Chairman of the Securities and 
Exchange Commission, also addressed to 
the chairman of the Senate Commerce 
Committee (Mr. MAGNUSON) and also re
lating to the language of the second pro
posed amendment. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD, 
Washington, D.C., June 27,1969. 

Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Commerce 
u.s. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Your staff has re
quested the Board's views on the Securities 
and Exchange Oommlssion's suggested re
vision of a proposed amendment of s. 1373 
as reported. The amendment in question, on 
which the Board commented by letter dated 
June 10, proposes to modify S. 1373 by limit
ing the presumption of control (Section 4) 
to cases involving 10 percent of "the aggre
gate of all classes of the voting stock of an 
air carrier or capital of an air carrier • • • ." 

The Securities and Exchange Commission 
proposes substitute language for the purpose 
of eliminating an ambiguity and deleting the 
phrase "or capital." 

The Board has no objection to the sub
stitute language proposed by the Securities 
and Exchange Commission, except for the 
deletion of the term "or capital." The pri
mary purpose of the suggested language is 
to clarify that the presumption of control 
applies only to ownership of voting stock 
having 10 percent of the total vote. It does 
not apply to ownership of 10 percent of the 
aggregate number of shares having some type 
of voting power, 1f the shares owned do not 
carry 10 percent of the vote. Conversely, the 
presumption applies to ownersbip of less 
than 10 percent of the aggregate number of 
voting shares 1f the shares owned carry 10 
percent or more of the vote. This clarification 
appears in keeping with the purpose of the 
proposed amendment of S. 1373, to which 
the Board had no objection. 

The Board, however, suggests that the 
Securities and Exchange Commission's pro
posed language be modified to read: "• • • 
any person owning beneficially 10 per centum 
or more of the voting securities or capital, as 
the case may be, of an air carrier shall be 
presumed to be in control of such air carrier 
unless the Board finds otherwise. • • •" 

The phrase "or capital" appears in Section 
407 of the Act, S. 1373 as reported, and the 
proposed amendment of S. 1373. The purpose 
of the phrase is to cover ownership interests 
in air carriers which are not organized as 
corporations and which do not have stock, 
voting or otherwise. Not only does the Act 
define "air carrier" to include "an individual" 
or "a partnership," as well as a corporation 
[§101(3) and (13)], but many air carriers 
such as air taxi operators and air freight 
forwarders actually operate as single pro
prietorships or partnerships. While the 
Board's regulations exempt air taxi operators 
and air freight forwarders from Section 408 
for the most part, they do not exempt other 
persons acquiring such carriers from the 
need to comply with Section 408. To elimi
nate the "or capital" provision would thus 
'J.ause an undesirable gap in S. 1373's cover
age. 

The Securities and Exchange Commission 
is of the opinion that the significance of the 
words "or capital," as used in the proposed 
amendment, is unclear. In suggesting that 
the reference be to voting securities "or 
capital, as the case may be," the Board notes 
that the quoted language is now used in 
Section 407. In any event, the legislative 
history can clarify the significance of the 
phraseology. 

The Board appreciates the opportunity to 
submit its comments. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN H. CROOKER, Jr., 

Chairman. 

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION, 
Washington, D.C. 

Ron. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Commerce, 
u.s. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to 
your letter of May 28 regarding S. 1373. 
As indicated in the Commtttee Report, the 
purpose of the bill is to assure that no one 
will acquire control of an air carrier with
out prior approval of the Civil Aeronautics 
Board unless the Board grants a.n exemption. 

As you point out, to accomplish this pur
pose without unnecessary obstruction of air
line financing, or undue complications 1n 
the statute, presents some dlftlculties be
cause of the variety of ways in which con
trol of a company may be obtained and 
the great variety of capital structures which 
e.lr oarrters may have. 

Similar problems confronted the drafts
men of the Public Utllity Holding Company 

Act of 1935 and the Investment Company 
Act of 1940. It both statutes the concept 
of "control" is important. In some instances, 
the question of whether or not a company 
has to register under the statute and become 
subject to regulation thereunder, depends 
upon the presence or absence of control re
lationships between it and other companies. 
Both the Holding Company Act and the In
vestment Company Act deal with the prob
lem of defining "control" in a manner rather 
similar to that chosen in S. 1373. They refer 
to "control" as meaning control in fact, in 
a manner similar to Section 408 {a) { 5) of the 
Federal Aviation Act as proposed to be 
amended by Section 2 of S. 1373, and then 
they create a presumption that a person own
ing a specified percentage of the voting se
curities of a company is in control unless 
the Commission determines otherwise. For 
the sake of clarity, both of these Acts also 
define the term "voting security." The defi
nition contained in Section 2{a) (40) of the 
Investment Company Act of 1940 reads in 
pertinent part as follows: 

"(40) 'Voting security• means any security 
presently entitling the owner or holder there
of to vote for the election of directors of 
a company. A specified percentage of the 
outstanding voting securities of a company 
means such amount of its outstanding voting 
securities as entitles the holder or holders 
thereof to cast said specified percentage of 
the aggregate votes which the holders of all 
the outstanding voting securities of such 
company are entitled to cast .... " 

Section 2{a) (17) of the Public Utility 
Holding Company Act of 1935 is similar. In 
general, our experience with this approach 
has been satisfactory. 

It is true, as you point out, that control 
of a company can be acquired in other ways 
than through the ownership of voting secu
rities. Indeed, it can be acquired without 
the ownership of any securities, as for ex
ample, by a management or other contract. 
It remains true, however, that the usual 
method of acquiring control of a company is 
to acquire a controlling block of voting se
curities and to utilize the voting power so 
obtained to take over control of the board 
of directors and- the management. We be
lieve, therefore, that for the purposes of a 
presumption based on the ownership of se
curities, such as that proposed to be provided 
in new subsection (f) of Section 408, as 
added by Section 4 of s. 1373, reference to 
voting securities, as in done in the corre
sponding presumptive provisions of the Hold
ing Company Act and the Investment Com
pany Act, would be satisfactory. It would, for 
example, be somewhat unreasonable to pre
sume the existence of control because of the 
ownership Of 10 per cent of a small class of 
nonvoting preferred stock which might be 
an insignificant part of the total capitaliza
tion of the air carrier and carry little or no 
influence in its management and, as the 
aviation industry has apparently represented 
to you, this might interfere with airline 
financing without corresponding protection 
against a change in control. In the relatively 
unusual situation where control may be ac
quired otherwise than through the owner
ship of voting securities, the general prohi
bition to be contained in amended Section 
408(a) (5) would appear to meet the prob
lem. The purpose of the presumption is to 
provide certainty in the relatively oommon 
situation where a person makes a relatively 
signlfloa.nt investment in securities of a car
rier and needs to know whether or not this 
may place him in violation of amended Sec
tion 408(a) (5) of the Federal Aviation Act 
of 1958. Thus, we see some merit in the sug
gested amendment to s. 1373 which you 
enclosed. 

On the other hand, that amendment, as 
it stands, is somewhat ambiguous. It is not 
clear whether "owning beneficially 10 per
centum or more of the aggregate of all 
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classes of the voting stock of an air carrier" 
means ownership of stock having 10 per 
cent of the vote, or ownership of 10 per 
cent of stock having some type of voting 
power, whether or not this ownership car
ries 10 per cent of the vote. For example, if 
a carrier has outstanding a thousand shares 
of common stock having one vote per share 
and a thousand shares of preferred stock 
having ten votes per share, it would not be 
clear whether ownership of a hundred shares 
of each class would create the statutory pre
sumption or whether the presumption would 
arise only from ownership of sbares having, 
in the aggregate, eleven hundred votes. The 
significance of the words "or capital" in the 
proposed amendment is also unclear. The 
term "capital," when used with respect to 
corporations, apparently means, in some in
stances, all of the outstanding capital stock, 
whether or not voting, while in other con
texts it is said to refer to the assets or prop
erty of the corporation. 

I attacb. hereto a copy of a proposed revision 
of Paragraph (4) of S. 1373 which might be 
used in case your Oommittee should conclude 
to follow the general pattern found in the 
Public Utllity Holding Company Act of 1935 
and the Investment Company Act of 1940. 

I hope that the foregoing will be of some 
assistance and if we can provide any further 
help, please let us know. 

Sincerely, 
HAMER H. BUDGE, 

Chairman. 

AMENDMENT TO S. 1373 
At page 3, line 18, strike all of paragraph 4 

and in lieu thereof i:nsert the following: 
"(4) Section 408 is further amended by 

adding the following new subsection 408 (f) : 
" 'For the purposes of this section, any per

son owning beneficiruly 10 per centum or 
more of the voting securities or capital, as 
the case may be, of an air carrier shall be 
presumed to be in control of such air carrier 
unless the Boo.rd finds otherwise. As used 
herein, beneficial ownership of 10 per centum 
of the voting securities of a carrier means 
ownership of such 81Illount Oif its outstanding 
voting securities as entitles the holder thereof 
to cast 10 per centum of the aggreg·ate votes 
which the holders of all the outstanding vot
ing securities of such carrier are entitled to 
cast.'" 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, in behalf of the Senator from 
w·ashington <Mr. MAGNUSON), I send to 
the desk two amendments to the com
mittee amendment, and ask unanimous 
consent that they be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
That the Federal Aviation Act of 1958, as 

amended, be further amended as follows: 
( 1) Section 407 (b) is amended by adding 

the following additional sentence: "Any per
son owning, beneficially or as trustee, more 
than 5 per centum of any class of the capital 
stock or capital, as the case may be, of an 
air carrier shall submit annually, and at 
such other times as the Board may require, 
a description of the shares of stock or other 
interest owned by such person, and the 
amount thereof." 

(2) Section 408 is amended by striking 
subsection 408(a) (5) in its entirety, and in
serting in lieu thereof the following: 

" ( 5) For any air carrier or person con
trolllng an air carrier, any other common 
ca.rrter, any person engaged in any other 
phase of aeronautics, or any other person 
to acquire control of any air carrier in any 
manner whatsoever: Provided, That the 
Board may by order exempt any acquisition 
from this requirement to the extent and for 
such periods as may be in the public in
terest;" 

(3) Section 408(b) is amended by strik
ing the period at the end thereof and adding 
a colon and by adding the following: 'Pro
vided, further, That in any case in which 
an order of approval is required hereunder 
only by reason of the requirments of section 
408(a) (5), the Board may enter such order 
pursuant to such procedures as it by regula
tion may prescribe." 

On page 3, line 18, strike all of paragraph 
( 4) and in lieu thereof insert the following: 

" ( 4) Section 408 is further amended by 
adding the following new subsection 408 (f) : 

" 'For the purposes of this section, any per
son owning beneficially 10 per centum or 
more of the voting securities or capital, as 
the case may be, of an air carrier shall be 
presumed to be in control of such air carrier 
unless the Board finds otherwise. As used 
herein, beneficial ownership of 10 per cen
tum of the voting securities of a carrier 
means ownership of such amount of its out
standing voting securities as entitles the 
holder thereof to cast 10 per centum of the 
aggregate votes which the holders of all the 
outstanding voting securities of such carrier 
are entitled to cast.'" 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendments to the com
mittee amendment are considered and 
agreed to en bloc. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
committee amendment in the nature of 
a substitute, as amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? 

The bill <S. 1373) was passed, as fol
lows: 

s. 1373 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Federal Aviation Act of 1958, as amended, be 
further amended as follows: 

( 1) Section 407 (b) is amended by adding 
the following additional sentence: "Any per
son owning, beneficially or as trustee, more 
than 5 per centum of any class of the capital 
stock or capital, as the case may be, of an 
air carrier shall submit annually, and at 
such other times as the Board may require, a 
description of the shares of stock or other 
interest owned by such person, and the 
amount thereof." 

( 2) Section 408 is amended by striking 
subsection 408(a) (5) in its entirety, and in
serting in lieu thereof the following: 

"(5) For any air carrier or person control
ling an air carrier, any other common carrier, 
any person engaged in any other phase of 
aeronautics, or any other person to acquire 
control of any air carrier in any manner 
whatsoever: Provided, That the Board may 
by order exempt any acquisition from this 
requirement to the extent and for such pe
riods as may be in the public interest;". 

(3) Section 408 (b) is amended by striking 
the period at the end thereof and adding a 
colon and by adding the following: "Pro
vided, further, That in any case in which an 
order of approval is required hereunder only 
by reason of the requirements of section 
408 (a) ( 5) , the Board may enter such order 
pursuant to such procedures as it by regula
tion may prescribe." 

(4) Section 408 is further amended by 
adding the following new subsection 408(f): 

"For the purposes of this section, any per
son owning beneficially 10 per centum or 
more of the voting securities or capital, as 
the case may be, of an air carrier shall be 
presumed to be in control of such air carrier 
unless the Board finds otherwis·e. As used 
herein, beneficial ownership of 10 per centum 
of the voting securities of a carrier means 
ownership of such amount of its outstanding 
voting securities as entitles the holder thereof 
to cast 10 per centum of the aggregate votes 
which the holders of all the outstanding vot
ing securities of such carrier are entitled to 
cast." 

SEc. 2. The amendments made by this Act 
shall be effective as of March 7, 1969: Pro
vided, however, That no criminal penalties 
shall be applicable to any person who ac
quired control of an air carrier between 
March 7, 1969, and the actual date of en
actment of these ame.ndments. 

The title was amended, so as to read: 
"A bill to amend the Federal Aviation 
Act of 1958, as amended, and for other 
purposes." 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD an excerpt from 
the report <No. 91-185), explaining the 
purposes of the bill. 

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

THE AMENDMENT 
On the basis of the hearing record, depart

mental reports, and other communications 
received for the record, the committee con
cluded that certain changes and additions 
would clarify the intent of the bill and better 
serve the legislative objective of obtaining 
review of any acquisition of an air carrier 
by the Civil Aeronautics Board when the 
public interest so requires. Accordingly, the 
committee ordered the bill reported with an 
amendment in the nature of a substttute 
text. 

The amendments are as follows: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause and 

insert in lieu thereof the following: 
(1) Section 407(b) is amended by adding 

the following additional sentence: "Any per
son owning, beneficiary or as trustee, more 
than 5 per centum of any class of the capital 
stock or capital, as the case may be, of an 
air carrier shall submit annually, and at such 
other times as the Board may require, a de
scription of the shares of stock or other in
terest owned by such person, and the amount 
thereof." 

(2) Section 408 is amended by striking 
subsection 408(a) (5) in its entirety, and in
serting in lieu thereof the following: 

" ( 5) For any air carrier or person con
trolling an air carrier, any other common 
carrier, any person engaged in any other 
phase of aeronautics, or any other person to 
acquire control of any air carrier in any 
manner whatsoever: Provided, That the 
Board may by order exempt any acquisition 
from this requirement to the extent and for 
such periods as may be in the public 
interest;". 

(3) Section 408(b) is amended by striking 
the period at the end thereof and adding a 
colon and by adding the following: "Pro
vided, further, That in any case in which an 
order of approval is required hereunder only 
by reason of the requirements of section 
408(a) (5), the Board may enter such order 
pursuant to such procedures as it by regu
lation may prescribe." 

( 4) Section 408 is further amended by 
adding the following new subsection 408(f): 

"(f) For the purposes of this section any 
person owning beneficially 10 per centum or 
more of any class of the capital stock or cap
ital or an air carrier shall be presumed to be 
in control of such atr carrier unless the 
Board finds otherwise." 
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SEC. 2. The amendments made by this Act 

shall be effective as of March 7, 1969: Pro
vided, however, That no criminal penalties 
shall be applicable to any person who ac
quired control of an air carrier between 
March 7, 1969, and the actual date of enact
ment of these amendments. 

The committee has also amended the title 
so as to read: 

A blll to amend the Federal Aviation Act 
of 1958, as amended, and for other purposes. 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of this bill is to assure that 
no person shall acquire control of an air 
carrier without first obtaining the approval 
of the Civil Aeronautics Board unless such 
acquisition has been exempted by the Board 
from that requirement as consistent with the 
public interest. 

PROVISIONS OF THE BILL 

Paragraph ( 1) of the bill would amend 
section 407(b) of the Federal Aviation Act of 
1958, as amended, to provide that any person 
owning beneficially or as trustee more than 
5 percent of any class of the capital stock or 
capital of an air carrier must submit an
nually, and at such other times as the Civil 
Aeronautics Board may require, a descrip
tion of the shares of stock or other interest 
owned and the amount thereof. Existing law 
requires the air carrier to report the interest 
of any recordholder of more than 5 percent 
of the capital stock or capital of the carrier. 
This amendment is intended to provide a 
better basis for determining actual owner
ship of controlling interests in air carriers. 

Paragraph (2) of the bill amends section 
408(a) (5) of the Federal Aviation Act of 
1958, a.s amended, by adding "any person" 
to those who must obtain CivU Aeronautics 
Board approval to acquire control of an air 
carrier in any manner whatsoever, but pro
vides that the Board may by order exempt 
any a,cquisition from the prior approval re
quirement to the extent and for suc:h. periods 
as may be in the public interest. The com
mittee feels that it may prove to be inap
propriate to require section 408 proceedings 
as a undform prerequisite to acquisition of 
a controlling interest in any class or type of 
air carrier, and this legislation should not be 
utilized to unreasonably inhibit the financll.al 
security and growth of the smaller carriers. 
Accordingly, the committee ha.s provided the 
Board with permissive authority to exempt 
from the prior approval requirement adr 
taxis, air freight forwarders, smaller sup
plemental carriers, or any other air carrier 
if such exemption will be consistent with the 
objectives of the Federal Aviation Act, this 
legislation, and the public interest. 

Paragraph (3) of the bill would amend 
section 408(b) of the Federal Aviation Act 
of 1958, as amended, to provide that in any 
case in which an order of approval by the 
Board is required by reason of sect.don 
408(a) (5), the Board may enter such order 
pursuant to such procedures as it by regu
lation may prescribe. This provision of the 
bill is intended to provide the Board with 
a degree of flexibility in the procedures by 
which approval of acquisitions of control 
of aiT carriers may 'be sought and granted. 
When this provision is read in conjunction 
with the p.rfor paragraph it is clear that the 
Board should not be unreasonably burdened 
by the requirement that all acquisitions of 
control be subject to the prior approval 
of the Board. Under the previous paragraph 
the Board is empowered to exempt any ac
quisition from the prior approval require
ment if such would be consistent with the 
public interest and the objectives of this bill. 
Additionally, this paragraph Of the bill would 
allow the Board to adopt expediting proce
dures for consideration of acquisd.tions not 
so exempted when such procedures would be 
fair and equitable to all parties of interest. 

Paragraph . ( 4) of the bill would add a 
new subsection (f) to section 408 of the 

Federal Aviation Act of 1958, as amended, 
to provide that any person owning bene
ficially 10 per centum or more of any class of 
the capital stock or capital of an air carrier 
shall be presumed to be in control of such air 
carrier unless the Board should find other
wise. Thus, a legal presumption of control is 
created by ownership of 10 per centum or 
more of an air carrier, but that presumption 
would be rebuttable with the burden of proof 
in such a case on the party alleging lack of 
control. Conversely, ownership of less than 
10 per centum of an air carrier could not be 
presumed to be control by the Board, but that 
presumption could as well be overcome by 
proof to the contrary, such burden to be 
borne by the Board. 

Section 2 of the bill provides that the effec
tive date of the legislation would be March 7, 
1969, the date this measure was introduced 
in the Senate. However, no criminal penalties 
could attach for any violation of the provi
sions of this legislation occurring between 
March 7, 1969, and the actual date of enact
ment of the bill. 

It is the view of the committee that all 
persons received notice on March 7, 1969, of 
the pendency of this proposed legislation and 
that any acquisition of control occurring on 
or subsequent to that date should be subject 
to the provisions of this legislation. However, 
the committee does not intend for any pro
vision of this legislation to be applied retro
actively beyond March 7, 1969. This legisla
tion is not intended to authorize or require 
review by the Civil Aeronautics Board of any 
acquisition of control of an air carrier by 
any person if such acquisition was completed 
prior to March 7, 1969. The committee is of 
the opinion that any acquisition of control 
of an air carrier not presently requiring ap
proval of the Board under section 408 of the 
Federal Aviation Act, as amended, completed 
prior to the effective date of this legislation 
shall not be subject to review and approval 
by the Board by reason of this legislation. It 
is the understanding and belief of the com
mittee that the Civil Aeronautics Board con
curs in the view that this legislation shall be 
applied only to acquisitions of control not 
completed prior to March 7, 1969, as is well 
indicated by the letter of Chairman Crooker 
dated March 25, 1969, printed subsequently 
in this report. The committee does recognize, 
however, that although Board approval would 
not be a condition precedent to the con
tinued holding of control acquired prior to 
March 7, 1969, approval would be necessary 
in a situation where, prior to that date, a 
contract had been entered into for acquisi
tion of control of an air carrier but control 
had not in fact been acquired before March 7 
1969. • 

BACKGROUND AND NEED FOR LEGISLATION 

Existing law required prior Civil Aeronau
tics Board approval of an acquisition of an 
air carrier in any manner whatsoever by 
another air carrier or person controlling an 
air carrier, any other common carrier, or any 
person engaged in any other phase of aero
nautics. But the state of existing law is such 
that any noncarrier attempting to acquire an 
air carrier may do so without the approval of 
the Civil Aeronautics Board so long as con
trol is sought through acquisition of stock 
without a technical transfer of the air car
rier's certificate. This bill would enlarge the 
prior approval requirement to include ac
quisition of an air carrier by any person, and 
reflects the conviction of the committee that 
entry into the transportation field by noncar
rier interests should be accompanied by ap
propriate safeguards to protect the interest 
of the public in our air transportation sys
tem. 

In considerable measure this proposed leg
islation is prompted by the widespread effort 
of many large business entities to diversify 
their economic interests. This trend toward 
acqusition of control of many diverse eco-

nomic interests by single-corporate entities 
has accelerated markedly in recent months. 
Many air carriers have now reached a point 
where they are attractive to large financial 
enterprises and several acquisitions involving 
air carriers have been recently proposed or 
attempted. 

Transportation services are provided upon 
the basis of public convenience and neces
sity. The regulation of transportation en
tities by the appropriate governmental agen
cies attempts to assure safe, efficient, and 
economical service by a well-balanced and 
developed transportation system designed to 
serve the needs of the public. To further such 
development, we have not only regulated the 
economic activity of carriers, but have, as 
well, extended subsidies and other aids to 
facilitate appropriate development. The in
terest and investment of the public in our 
transportation system must be proteoted. 

The development of a sound air transpor
tation system is not only of prime impor
tance to the ·proper growth of foreign and 
domestic commerce and the daily movement 
of persons and goods but is, as well, an essen
tial attribute in times of national emer
gency. Thus, when the Civil Aeronautics 
Board initially determines whether to issue 
a certificate to a given carrier it takes into 
account the nature and qualifications of the 
persons controlling it in determining whether 
the carrier is fit, willing, and able to pro
vide the desired transportation services. 
These same considerations are taken into 
account where a technical transfer of the 
carriers is proposed, which, as previously 
noted, requires Board approval. Consistent 
with this protection of the national interest 
the proposed legislation would provide the 
Civil Aeronautics Board with the similar 
opportunity to consider whether a person 
seeking acquisition of the controlling inter
est in an air carrier is fit, wllling, and able 
to operate the carrier in accord with the 
public interest. 

The committee wishes to make absolutely 
clear that by this proposed legislation it does 
not intend to either diminish or increase in 
any manner whatsoever the scope of relief 
from operation of the antitrust laws or other 
restraints or prohibitiO'Ils made by, or im
posed under, authority of law presently af
forded by section 414 of the Federal Aviation 
Act, as amended. While the committee ac
knowledges that approval of an acquisition 
of an air carrier under section 408 of the 
act results in relief pursuant to section 414, 
we are as well mindful that such relief is 
limited and is afforded "• • • insofar 
as may be necessary to enable such person 
to do anything authorized, approved, or re
quired by such order." 

COST OF LEGISLATION 

Enactment of this bill would involve no 
additional coSit to the Government other 
than possible additional administration ex
pense attributable to reviewing a greater 
number of proposed acquisitions of control 
of air carriers. 

THE BYRDS OF VffiGINIA 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, one of my predecessors as U.S. Sen
ator from the State of West Virginia was 
Charles James Faulkner of Martinsburg, 
W. Va. He served in the Senate for 12 
years, from March 4, 1887, to March 3, 
1899. 

But it is not Senator Faulkner whom I 
wish to discuss today. It is his niece who 
I believe has a unique position in Ameri
can politics. 

She was born Eleanor Bolling Flood in 
Appomattox County, Va., and was mar
ried in 1886 to Richard Evelyn Byrd. 

To me, her connection with politics is 
fascinating. 
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Her mother was educated in a Catholic 
convent in France, while her grandfather 
was serving as minister to France during 
the administration of President Bu
chanan. 

Both of her grandfathers served in the 
. Virginia Legislature, as did her father, 
her husband, her brother, her son, and 
her grandson. 

Mrs. Byrd's husband served as Speaker 
of the Virginia House of Delegates; her 
brother, Henry DeLaWarr Flood, served 
in the Virginia Senate, as did her son, 
Harry Flood Byrd, and her grandson, 
HARRY F. BYRD, JR. 

In the Congress, her uncle served as 
U.S. Senator, as previously noted. Her 
brother, Henry DeLaWarr Flood, later 
served in the U.S. House of Representa
tives, and as chairman of the Foreign 
Affairs Committee in that body. Another 
brother, Joel West Flood, also served in 
the U.S. House of Representatives. Her 
son, Harry Flood Byrd, after serving in 
the Virginia Senate and as Governor of 
Virginia, represented Virginia in the 
U.S. Senate longer than any other Vir
ginian, 32 years. Her grandson, HARRY F. 
BYRD, JR., after serving several years in 
the Virginia Senate, is now Virginia's 
senior U.S. Senator. A close and warm 
friend of mine, he is serving his great 
State with honor and distinction, and is 
performing a great service to his people 
and to the people of the Nation. 

It is with pride that I call attention to 
the distinguished-truly distinguished
service that has been rendered by this 
grewt and distinguished family-the Byrd 
family of Virginia. 

THE WARREN COURT-THE OTHER 
SIDE OF THE STORY 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, numerous encomiums dealing with 
the service of Chief Justice Warren on 
the U.S. Supreme Court have been 
delivered following his retirement. 

There is, of course, another side to the 
story. Many Americans, including myself, 
were not admirers of Mr. Warren. 

The activist Court which he headed, in 
my opinion, by its unsound and uncon
stitutional excursions into the legislative 
realm, has caused much of the unrest and 
unhappiness that currently exists in our 
country. 

Instead of interpreting the statutes and 
the Constitution as they are written
which should be the Supreme Court's 
only function-Mr. Warren and his 
libertarian majority on the Court all too 
often substituted personal notions of 
what they thought the Constitution and 
laws ought to say. 

Austin V. Wood, publisher of the 
Wheeling, W. Va. newspapers, has 
articulated this criticism of Mr. Warren 
in a succinct article in the Wheeling 
News-Register of Sunday, June 29, en
titled "Warren the 'Great Destroyer.'" 

Mr. Wood points out that the Warren · 
Court is the only U.S. Supreme Court in 
our history to be publicly and formally 
criticized by the American Bar Associa
tion and the Conference of State Chief 
Justices. Mr. Wood himself is a laWYer. 

Mr. Wood begins his article in this way: 
Chief Justice Warren retired last week. 

Contrary to all precedents, President Nixon 

showed up at the last session to deliver a ten 
minute encomium of the Chief Justice. Said 
Mr. Nixon, "He has helped keep America on 
the continuity and change so essential for 
our progress ... The nation owes a debt of 
gratitude · to the Chief Justice for his 
example." 

Mr. Wood goes on to say: 
I could not disagree with the President 

more violently. 

Mr. President, parenthetically, let me 
say the same for myself. 

Continuing to read from the article: 
Far from setting an example leading to 

progress, Mr. Warren, in my estimation, has 
been the most destructive high omcialin our 
entire history. 

Mr. Wood continues: 
Through decisions admittedly based upon 

social philosophy, rather than upon legal 
precedence, he literally destroyed the basic 
legal foundation of our country built up over· 
the years and substituted therefor changing 
and changeable whims which left us with no 
foundation upon which to evolve a nation of 
law and order and property rights. The law of 
today might well not be the law of tomorrow. 

The result has been the complete under
mining of the confidence of our people in the 
Court as the guardian of their rights. The 
Justices which once were regarded with re
spect bordering upon reverence are now re
garded with fear and contempt. 

He goes on to say: 
Getting away from the sweeping policies of 

Mr. Warren's administration and viewing the 
obvious results, can there be any doubt that 
thousands of dangerous criminals are today 
walking our streets and terrorizing our people 
as the result of Mr. Warren's radical concep
tion of the Constitutional protections due 
individuals? Ca.n there be any doubt that Mr. 
Warren's social conceptions enacted, yes, en
acted, into law by our Supreme Court have 
stimulated campus uprisings and ghetto riots 
we are witnessing? Can there be any doubt 
that Mr. Warren more than any other man 
is responsible for the deterioration of our 
three-division system of government result
ing in overwhelming power in the Executive 
branch-

And, may I add, in the judicial 
branch-
and the almost abdication of responsibility 
by our Congress? Is this not the man who 
more than anyone else has cast doubt upon 
our religious conceptions by forbidding pray
er in our schools and contributed to our 
moral deterioration through permitting the 
dissemination of pornographic materials? 

The nation owes a "debt of gratitude" to 
this man? Not in my book-

And, Mr. President, I say, "Nor in my 
book.'' 

And I hope not really in President 
Nixon's book. 

I say the same, Mr. President
Nixon, during his campaign, said time after 
time he wanted Supreme Court Justices 
who would interpret rather than legislate. 
Chie.t Justice Burger appears to be that sort 
of man. Let us hope that Mr. Nixon's future 
appointments will be equally promising. 

Mr. President, the article expresses my 
viewPOint succinctly and precisely with 
regard to Mr. Warren. The stability of 
the Nation, the dependability of legal 
precedent, the maintenance of law and 
good order, and, indeed, the respect for 
the Court itself have never at any pre
vious time in our country's history been 
so grievously damaged as they have been 
during Mr. Warren's tenure and, iron-

ically, by the destructive decisions in 
which he often spoke for the majority, 
albeit frequently a majority of one. The 
minority on the Court was moved many 
times to scathingly denounce and bit
terly dissent from the decisions reached 
by Mr. Warren and his activist majority . 

Mr. Warren will be proclaimed by 
some as a great Chief Justice, Mr. Presi
dent, but in the judgment of many 
Americans, including myself, constitu
tional government and American consti
tutional liberty have never suffered so 
greatly as they have from his hand. 

In the belief that a balanced picture 
of Mr. Warren's tenure on the Court 
should be presented, I ask unanimous 
consent that the commentary by Mr. 
Austin Wood be printed in the RECORD. 

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

[From the Wheeling News-Register, 
June 29, 1969] 

W ABREN THE "GREAT DESTROYER" 

(Commentary by Austin V. Wood) 
Chief Justice Warren retired last week. 

Contrary to all precedents, President Nixon 
showed up at the last session to deliver a ten 
minute encomium of the Chief Justice. Said 
Mr. Nixon, "He has helped keep America on 
the continuity and change so essential for 
our progress ... The nation owes a debt of 
gratitude to the Chief Justice for his ex
ample." 

I could not disagree with the President 
more violently. Far from setting an example 
leading to progress, Mr. Warren, in my esti
mation, has been the most destructive high 
omcia.l in our entire history. His appoint~ 
ment and the political maneuvering which 
led to it was the most reckless, irresponsible 
political chicanery ever imposed upon the 
American people. You will remember that it 
grew out of the 1952 Republican convention 
and was the price paid for the support of the 
California delegation for the Eisenhower
Nixon ticket. Here was the most important 
office in our government. Probably even more 
important than the Presidency in view of the 
fact that the appointment is for life and the 
Supreme Court was designed to be the ulti
mate protection of our people against imposi
tions by the Executive or Legislative branch. 
That Mr. Warren was completely unsuited for 
the position was obvious. Upon graduating 
from law school, he had practiced for only 
three years and then had become and re
mained a professional politician. It is fair 
to say that Mr. Eisenhower had little to do 
with the maneuver. It was handled largely 
by Cabot Lodge who later became Mr. Nixon's 
running mate in his unsuccessful candidacy 
for the Presidency and now is our chief ne
gotiator in Paris. 

Mr. Warren's performance on the bench 
was what might well have been anticipated. 
He had no conception of the Constitutional 
functioning of the Supreme Court and hav
ing been an extreme liberal in California 
soon converted that body to a legislative or
gan for the righting of what he conceived 
to be the WIX>ngs which infiicted our nation. 
Through decisions admittedly based upon so
cial philosophy, rather than upon legal prec
edence, he literally destroyed the basic legal 
foundation of our country built up over the 
years and 5\lbstltuted therefor changing and 
changeable whims which left us with no 
foundation upon which to evolve a nation of 
law and order a.nd property rights. The law 
of today might well not be the law of tomor
row. 

The result has been the complete under
mining of the confidence of our people in 
the Court as the gu.ardlan of their rights. 
The Justices which once were regarded with 
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respect bordering upon reverence are now 
regarded with fear and contempt. And lest 
this be regarded as one man's opinion, let 
it be remembered that Mr. Warren's Court, 
as it oome to be known, is the only Supreme 
Court in all our history to be publicly and 
formally criticized by the American Bar As
sociation and the Conference of State Chief 
Justices. 

Getting away from the sweeping policies 
of Mr. Warren's administration and viewing 
the obvious results, oon there be any doubt 
that thousands of dangerous criminals are 
today walking our streets and terrorizing 
our people as the result of Mr. Warren's radi
cal conception of the Constitutional protec
tions due individuals? Can there be any 
doubt that Mr. Warren's social conceptions 
enacted, yes enacted, into law by our Su
preme Oourt have stimulated the campus 
uprisings and ghetto riots we are witness
ing? Can there be any doubt that Mr. War
ren more than any other man is responsible 
for the deterioration of our three-division 
system of government resulting in over
whelming power in the Executive branch 
and the almost complete abdication of re
sponsibility by our Congress? Is this not the 
man who more than anyone else has cast 
doubt upon our religious conceptions by 
forbidding prayer in our schools and con
tributed to our moral deterioration through 
permitting the dissemination of porno
graphic materials? 

The nation owes a "debt of gratitude" to 
this man? Not in my book. And I hope not 
really, in President Nixon's book. Mr. Nixon, 
during his campaign, said time after time 
he wanted Supreme Court Justices who 
would interpret rather than legislate. Chief 
Justice Burger appears to be that sort of 
man. Let us hope that Mr. NiX!On's future 
appointments will be equally promising. 

THE ABUSE OF LIBERTY 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, when we think of the Fourth of 
July, we realize that a single word holds 
the essence of its meaning-the word 
"liberty." 

In America today we are witnessing a 
pervers:i:on of liberty in many areas of 
our national life. It is not too much to 
say, I believe, that the future of freedom 
in our Nation is threatened by the mili
tants' gross distortion of freedom. 

The near-treasonable denunciation of 
our Government, the radicals' plans to 
infiltrate and hamstring our economic 
system, the unholy invasion of our 
churches, the destructive disorder on our 
college and university campuses are ex
amples of the perversion of liberty to 
which I refer. 

All of these things have been com
mitted under the guise of free speech 
and assembly and the rights enjoyed by 
a free people under our Constitution. 
They have been possible, and they have 
been tolerated, because of the guarantees 
of liberty in our fundamental law. Unless 
checked, they will become the greatest 
threat to the rontinuation of our liberty. 

Many years ago when our republic was 
young, Mr. President, James Madison, 
the fourth President of the United 
States, recognized the kind of danger the 
Nation faces today when he said: 

Liberty may be endangered by the abuse 
of liberty as well as by the abuse of power. 

That truth needs to be understood by 
all Americans in this age, and most es
pecially by those who would refrain from 
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the proper use of power, or who have 
counseled restraint and leniency in deal
ing with disorder and unlawful activ
iti.es, wherever they may occur. 

Madison knew a century and a half 
ago, as of course any reader of history 
knows, that the misuse of power can lead 
to tyranny. But it is equally true that 
the misuse of liberty and the nonuse of 
legitimate authority and power can lead 
to chaos and anarchy. Freedom can be 
stifled as effectively by one means as by 
the other. That is the great lesson that 
history should teach us as we approach 
this Fourth of July. 

The recent elections in which law and 
order and domestic tranquillity were once 
again revealed as predominant national 
issues should tell us a great deal. They 
made it very clear that the average cit
izen is deeply concerned about the abuse 
of liberty that has become so prevalent 
in America and the lack of action by 
government or other proper authority to 
counteract it. 

The vast majority of our people, I be
lieve, are dismayed at the widespread 
effort of militants to undermine and 
overthrow our form of government. They 
are angered by the moves of DRUM and 
the SDS to disrupt industrial plants. 
They are outraged by the radicals' des
ecration of worship services. And they 
are thoroughly and completely fed up 
with civil disorder of all kinds, whether 
in the inner city, the suburbs, in the 
streets, or on the college campus. 

Treasonable talk is an abuse of lib
erty. So-called "work-in" plans that aim 
at subversion and disruption of business 
and industry are an abuse of liberty. 
Disruption of religious worship is an 
abuse of liberty. Seizure of college build
ings and the willful disruption of edu
cation activities is an abuse of liberty. 

Abraham Lincoln said: 
There is no grievance that is a fit object 

of redress by mob action. 

He also said: 
It is safe to assert that no government 

proper ever had a provision in its organic 
law for its own termination. 

Our DeclaratiOn of Independence and 
our Constitution are not charters for 
self-destruction. Permissiveness will not 
preserve freedom. Indecisiveness by le
gally constituted authority is the enemy 
of independence. 

This Fourth of July should be a time 
for the American people, and for all in 
positions of autho·rity, to rededicate 
themselves to the concepts and practices 
of a lawful and orderly society. 

Our Nation has the right, Mr. Presi
dent, and the duty to protect itself, by 
whatever lawful means are necessary, 
against those who would destroy it. And 
a first duty of government is to enforce 
the law and maintain order. 

Continued appeasement of those who 
abuse liberty can only lead to the de
struction of liberty for all. 

FEDERAL VACCINATION CAMPAIGN 
TO ERADICATE GERMAN MEASLES 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, yester
day, the Wall Street Journal carried an 
important and informative article on the 
Federal Government's campaign to erad-

icate German measles, or rubella as it 
is technically known. The need for in
tensive new efforts to immunize our 
population against the severe conse
quences of this disease was clearly 
brought out this week in the course of 
Senator YARBOROUGH's hearings before 
the Health Subcommittee on proposals 
to extend the Federal Vaccination Assist
ance Act, and I welcome the current 
campaign as an indication of our com
mitment to firm action. 

As numerous medical experts have 
repeatedly warned in recent months, the 
United States faces the prospect of an
other grave epidemic of German measles 
in 1970 or 1971, and we must take action 
now if our immunization programs are 
to be effective in preventing the ravages 
that will otherwise ensue from the dis
ease. As the report in the Wall Street 
Journal states, in the epidemic of 1964-
65, 20,000 children were born with birth 
defects and over 6,000 stillbirths were 
caused by the disease. 

Today in the United States, 50 million 
children and child-bearing women are 
unprotected against German measles. 
Unless adequate precautions are taken 
to eradicate this disease, thousands of 
additional children will be born blind, 
deaf, or with severe heart defects or 
mental retardation because their moth
ers contracted the disease during preg
nancy. 

Mr. President, because of the impor
tance of the issues involved in promoting 
an effective vaccination campaign 
against German measles, I ask unani
mous consent that the article to which 
I have referred be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
VACCINATION ATTACK AGAINST GERMAN MEA

SLES AIMED AT ERADICATING DISEASE IN 5 
YEARS 

(By Jonathan Spivak) 
WASHINGTON.-A' major Federal campaign 

to eliminate German measles, a leading cause 
of birth defects, will soon be set in motion. 

Though starting slowly, the effort is de
signed to eradicate the disease within five 
years and to prevent a repetition of the 1964-
65 German measles epidemic, When 20,000 in
fants suffered birth defects. After birth, chil
dren commonly contract the disease without 
harm, but when transmitted to a woman 
early in pregnancy it causes severe damage 
to the developing embryo. 

With special Federal grants from the 
Health, Education, and Welfare Department's 
Communicable Disease Center in Atlanta, 
vaccination programs will begin this fall in 
most states and major cities, including Chi
cago, New York and Philadelphia, officials 
say. Some stlates, such as Massachusetts, al
ready have appropriated their own funds to 
begin vaccine purchases and immunization 
programs. 

"We would expect to begin to have an im
pact certaJnly next year, and probably, if 
things go as we expect, a major impact would 
be made in two years, although· it won't fin
ish the job," says Dr. F. Robert Freckleton 
of the Atlanta center. The Federal goal iS 
eventually to immunize 50 million to 60 mil
lion children one year old to about 10 or 11 
years old. 

AVAILABILITY FACTOR 
But health officials plan to proceed cau

tiously. While the vaccine, currently licensed 
for sale only by Merek & Co., doesn't pose any 
known risks to children, much remains to be 
learned about its use in large-sca.le c.a.m-
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patgns. For one thing "you aren't sure how 
many kids you need to vaccinate to prevent 
the prevalence of rubella. (German measles), " 
says Dr. Harry M. Meyer Jr. of the National 
Institutes of Health, who pioneered in de
veloping the vaccine. 

Further, availability of the vaccine may be 
a limiting factor, at least at the start. "Ini
tial supplies will be small, but there will be 
no problem as far as shortages by the end of 
the year," says Dr. Freckleton. "It will then 
be coming off in sufficient quantities," he 
notes. 

The vaccine, which is made from a weak
ened form of the live German measles virus, 
takes about six months to produce. Thus, 
Merck's output will inc.rease progressively by 
the end of the year. In addition, Federal ex
perts anticipate that one or two other drug 
makers--Ph1lips Roxane Laboratories Inc. 
and Smith Kline & French Laboratories
will be cleared for public marketing this 
year. 

Another problem is money. Federal plans 
currently call for spending $26 million in the 
first year, enough to immunize perhaps 20% 
of the total goal. HEW's strategy will be to 
concentrate efforts initially in groups of chil
dren where the biggest social and medical 
benefits will result. 

Federal guidelines will urge state and city 
health departments, which actually will run 
the immunization campaigns, to give first 
call to low-income children. The poor are 
usually the least well immunized and often 
the most difficult to reach with health care 
programs, say experts at the Communicable 
Disease Center. It•s expec·ted that, in the 
fall and winter, immunizing efforts will be 
concentrated on such groups as Head Start 
preschool children and pupils enrolled 1n 
Federally aided Title I elementary school 
programs, which are limited to poverty areas. 

"We are being more restricted in the use 
of this vaccine than polio," says Dr. Alan 
Donaldson of HEW's Health Services and 
Mental Health Administra.tion. "The feeling 
is that it can be handled through the school 
systems to reach the target population more 
effectively." 

AIMING AT CHILDREN 
There's little scientific dispute over focus

ing the campaign on children. If the vac
cine were given routinely to adults, it might 
pose the same hazards for expectant mothers 
as the disease-causing virus; i't isn't known 
1f the weakened vaccine virus is still potent 
enough to cross the placental barrier and 
damage the unborn fetus. With German 
measles infections, the greatest period of risk 
for women is during the first few months 
of pregnancy, when still birth or a variety 
of congenital defects, such as sight and hear
ing loss, often result. 

"No one in this country is willing to rec
ommend immunization of young women who 
could potentially be pregnant,'' notes Dr. 
Donaldson. Instead, U.S. experts are assum
ing a different kind of risk: That protecting 
children against German measles will reduce 
the spread of disease rapidly enough to avert 
serious health hazards to women during the 
next epidemic. 

Experts are uncertain when German mea
sles will peak again. The last epidemic in 
1964-1965 was of major proportions, with 
12.5 million cases, probably about 10 times 
the current level. Cyclical increases appear 
to occur every six to nine years, but many 
aren't of the magnitude of the last epidemic. 

Thus, 1f all goes well, hea.Ith ·authorities 
will have sufficient time to immunize most 
youngsters. If so, it's believed, a phenomEmon 
known as "herd immunity" will take effect. 
Unvaccinated individuals will be protected 
because the virus will no longer be able to 
spread easily from one susceptible person to 
another. 

CAUTION FOR PREGNANT WOMEN 
But if a shaa'p increase 1n Genna:n measles 

occurs in 1970 or 1971 many expectant women 

m.ay face serious risks. It's estimated that 
10 % to 20% of women of child-bearing age 
are susceptible to German measles. The 1964-
1965 epidelnic resulted in 6,250 still births or 
other infant deaths, 5,000 thempeutic abOil'
tions a.nd 20,000 birth-damaged infants, ex
perts say. The totJal cost in medioal, education 
and other special services for these handi
capped children is estimated at $1 billion. 

Thus, a lively private dema.nd for the vac
cine is likely to arise for protection of women. 
These immunization efforts, of course, will re
quire a great deal more medioal caution than 
public oampa.igns directed at children. Fed
er:al health officials and the vaccine znakers 
are worried that oversights might needlessly 
discredit the vaccine. 

The prime precaution is to prevent immu
nization of pregillan:t women and to insure 
that those vaccinated don't become pregnant 
for several months. Physicians are being ad
vised, for example, to make certain that 
women practice an effective form of contra
ception after vaccination. 

Even so, some experts are convinced that 
public misunderstandings will arise if the 
vaccine is widely used with women. About 
2 % to 3 % of all children .are born with con
genital defects. Thus, the German measles 
vaccine may be improper:ly associated with 
birth hazards. "The first deformed child born 
of a woman who received the V'accine will hit 
the headlines," warns one public he.alth 
speci.a1ist. 

Stde effects produced by the vaccine in 
women are another difficulty. A significant 
proportion of those immunized, particularly 
older women, experience joint pain or ar
thritis lasting for several weeks. This reaction 
doesn't occur among children. 

As most women are already immune to 
German measles from Illatural exposure, it's 
considered essential to identify specifl.caUy 
those who are suscepti:ble and need protec
tion. While a highly accurate laboratory test 
is available, there is a shorbage of tl'la.iMd 
technicians and facilities to perform tt. 

THE ROLE OF MANPOWER IN THE 
FUTURE OF COAL 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, on Monday, June 30, 1969, I de
livered the keynote address at the 65th 
regular meeting of the Rocky Mountain 
Coal Mining Institute. The annual meet
ing took place at Estes Park, Colo. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert 
the text of my speech in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: 
THE ROLE OF MANPOWER IN THE FuTURE OF 

COAL 
(By ROBERT C. BYRD, U.S. Senator from West 

Virgi'nia) 
President Shubart, members of the Rocky 

Mountain Coal Mining Institute, guests, 
ladies and gentlemen: I want to thank George 
Judy for his kind introduction, and also to 
express my appreciation to your program 
chairman, Oren Bridwell, for inviting me to 
make the keynote address here today. 

Perhaps, I should also include a word of 
gratitude to those farsighted individuals Who 
initially selected such a delightful location 
as Estes Park as the permanent site of this 
meeting. The climate here is a welcome con
trast to that of the traditional Washington, 
D.C., summers. 

I am glad to have this opportunity to dis
cuss coal's problems with coal people. As 
you know, my State of West Virginia is the 
Nation's leading producer of coal. Conse
quently, it is a subject that holds real inter
est for me. 

Because you are coal oriented, because coal 
has been much on the mind of the public 
of late, I can perform my role as keynoter 

and enunciate the issues of interest only in 
serious terms. 

The titles of the addresses you have sched
uled reflect a forward-looking atti-tude. You 
are searching for the latest knowledge avail
able in all sectors of the coal industry. Your 
speakers have been given the task of bringing 
you up-to-date by stressing "What's new"
What's New in Coal; What's New in Produc
tion; Our New plants and Coal; What's New 
in Safety Regulation; What's New with the 
Manufacturers. 

You are looking, of course, for information 
and ideas that can benefit your individual 
operations. There certainly is nothing rep
rehensible in that. In fact, your bosses, the 
stockholders, would soon set you back on 
course if you did otherwise. Nevertheless, a 
glance at some of the topics scheduled in 
your sessions leads me to believe that you 
hope to gain from this meeting something 
beyond more efficient methods and pro
cedures for your own company operations. 
The emphasis that has been placed on recla
mation, safety, research, and dust control 
indicates a determination to come to grips 
with problems that are affecting the total 
image of the coal indus try. 

This determination gives evidence of an 
introspective mood that has come over the 
coal industry in recent years. You are be
ginning to examine yourselves and your ac
tivities with some of the detachment of an 
outsider. Such a perspective is always good. 
In your case, it has brought you face to face 
with some of the most important issues to 
challenge any industry in this century. 

In acknowledging the need to solve 
the problems these issues pose, however, you 
must acknowledge the existence of a bigger, 
more fundamental problem-one that under
lies the others. That problem is the shortage 
of professional manpower. 

Today, a rapidly growing, affiuent society 
is demanding products that will provide it 
with the kind of living it wants. The minerals 
indus·try, which, with agriculture, supplies 
the raw materials and energy for such prod
ucts, is expanding to meet the challenge
and problexns always accompany expansion. 

Problexns in production, transportation, 
marketing, and the environment are com
mon, in varying degrees, throughout the 
minerals sector. They come, are solved, and 
they go, but the bigger problem-that of ob
taining the trained manpower needed to pro
vide both socially and economically accept
able solutions to industry problems-has be
come a constant companion. In fact, in the 
coal industry the shortage of professionals 
is fast becoming critical. 

I am not now speaking of production 
workers, although I am aware of estimates, 
indicating that, to meet projected demand, 
the coal industry will need to recruit thou
sands of such workers in years to come. 

My concern, rather, is about the minerals 
engineers and scientists which that expan
sion will require. In too many instances, our 
colleges and universities are graduating de
creasing numbers of these professionals at 
the very time when demand for their serv
ices is accelerating. Let us take a quick look 
at one important example. 

In the past 15 years, the number of schools 
with accredited programs in mining.engineer
ing has dwindled from 36 to 17. Twenty years 
ago nearly 500 mining engineers were grad
uated each year in this country; ten years 
ago that number had dropped to 238. This 
year we are graduating only 110! W. Va. Uni
versity graduated 3! 

Along with mining enigneers, graduates 
with degrees in such disciplines as chemistry 
and physics are indispensable to a healthy, 
progressive coal industry. But coal is com
peting for such graduates with other mineral 
industries. and without much success. In 
turn, the minerals industry as a whole is 
competing for scientific talent against the 
glamour fields of aerospace, defense, and 
nuclear science-again without much success. 
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While society calls for an increase in the 

output of raw materials, the professional 
manpower needed to accomplish the increase 
is being attracted instead into the fields that 
consume this output. 

Recent congressional testimony reveals that 
the professional manpower problem is be
coming more and more acute in government 
mineral agencies, which also need young 
innovative minds to cope with problems too 
large and too fundamental to be funded by 
the private sector. The Bureau of Mines 
offers a striking example of this manpower 
shortage. While the Bureau has some of the 
outstanding scientists and engineers in the 
Nation, its success in attracting young pro
fessionals has been very limited. 

As a result, the Bureau of Mines is an 
aging organization. Bureau officials tell me 
that out of a staff of several hundred pro
fessionals in the Bureau's coal research divi
sion at the beginning of 1969; only four 
persons under 41 years of age held Ph.D de
grees. There was just one person under 30 
with this degree. 

Now, I am not implying that young Ph. D's 
have a monopoly on brains; however, I sub
mit that they are on closer terms with the 
latest in academic knowledge. It is to them 
that we must turn to ask, in the words of 
your program, "what's new" in the disci
plines on which progress in the coal in
dustry depends. Further, I contend that the 
inquisitiveness and fresh approaches needed 
for progress are more likely to be found in 
young minds, unfettered by the frustra
tions of a long career and unhampered by 
the barriers imposed on a well-entrenched 
professional. 

What kind of "progress" is threatened by 
the ooal industry's manpower shortage? 
Three kinds of progress which together con
stitute the industry's hope for future vi
tality. Let me discuss them in some detail. 

The first kind of progress would consist 
of expanding the coal industry's capacity to 
meet electric utility demands-which are 
certain to grow. 

New coal-fired generating units on order 
in 1967 will, when completed, result in ad
ditional demand for almost 157 million tons 
of coal a year. As for the future, reliable 
estimates are that the demand for bitumi
nous coal for all purposes could be on the 
order of 700 million tons a year by 1980, 
With some 500 million tons of this amount or 
more being used for the production of elec
tricity. 

Your success in this market, however, de
pends on coal's ab111ty to beat the price of 
competing fuels. The close relationship be
tween the growth of electric utilities and the 
growth of the coal industry will continue 
only as long as this price advantage exists. 

How long will it exist, without fresh tech
nological talent to solve the perennial prob
lems of rising costs? 

The second kind of progress would be 
represented by a significant improvement in 
the industry's ability to deal with problems 
of health, safety, and the environment. We 
must recognize these problems, and the 
threat they pose to the fullest future use 
of America's coal resources. The industry 
is beginning to commit itself to a search for 
solutions, and the Government, I believe, is 
committed to help it. But neither Govern
ment nor industry will get to first base 
without a transfusion of new professional 
talent. 

Coal mine health and safety problems, for 
example, cannot be solved in the long run ex
cept through research. Legislation may 
ameliorate the effects of these problems, in 
the short run, but it cannot solve them. Re
search is needed to develop radically new 
mining systems that incorporate more effec
tive provisions for health and safety. Such 
a research effort, properly conducted, will re
quire the services of many scientists and en
gineers. Not enough of them are available 
today. 

Likewise, research is the best and ultimate 
answer to the industry's environmental prob
lems-air and water pollution, and land dam
age. These problems, like those of health and 
safety, are intimately related to the current 
technology of the coal industry. Lasting 
solutions will come only with dramatic im
provements in that technology. 

Finally, the third type of progress on 
which the coal industry's future depends is 
progress in the conversion of coal to electric 
power and fluid fuels. In spite of the optimis
tic predictions for the electric utility mar
ket, operators can ill afford to stand pat, 
tying their future to the steam generating 
market. This market is noted for flexibility 
in relation to the fuel it uses. Either eco
nomics ·Or customer preference-and by the 
latter I mean social pressures against pollu
tion and inadequate working conditions as 
judged by today's standards-could cause 
this market to turn to other fuels. These 
factors should encourage a search for greater 
diversification in markets for coal. 

One form this diversification could take 
would be the development of new ways to 
convert coal to electricity-ways that do not 
share the disadvantages of steam generation. 
One of the most promising of these is MHD, 
magneto hydrodynamic power. This exotic 
technological development, if perfected, 
promises to extract more electricity from a 
ton of coal than do today's best steam plants, 
and also promises to produce far fewer pol
lutants in the bargain. 

Another form of diversification, of course, 
would be the conversion of coal to liquid and 
gaseous fuels. Economic methods for convert
ing coal to synthetic liquid and gaseous fuels 
have long been a desirable goal of coal re· 
search, but the day when synthetic fuels 
will become a necessity to the U.S. energy 
market may be much closer than we think. 
A recent issue of Chemical and Engineering 
News quotes Dr. John E. Kircher, an execu
tive of Continental Oil Co., as saying, "This 
Nation is not finding petroleum reserves fast 
enough to keep pace with the rising 
demand." 

Dr. Kirc:her believes that, if domestic 
sources continue to supply their present per
centages of total demand, the U.S. oil indus
try will have to be producing about 14 mil
lion barrels a day in 1980. To achieve this 
production rate, the industry must discover 
about 5 billion barrels of oil ea-ch year. But 
such a discovery rate has been attained only 
three times before in our history-most re
cently on the Arctic Slope. 

Natural gas, the premium fuel for the ex
panding home-heating market, is also facing 
the possibility of supply shortages. The Di
rector of the Bureau of Mines-a former 
head of the Federal Power Commission's 
Bureau of Natural Gas-has predicted that 
a pinch in certain areas could develop as 
early as next winter. 

Nuclear power may become a competitor in 
tomorrow's energy markets, but, as of now, 
that is by no means certain. Fabulous sums 
have been spent by the Government to de
velop peaceful uses for nuclear energy. The 
nuclear reactor for commercial generation of 
electricity has so far involved public ex
penditure of well over $2 billion research 
and development, and expenditures to this 
end continue to be made at a rate of well 
over $200 million annually. But reactors for 
generating electric power have not become 
operational as rapidly as was once expected. 
Thermal pollution and nuclear waste dis
posal have posed especially thorny barriers, 
and supplies of raw materials for nuclear 
fuels may not be as plentiful as was once 
believed. 

Having a choice of fuels aids the economy 
by stimulating the competition that helps 
to keep prices stable. Converting solid energy 
sources to Liquid or gaseous forms is a way 
of extending and perpetuating the consum
er's freedom of choice. On the other hand, 
relying wholly on new discoveries of oil, 

natural gas, and uranium could lead to costly 
slow-downs should those discoveries fail to 
materialize. 

Of the three solid energy sources available 
for fuel synthesis--oil shale, tar sands, and 
coal--coal is the most attractive. Its reserves 
are huge and its deposits are distributed 
closest to the major markets, giving coal an 
important cost-of-transportation advantage. 

Nearly ten years ago the Congress recog
nized the enormous potential contained in 
this Nation's coal deposits, and acted to in
sure the wise utilization of that potential by 
establishing an Office of Coal Research in the 
Bureau of Mines. In nine years, the Congress 
has appropriated slightly over $57 million 
dollars to be used in coal research. The fiscal 
1970 budget carries a request for another 
$13.3 million dollars. 

It is, of course, a truism that in times of 
high taxes and tight budgets we must be 
highly selective in establishing priorities for 
spending. With this in mind, I still feel 
strongly that, coal research, like coal itself, 
is one of America's best investment expendi
ture bargains. 

As of today, conversion of coal to gas and 
gasoline is technically feasible, but not com
mercially practicable in America. We recall 
that in World War II, when Germany was 
short of petroleum, the Nazi war machine 
opera ted successfully on fuel synthesized 
from coal. As a war measure, the U.S. also 
did extensive work on coal conversion. We 
may well ask, in light of these demonstra
tions, why synthetic fuels have never be
come competitive. 

The answer is involved, but it can be ex
plained partly, at least, in terms of mistaken 
priorities. Today, conversion of coal to gaso
line remains largely captive to the old Ger
man technology. Before and during the war 
the Germans withdrew from the scientific 
community, and there was no exchange of 
research results. At the war's end, when de
tails of their technology became available, 
their advances in synthetic fuels production 
gave our scientists much material for study. 
This material, however, was deemed of less 
immediate importance than was missile, jet, 
and other military technology. 

At this time, too, we were anticipating 
petroleum surpluses as new production ca
pacity, developed to meet wartime needs, be
came available as a source of peacetime sup
plies. There was, in consequence, no press
ing demand for coal conversion research, and 
many scientists preferred to associate them
selves With aircraft, rocket, electronic, and 
nuclear work. Then the United States de
cided to "shoot for the moon," and space 
programs became a powerful new magnet for 
young scientific talent. 

Virtually the only efforts devoted to fuels 
synthesis, meanwhile, have been those of the 
Bureau of Mines and the Office of Coal Re
search in its "Project Gasoline" pilot plant 
operated by Consolidation Coal Company at 
Cresap, West Virginia. 

The Bureau scientists, hampered by a 
plethora of priorities and a paucity of funds, 
have been able to do little more than add 
small increments to German wartime tech
nology. Although efficiencies have been grad
ually improved, the cost reductions have 
been small, resulting chiefly from refinement 
of German techniques and modernization of 
German equipment. 

True, there have been some encouraging 
investigations on the use of modern catalysts 
for coal conversion, suggested in part by the 
petroleum industry's successes with catalytic 
processes. But these developments derive 
from the transfer of knowledge, rather than 
from entirely new concepts. 

To provide synthetic fuels on a fully com
petitive basis in any foreseeable future, we 
should plan now to promote swift tech
nological improvements. And to do that, we 
must have the new ideas and fresh ap
proaches that can be suppUed only by in
quisitive, well-edu-cated minds. Our progress 
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in space has shown whalt can be accom
plished by such talent when it is enlisted 
in a decade of intensive scdentlfic effC»:"t. 
There is no reason to believe that coal, and 
the nation it serves, could not enjoy similar 
benefits from far less effort and cost. 

To a great extent, then, progress in the 
coal industry depends upon research of one 
kind or another. What do we really mean 
by "research"? For my purpose today I can 
think of no more appropriate definition than 
the one given by the late Charles F. Ketter
ing. He said : 

"Research is a high-ha.t word that scares 
a lot of people. It needn't. It is ra.theT sim
ple. Essentially, it is nothing but a s•tate of 
mind-a friendly welcoming attitude toward 
change. Going out to look for a change in
stead of waiting for tt to come. It is the 
problem-solving mind as oontrasted with 
the let-well-enough-alone mind. It is the 

· 'tomorrow• mind instead of the 'yesterday' 
mind." 

When the coal industry seeks to employ 
men with minds such as K-etJterlng describes, 
there is, of course, the question of incentive. 
What combinastion of desires wlll motivate a 
high school or college student to choose a 
c:1.reer in miner.al engineering or science? 
And after toot choice hias been made, what 
wm motlV~a~te the engineer or scientist to 
enlist his knowledge and talents in the strug
gles faced by the coal indUSitry? 

The future of coal depends on successful 
competition for professional services just as 
much as i·t depends on markets. How can 
we influence the "reserurch-nlinded" indi
vidu.al in his choice, fi~. of a career, and 
second, of an employer? 

I do not pretend to hiave all the answers, 
bwt some of the immediate needs Slband oult 
clearly. 

To lnfiuence a young person's c:hoice of a 
oa.reer, leverage must be applied on the col
leges and universities where this choice is 
made. The minerals industries, therefore, 
must become as skillful as the aerosp.ace in
dustries are at persuading educational insti
tutions to set up appropriate courses of study. 
To you and to me, the reasons why this 
should be done are obvious. Minerals are the 
foundation stones of indUSitriral d·evelopllle'nt, 
and supplying thoem is becoming more diffi
cult every year. 

But I do not believe the schools are suf
ficiently aware of this yet. Some seem to be 
mesmerized by the glam.our of space ex
ploration and defense projects. As a mining 
engineer recently said, speaking of his field, 
"It's the same curriculum t-aught in the same 
way it was taught 33 yerurs ago when I 
graduated." 

Perhaps this is an example of the lack of 
••relevance" we so frequently hear college 
:students complain about today. 

In dealing with the second problem, how
·ever-infiuencing scientists and engineers to 
work for the coal industry-coal men must 
look to themselves and their own image for 
the solution. Coal's public image to many 
may be tarnished. Attempts at improvement 
must come from the industry itself. 

The most impressive step forward the in
dustry could take, in my judgment, would be 
a genuine, all-out commitment to technolog
ical progress. The industry wlll have to dem
onstrate that it is not contributing to more 
problems than it is solving. Forums like this 
one offer excellent opportunities for such 
demonstrations, opportunities to establish a 
climate that will attract a bigger share of the 
Nation's best students. That is why I am en
couraged by your emphasis on "what's new." 

I believe there are intelligent, energetic, 
ambitious young people in our colleges and 
universities who can be attracted to pursue 
careers in the coal industry. It is up to all of 
us to show them how the industry can offer 
them a meaningful and relevant way to ex
press themselves and to utilize their abilities 
for the good of all. 

Let us enlist this manpower in the bright 
future of coal. 

HOSPITAL CONSTRUCTION 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, we have 

heard some talk, perhaps more specula
tive than factual, about the need for 
some rather far-reaching changes in the 
Hill-Burton hospital construction pro
gram. 

The allegation has been made that peo
ple in the rural areas of America have 
been wasteful and have built far more 
hospital rooms than they have patients 
to occupy them. 

It has been suggested that perhaps 
some funds should be diverted from hos
pital construction to the building of 
clinics such as private physicians regu
larly provide as part of their services in 
the treatment of patients. 

I do not pretent to know about the sit
uation in all of the States, Mr. President, 
but I do know that my own State of 
Nebraska has not wasted any Hill-Bur
ton funds. 

Nebraskans have been good stewards 
of the funds they have received, as evi
denced by the facts reported in an article 
in the Lincoln Evening Journal and 
Nebraska State Journal on Wednesday, 
June 18. 

I respectfully request permission to 
place the text of this article, entitled 
"Nebraska's Rural Hospitals More Than 
Half Full," in the RECORD. 

I wish to call attention especially to 
the statement by Mr. Joe R. Seacrest, 
past president of the Lincoln Hospital 
and Health Council and now a member 
of the State hospital advisory council. 
He points out, very appropriately, that 
State and local hospital councils have 
authority to see that Hill-Burton funds 
go to projects with highest priorities 
based on State and local needs. 

I am pleased to submit this report on 
Nebraska's stewardship in managing its 
hospital construction funds. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
NEBRASKA'S RURAL HOSPITALS MORE THAN 

HALF FuLL 

Washington critics of half empty rural 
hospitals built with federal Hill-Burton aid 
would find slim pickings in Nebraska to help 
their current case of diverting more money 
to metropolitan hospitals. 

Only a dozen had less than 50 % average 
daily occupancy during 1968, according to 
statistics in the 1969 State Hospital Plan by 
which the federal aid is granted. Another 
source, the American Hospital Assn. listing 
as of last February, shows 10 Nebraska hos
pitals half empty on any given day. 

Of the 12, only five were built with federal 
aid , early in the hospital construction pro
gram years. All but the Lutheran in Beatrice 
are in smaller rural areas. 

The other 11 are Broken Bow, Chappell, 
West Point, Oxford, Mullen, Bridgeport, 
Pawnee City, Rushvllle, Franklin, Spalding 
and Genoa. 

Verne Pangborn State Health Dept. hos
pital and medical facility division chief, says 
Nebraska has built more outstate hospitals 
but those aided in metropolitan Omaha and 
Lincoln are much bigger. 

A compilation April 1 this year on total 
spending since mn-Burton emerged in 1947 
supports his claim. 

Of $29,535,266 federal funds received in 22 

years, $14,173,898 has gone to Lincoln and 
Omaha and the remaining $15,361,368 to out
state projects. This has generated more than 
$100.5 m.lll1on of construction throughout 
Nebraska. 

This flow of funds wasn't happenstance 
but had controls, a point brought out Tues
day when Washington complaints on Hill
Burton aid patterns were discussed by the 
Lincoln Hospital and Health Council. 

Members agreed with past president Joe 
R. Seacrest that all states have authority 
through such groups as hospital councils 
and health boards, plus documented state 
hospital plans, to see that ffill-Burton funds 
go to highest priority projects. 

Seacrest, now on the state advisory hos
pital council, said Nebraska metropolitan 
hospitals have not suffered from rural over
building. Modernization money, a new cate
gory in the aid program, was added specifi
cally to help update larger, older hospitals. 

Pangborn points out the federal govern
ment's regulation two years ago that 80% 
would be used as ideal occupancy in all state 
aid plans applies to all hospitals, regardless 
of size or location. Nebraska's overall daily 
occupancy was 72%. 

He says the 80% works against smaller hos
pitals and favors larger metropolitan hos
pitals. 

In his opinion, Nebraska hospitals with 
less than 25 beds are most efficient around 
65 % occupancy; the 25 to 75 bed hospital 
at 70 to 75% occupancy; 65-150 bed units 
when 75 to 85% full, and 150 and up bed 
hospitals, 90 % . 

Twenty-eight of the state's hospitals have 
less than 25 beds, 48 from 25 to 49 beds; 15 
from 50 to 99 beds; 14 have 100 to 199 beds 
and eight have 200 more. 

HospUals are just as vital to rural Ne
braskans as to New Yorkers when they are 
sick, Pangborn observed. 

He says there's no doubt that some buil~ 
early in Hlll-Burton history with or without 
this aid may ultimately have their roles 
changed to, for example, nursing homes. 
This doesn't mean they are wasted struc
tures, he added, because the character o:f 
service changes as all-weather roads make 
other larger hospitals more accessible. 

GREATER DALLAS WOMEN'S CHAM
BER OF COMMERCE CALLS FOR 
100,000-ACRE BIG THICKET NA
TIONAL PARK 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
the Greater Dallas Women's Chamber 
of Commerce, on May 21, 1969, unani
mously passed a resolution calling for a 
100,000-acre Big Thicket National Park 
in southeast Texas. 

The members of the Greater Dallas 
Women's Chamber of Commerce recog
nize that the Big Thicket is unparalleled 
in the richness and diversity of its plant 
and animal life. A National Park Service 
study states: 

The forest contains elements common to 
the Florida everglades, the Okefenokee 
Swamp, the Appalachian region, the Pied
mont forests, and the open woodlands of the 
coastal plains. 

The Big Thicket is disappearing at a 
ra;te of more than 50 acres per day. Once 
it is gone, it will be gone forever. Unless 
it is saved soon, it will be gone forever. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the Greater Dallas Women's 
Chamber of Commerce resolution of 
May 21, 1969, be printed in its entirety at 
this point in the RECORD, together with 
the names of the officers certifying the 
resolution. 
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·There being no objection, the resolu

tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: · 

GREATER DALLAS WOMEN'S 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 

May 21, 1969. 
Senator RALPH YARBOROUGH, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR Sm: I am happy to report to you that 
the Greater Dallas Women's Chamber of Com
merce, Dallas, Texas had their business meet
ing May 21, 1969 and the following resolution 
concerning the Big Thicket, this vote was 
one hundred percent in favor: 

"Whereas, the Big Thicket of Texas is a 
meeting place for eastern, western and north
ern ecological elements; and 

"Whereas, this is the last stand in Texas 
of the nearly extinct Ivory-billed Wood
pecker; and 

"Whereas, this beautiful and unique area 
is rapidly being destroyed by bulldozer and 
chain saw; therefore 

Be it resolved that the Greater Dallas Wom
en's Chamber of Commerce of Dallas, Texas, 
urges the preservation of at least 100,000 
acres containing the most unique areas of 
the Big Thicket, these areas to be connected 
by environmental corridors; and 

"Be it Further Resolved that the Interior 
and Insular Affairs committee of the Senate 
of the United States be requested to set Im
mediate hearings on S4 which would create a 
Big Thicket National Area. 

"Mrs. STATHAKOS CONDOS, 
«President 

"Mrs. FRANK R. PHILLIPS, 
((Chairman, Big Thicket." 

THE MANNED ORBITING 
LABORATORY 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I ap
plaud the Nixon administration's deci
sion not to proceed with the manned 
orbiting laboratory. 

If it had any substantial military ob
jectives it is probable that this program 
violated the 1967 Treaty on Principles 
Governing the Activities of States in the 
Exploration and Use of Outer Space. If 
it had no military objectives, on the 
other hand, then certainly it should have 
been carried out, if at all, by the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration. 
Moreover, the broad program goals 
stated by Defense Department spokes
men leave a great deal of doubt whether 
it will achie·ve anything justifying the $3 
billion price. 

This cancellation was, in my view, 
richly and warmly deserved. 

While standing as evidence of sound 
judgment on the use of national re
sources, the MOL decision also· has an
other significance. Its impact on the peo
ple involved underscores the urgent need 
for planning in advance for the conver
sion of military resources to peaceful 
pursuits. 

In a recent article in the New York 
Times, Correspondent Steven Roberts 
discussed the impact of the MOL con
tract termination on skilled workers who 
had been employed on the project. A 
combination of circumstances-this can
ceUation, declining demands of the space 
program, and a general uneasiness about 
the prospects for military spending in 
general-have created unemployment 
difficulties for large numbers of highly 
skilled aerospace workers. 

Mr. Roberts found that an employment 
counseling concern set up near the Mc
Donnell-Douglas plant after the termina-

tion has already interviewed some 2,000 
men. They are among more than 10,000 
workers affected by the decision. 

The article is of special interest be
cause it discloses problems for people 
whose skills are genemlly thought to be 
at a premium in today's economy. If the 
transition is painful for highly trained 
specialists with advanced scientific train
ing, it is certainly not difficult to envi
sion the troubled times ahead for lower 
skilled workers if larger military spend
ing adjustments occur. At a time when 
we most need productive, remunerative 
employment for more Americans, we may 
find ourselves putting more Americans 
on the streets. 

The outlook for workers is but one of 
a wide range of challenges associated 
with economic conversion. The National 
Economic Conversion Act which I am 
sponsoring along with 34 cosponsors is 
offered as an effort to deal with these 
dislocations before they are upon us. 

We are doing our best to see that the 
defense outlays associated with the war 
in Vietnam will be ended---eliminating 
$16 to $19 billion and some 1.3 million 
jobs within 18 months. At the same time 
many Members of Congress, among 
whom I count myself, are demanding 
that non-Vietnam military spending be 
held to prudent levels, certainly far be
low some of the extensive post-Vietnam 
projections. The administration's deci
sion on MOL indicates that the Presi
dent is not entirely unsympathetic. 

In such circumstances I believe we 
have an important responsibility to be
gin the planning process now. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Mr. Roberts' article, "In De
fense Industry Cutback, Affiuent Worker 
Becomes Just Another Job Hunter," be 
inserted in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
IN DEFENSE INDUSTRY CUTBACK, AFFLUENT 

WORKER BECOMES JUST ANOTHER JOB 
HUNTER 

(By Steven V. Roberts) 
HUNTINGTON BEACH, Calif., June 21-Robert 

Hunter is a 46-year-old man with thinning 
hair, a wife, four kids, a mortgage and, until 
10 days ago, a good job as a hydraulic engi
neer at the huge McDonnell-Douglas plant in 
this seaside town south of Los Angeles. 

On June 10 the Federal Government, under 
Congressional pressure to cut defense spend
ing, canceled all contracts for the Air Force's 
Manned Orbiting Laboratory projects. The 
$3-billion program was designed to gather 
military intelligence from an orbiting space 
station. 

Robert Hunter was one of more than 10,000 
workers affected by the sudden decision, in
cluding at least 3,600 at the McDonnell
Douglas plant here, 1,700 at the plant in 
Santa Monica and 1,800 more in St. Louis. 
Numerous other contractors from Sacramento 
to Philadelphia suffered as well. 

"You kind of expect something like this 
in the aerospace industry, but when it finally 
comes it's a hell of a shock," said Mr. Hunter 
(the name is fictitious, because he did not 
want his real name used). 

"The company has given me two weeks 
notice, and if I don't find something by then, 
I'll start collecting unemployment compensa
tion. 

HARDSHIP FOR KIDS 
"I've always tried to put some money aside, 

and if worse comes to worse, we can carry 

on for quite a while. But the real hardship 
will be for the kids. If my savings go, they'll 
have to pay their own way through college." 

Mr. Hunter's prospects for finding another 
job are dimmed by several factors. Many ma
jor defense contracts a.re now phasing out, 
and layoffs are prevalent throughout the in
dustry. The North American Rockwell plant 
near here, one of the main contractors for 
the Apollo space program, has dismissed more 
than 20,000 men in the last two years. 

Moreover, Oongressional criticism of such 
programs as the Safeguard antiballistic-mis
sile system and the C-5A jet transport has 
made everybody jittery. 

"Contractors for a lot of these programs 
are not hiring people. They're waiting to see 
what happens," said Jerome Hirsch of Career 
Specialists, Inc., an employment counseling 
concern that set up an office in a motel near 
the McDonnell plant after the cutbacks were 
announced. 

The men who build the nation's rockets 
and missiles are a mobile breed, used to mov
ing every few years according to the changing 
fortunes of different companies. 

Mr. Hunter moved here from North Caro
lina three years ago. A random sampling of 
a dozen McDonnell workers showed that only 
one was a native of California and that her 
last job had been in Washington. 

"We're used to seeing people come and go," 
said Donald Brown, a newspaper editor in 
Sunnyvale, Calif., the home of the United 
Technology Center. "The Chamber of Com
merce says the average stay in Sunnyvale is 
only four years." 

Most of the companies involved are trying 
to find jobs for people who were working on 
the orbiting laboratory The General Electric 
plant in Valley Forge, Pa., for example, is 
already applying for new Government con
tracts that could utilize some of the workers. 

Nevertheless, for the individuals who find 
themselves out of work, the experience can 
be traumatic. This was evident at the make
shift office of Career Specialists, where more 
than 2,000 men have already been inter
viewed. 

The applicants sat on a row of folding 
chairs in the crowded motel room, clasping 
their resumes in their hands as Mr. Hirsch 
hastily interviewed them and set up appoint
ments with companies who had sent re
cruiters to look over the available talent. 

"I've had Ph.D.'s walk in here and say they 
were looking for a job," said Mr. Hirsch, a 
frenetic young man with a lock of sandy hair 
fa111ng over his face. "They've spent all that 
time in school and now they're out on the 
street. Do you know what that does to a 
man?" 

One of these was Richard Etters, a 35-year
old physicist, who had worked in a special 
research laboratory he had thought was 
immune to seasonal cutbacks. 

Dr. Etters, the father of one child, said 
he was faced with a choice: 

"It's almost impossible to find a basic 
research job in industry these days. Private 
industry is just not willing or able to support 
research unless it shows a quick profit. So 
I have two choices: I can go back to a uni
versity and do research, and take a 25 per 
cent pay cut. Or I can stay in industry, but 
leave research and shift to applied physics." 

PAY IS A PROBLEM 
The problem of pay is a pervasive one, ac

cording to Robert Parker, a recruiter for the 
Oontrol Data Corporation. 

"A lot of these men who have a few years 
of experience in aerOSipace have priced them
selves out of the market," he said. "There 
aren't many equivalent positions for them in 
private industry, and often they pay several 
thousand dollars less." 

"UsUJally you can negotiate a salary when 
you change jobs," added Ben Strick, a tech
nical adviser in McDonnell's purchasing de
partment. "But when you're laid off they can 
hire you for virtually whatever they wa.nt." 
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Each age group has its own problem. Most 
companies are not interested in men over 40, 
111nd Mr. Hirsch did not even bother to set up 
interviews for several older men who did not 
have particularly desirable specialties. 

Men between 25 and 40 are more attractive 
to employers, but they are usually heavilY 
committed financially and do not have the 
savings older men do. 

" If I don't find something in a month, I'll 
be bankrupt," said Dr. Etters. 

Men younger than 26 have a special prob
lem-the draft. Many can srtill receive defer
ments for working in a defense plant, and 
dozens of young enginE-ers and computer pro
gr.ammers 111re scl"a.mbling fOT jobs that will 
ruppease their draft boa.rds. 

The impaot on communities surrounding 
the affected pl•ants is not expected to be too 
severe. Men who work in Huntington Bea..oh, 
for example, are spread out over half of 
Southern California. Even those who live 
nearby shop in huge regional centers that can 
more easily absorb a decline in business. 

One field tha:t is feeling the pinch is home 
building. Ray Long, a sales representative for 
Four Seasons Homes, one of dozens of t racts 
springing up out of the beanfields of Hunt
ington Beach, said: 

"One guy signed up Sunday and then the 
news came on Monday, and I gave him his 
money back. Two other prospects were also 
laid off. You can't buy a home if you don't 
have a job." 

FEARS FOR THE FUTURE 

The cutback in the space program has 
frightened a number of people about the fu
ture of areas like Orange County, which de
pends very heavily on defense contracts for 
its economic well-being. 

"The ever present danger is a contract can
cellation or spending cutback," the Los An
geles Times said in a recent editorial. "This 
could lead to job layoffs and resultant prob
lems in such areas as retail sales, housing, 
property values and local tax loss." 

The paper urged defense contractors to di
versify into other fields. 

The cutback has also prompted some men 
to think about their own future . 

"One man in the tract told me that he was 
selling his house and going back to Detroit. 
He couldn't take the uncertainty any more," 
Mr. Long said. 

Several men noted that a vast complex to 
launch the laboratory and millions of dollars 
worth of support services were nearing com
pletion at Vandenburg Air Force Base in 
Lompoc, Calif. Fourteen men who had 
trained more than two years to operate the 
laboratory now have to find other jobs. 

JUST WASTEFUL 

"There must be a better system," said a 
scientist. "This company is laying off thou
sands of men, but in the near future they 
might get another contract, and they'll have 
to build up their staff all over again. This is 
just wasteful." 

Yet many of the workers, particularly 
younger ones, find a special challenge in the 
aerospace industry that they don't want to 
give up. Mrs. Birenbaum, who is 25, put it 
this way : 

"I don't do this for the salary, and many 
of the younger people don't either. They can 
always make money and they know it, and 
they want something more. I remember when 
I heard on the radio that a satellite I had 
worked on was launched. I almost had a 
wreck-it was one of the greatest things in 
my life. In a commercial company you meas
ure success by sales figures-well, so what. 
Here we're really doing something impor
tant." 

OPERATION MAINSTREAM 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, the very 

active Administrator of the Small Busi
ness Administration, Hilary Sandoval, Jr., 

recently addressed the Cosmopolitan 
Chamber of Commerce in Chicago. His 
address is a most perceptive look at the 
problem of helping establish minority
owned businesses and a very forthright 
report of the efforts that have been made 
and are currently being made by the 
Small Business Administration to pro
mote minority enterprise. I think the 
statements of Mr. Sandoval reflect the 
concern that President Nixon's admin
istration has for furthering the develop
ment of minority enterprise in the Na
tion, and the sincere efforts the President 
is making to achieve that goal. 

I request unanimous consent to have 
the statement reprinted in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
ADDRESS BY HILARY SANDOVAL, JR., ADMINISTRA

TOR, SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION, BE· 
FORE THE COSMOPOLITAN CHAMBER OF COM
MERCE, CHICAGO, ILL., JUNE 7, 1969 
Thank you for inviting me here today to 

talk with you. 
I believe we have a great deal in common. 
You are businessmen, or men vitally con

cerned with business, and commerce. So am I. 
You are members of a minority group. So 

am I. 
You are interested in seeing more members 

of minority groups become businessmen. So 
am I. 

And, as you know I am responsible for 
directing a program that can go a long way 
toward helping us achieve that goal. 

So it is that program that I would like to 
talk with you about today. We call it Opera
tion Mainstream and we hope it will provide 
opportunities for more members of minority 
groups to establish sound businesses. 

There has been some speculation in the 
press recently that we have cut back SBA's 
program to help minorities. 

I can tell you that's not true. 
We're not cutting back our efforts, we're 

increasing them. 
There have been reports in the press that 

SBA is making fewer loans to minorities now 
than it did a few months ago. 

I can tell you that's not true. 
I've said that I won't play a numbers 

game and I mean it. But for those who rely 
heavily on numbers, I can say that we are 
making more minor! ty loans today than 
at any time since the program was started 
last August. 

There has been some criticism of certain 
methods we are using in running the pro
gram. I don't mind constructive criticism. 
I welcome it. Because through construc
tive criticism we are able to see our weak 
spots and are able to take steps to correct 
them. 

I suppose a comparison between what we 
are doing and the manner in which the 
program was operated by our predecessors 
is inevitable. 

But I don't believe such a comparison is 
fair to either our predecessors or us. It serves 
no useful purpose. Let me tell you why. 

In the first place, this is not a personal 
test to see which of us can achieve the 
best record. It's a long-range program to 
truly help the minorities. I think this was 
the goal of the people who started the pro
gram and it certainly is what we are working 
for. 

Secondly, the people who started the pro
gram had seven months experience with it. 
We have had less than half that time-three 
·months experience to date. 

Conversely, we have had the advantage of 
building on what already has been done. The 
people who began the program had the dis
advantage of having to develop the program 
and put it into operation. 

So I don't feel that comparison are valid 
or serve any purpose. 

And let me say that I believe the people 
who started the program made a good start. 

They stimulated the interest of the bank
ing community. We are continuing these 
efforts. 

They started to develop liaison with com
munity organizations to find the people 
among the minorities who could run a 
business. 

We are continuing to do this. 
They realized the necessity of getting 

business and industry to provide the man
agement training and advice that new busi
nesses require if they are to succeed. We 
agree this is necessary. We found this was 
one area that was lagging in development and 
we are really concentrating on it. 

However, we can and must improve on 
what has been started so we have made some 
changes which we believe will accomplish 
that improvement. 

I think the fact we have made some 
changes may possibly have led to the incor
rect conclusion that we are lessening our 
efforts in the minority enterprise program. 

Let me say again, that's not true. 
I found that the minority program was 

split off from the rest of the Agency's op
erations. We felt we should make it a vital 
part of our overall operations and so we 
changed that. I found a dozen people in 
Washington and 60 or 70 "team" members 
in certain cities working apart from our 
field offices on the minority program. The 
teams had responslb111ty but no authority. 
And our field offices had the authority but 
no responsibility. 

We felt a different approach would be more 
effective and we changed that. 

You know, we have nearly 900 people in 
our Washington office and some 3,000 more 
in our field offices. 

I want all of these people to be concerned 
with the minority program. More important
! want them to be concerned and working 
in our effort. 

So I've made our regional offices respon
sible for the program and have given them 
the authority to carry it out. 

We are going to continue sending our 
people into the inner cities and ghettos and 
the communities across the country where 
the minorities live. And we are going to have 
more minority staff members working to 
help the minorities. 

1 don't think anyone knows the problems 
of the Black-American or understands him 
better than another Black-American-a soul 
brother. 

I don't think anyone knows the problems 
of a Mexican-American or understands him 
better than a Mexican-American, a compadre. 

So we are going to have more Black staff 
members going into Black communities. And 
we are going to have more Spanish-speaking 
staff members going into Spanish speaking 
sections than we had before. 

And we are going to have more minorities 
in top jobs in SBA helping set policy and 
advising us on how we can best run a minor
ity program. 

When we took office, our "team" in Los 
Angeles had only one person that could speak 
Spanish. That's just not good enough in the 
alty with the largest Spanish-speaking popu
lation in the country. We've changed that. 

I found that the "team" in New York City 
had only two Black and one Puerto Rican 
member. That's not enough in the city with 
the largest Black population in the nation 
and a large group of Puerto Rican people. So 
we've added six new minority team members 
already-four Spanish speaking and two 
Black members and two other Black members 
are going to join the team shortly. And, we'll 
add more. 

We have heard some criticism because I 
said we will make sound loans. This in some 
way has been misconstrued to mean we are 
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tightening up on our criteria and it will be 
difficult for minorities to get loans. 

That's not true. I haven't changed any ot 
the existing criteria for minorities to qualify 
for a loan. 

When I say I want our offices to make 
sound loans, I mean that when we help put a 
man in business we want to be reasonably 
certain we have all the back-up help-both 
management and technical-that he is going 
to need so that he will own a going business 
a year or two years or five years from now, 
and not become merely a statistic on our 
loan reports for the month we make the loan. 

It doesn't mean, because I want a sound 
loan, that we won't take risks. We will take 
risks. And I can tell you that we are going 
to make some mistakes along the way. 

But I'm not afraid of making mistakes if 
we can learn from them. So I say to you that 
we are going to take risks, and we are going 
to make mista.kes. But that is the only way 
we can make progress. 

As I said earlier, I don't believe the suc
cess of our efforts will be found in any score 
sheet or statistical report. 

We're not dealing in numbers. We're deal
ing with human beings. We're dealing with 
people's lives and perhaps the life of the 
nation. 

I don't believe that the proof of our suc
cess will be found in the number of loans we 
make. 

I believe the success will be found in a 
store you can see like the franchise business 
we helped open in Bedford-Stuyvesant in 
Brooklyn yesterday. 

I don't believe the proof of our efforts will 
be in the dollar volume of loans we can 
report. 

I believe the success will be found in the 
black trucker and the black and Mexican
American auto parts dealers that Interna
tional Harvester, Safeway Truck Lines, Chrys
ler Corporation, local banks and SBA all 
helped put in business in Kansas City two 
weeks ago. 

I don't believe the proof of our success will 
be found in annual loan rates we set or can 
quote to the press. 

I believe the proof of our success will be 
found in the Martin Luther King Sr. Nursing 
Home that the Martin Luther King Jr., Foun
dation, local banks and SBA all helped estab
lish in Atlanta, Georgia. 

I don't believe the proof of our success will 
be found in the number of news releases we 
issue on the progr.am. 

I believe the proof of our success will be 
found in the dry cleaning store located in the 
Chicago ghetto that a local development 
company, a local bank 81nd SBA helped mi
nority people buy from white owners this 
week. 

I can say to you truthfully my friends: We 
are not lessening our efforts. We are in
creasLng them. 

We are not cutting back on our program. 
We are expanding it. 

We are not less oonce·rned. We are more 
concerned with how we can improve our 
program to make it serve the minorities
better. 

I have been a m.ember of the seoond largest 
minority group in the nation for 39 years 
now. I've been the route. I know the prob
lems the minorities face and I can tell you I 
mean to face up to those problems with all 
the resources at my oomm:and. 

I hope that when it comes time for us 
to turn the program over to our successors, 
that they will look for improvements and 
will seek new methods of increasing the effec
tiveness of the program and that they will be 
able to improve on our record. 

And if, when it comes time for us to pass 
the baton to the next man, we can walk 
past a new Black or Mexican-American or 
Indian or other minority-owned busdness 
and say we had a little something to do with 
helping a fellow American become a success-

ful businessman, then I think we will be able 
to say we achieved some success. 

I hope all of you will join us at SBA in 
working toward that day. 

INTERPRETATION OF RIGHT TO 
STRIKE PROVISION IN FORCED 
LABOR CONVENTION 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, yes

terday I spoke on the fioor about the 
Forced Labor Convention. Included in 
my remarks was a substantial quote 
from former Secretary of Labor Arthur 
J. Goldberg concerning the application 
of this convention to existing constitu
tional law. Mr. Goldberg's analysis dem
onstrates clearly why ratification of the 
Forced Labor Convention would not con
flict with our own laws governing labor
management relations. 

Opponents of ratification have sug
gested that adoption of this treaty might 
raise havoc with State and Federal laws 
which prohibit certain types of employ
ees from striking-for example, New 
York's Conlin-Wadlin Act. They con
tend that there would then be two con
flicting clauses in our legal framework. 
concerning the procedure for handling 
strikers and what would constitute suf
ficient grounds for arresting them. 

But as Mr. Goldberg made abundantly 
clear in his remarks before a Human 
Rights Subcommittee of the Foreign Re
lations Committee, this convention 
would not be applicable to criminal 
sanctions invoked for violations of court 
orders such as the ones which are issued 
under the National Labor Relations Act. 
Currently, when one is sent to prison for 
violating a valid injunction issued un
der the National Labor Relations Act, 
one is incarcerated for contempt of 
court. One is not jailed for striking even 
though the terms of the statute may 
forbid or prohibit certain types of ac
tivities. One is jailed for defying a court 
order. 

Similarly, when one commits an as
sault, even though it might be in con
nection with a perfectly legal strike, one 
is not entitled to immunity. The offense 
for which the indictment is issued is not 
for exercising one's constitutional right 
to engage in strike activities. Rather, one 
is sent to jail under those circumstances 
for violating our criminal statutes out
lawing assaults. 

Thus, in both these instances, one can
not be jailed under our existing legal 
code for participating in a strike. The 
right to strike is considered to be one of 
the basic freedoms of those who work. 
One can be, however, sent to prison for 
violating a court order. Hence, Mr. Gold
berg's interpretation is correct when he 
enunciates that the Forced Labor Con
vention would not contravene with any 
of our own legal rights or statutes. 

We have been looking at Mr. Gold
berg's analysis. But another former Sec
retary of Labor, Willard Wirtz, has also 
taken the position that the ratification 
of this convention would definitely not 
conftict with our existing legal code. One 
would be hard put to challenge the legal 
expertise of these eminent lawyers and 
therefore their position on this conven
tion seems most cogent and convincing 
to me. 

Mr. President, if we believe in these 
conventions, then let us demonstrate this 
to the world by letting our actions cor
respond to our lipservice. Our inertia in 
acting upon this and the other Human 
Rights Conventions have dismayed thos_e 
concerned citizens of the world sensitive 
to the plight of mankind while providing 
our adversaries with sufficient fodder for 
their propaganda machines. These con
ventions should be one of the most im
portant items on our agenda. 

As Arthur Goldberg has said: 
Without the support of the United States, 

these agreements may appear insignificant to 
many other countries. If we do not consider 
it important to sign the conventions, why 
should they? Or more importantly, why 
should they implement the conventions? 

FULBRIGHT PROGRAM FUNDING 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, as this body 

well knows, one of the most successful 
and imaginative programs of our times 
has been the one devised by the distin
guished chairman of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee (Mr. FULBRIGHT) 
and given his name. Under it thousands 
of American scholars have had the op
portunity to study and teach in foreign 
lands, and many thousands from other 
countries have had a similar opportunity 
to study and teach in the United States. 

At a recent meeting in April in Phila
delphia, the executive board of the Or
ganization of American Historians, whose 
executive secretary is David E. Miller of 
the University of Utah, passed a resolu
tion asking that the Fulbright program 
be expanded. I feel this is a very de
sirable objective, and ask unanimous 
consent that the resolution be carried in 
the RECORD. 

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

THE ORGANIZATION OF 
AMERICAN HISTORIANS, 

June 3, 1969. 
Dr. FRANCIS YOUNG, 
Executive Secretary, Committee on Inter

national Exchange of Persons, Washing
ton, D.O. 

DEAR DR. YOUNG: In the name of the Or
ganization of American Historians, an as
sociation representing nine thousand profes
sional historians, and upon instructions of 
its Executive Board meeting in Philadelphia, 
April 16, 1969, I David E. Miller respectfully 
submit the following: 

"Resolved: Whereas the Fulbright program 
affords opportunity for study and teaching 
in foreign countries and also affords foreign 
scholars a similar oppotrunity to study and 
teach in the United States, the Organization 
of American Historians vigorously urges that 
the Fulbright program be expanded to en
courage more of this high quality interna
tional exchange; 

"That one major obstacle to world peace 
has always been the lack of understanding 
among peoples of various n_ations, and the 
exchange of scholars under the Fulbright 
program is one of the best ways to overcome 
this lack of understanding and thus promote 
better realtions between the United States 
and other nations; 

"That funds to support a.n expansion of 
this important program are vital to the 
best interests of the United States." 

Respectfully submitted. 
DAVID E. MILLER, 
Executive Secretary. 
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THE AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIA
TIONS BILL FOR FISCAL YEAR 1970 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 

Texas is one of this country's greatest 
agricultural States. Texas leads all oth
ers in the production of cattle, sheep, 
cotton, and rice. Texas stood fourth in 
value of agricultural receipts for 1967 
with $2.5 billion. Fifty-two percent of 
this came from livestock products and 
the rest came from crops. 

More important than all of these, 
Texas has more farm families than any 
other State in the Union. It is the great
est stronghold of the family farmer in 
the United States. Great corporate agri
culture has not liquidated the family 
farmer in Texas. There are over half a 
million users of REA power in my State 
alone. 

I have always been a strong supporter 
of our farm programs, believing that a 
sound agricultural economy is basic to a 
sound national economy. 

American agriculture is easily the most 
successful on earth. The contras·t to the 
Soviet Union is inevitable; and such a 
comparison clearly demonstrates the 
superior productivity, given nearly equal 
resources, of our approach to farming. 
Our agricultural produce represents our 
biggest class of exports and is one of 
our greatest resources in the struggle to 
achieve a favorable balance of payments. 

If we are to maintain the high levels 
of success of our agricultural programs, 
we must continue to finance them ade
quately. 

On June 25, 1969, the Senate Commit
tee on Appropriations, of which I am 
a member, reported out H.R. 11612, the 
appropriations bill for the Department of 
Agriculture and related agencies for fiscal 
year 1970. 

This committee recognized its respon
sibility to determine national priorities 
and recommended $750 million for the 
food stamp program, an increase of $410 
million over the administration's budget 
request. 

The committee also recommended an 
appropriation of $6,036,200 for the co
operative fire ant program. This is an 
increase of $1 million over the budget 
request and will provide for an accelera
tion of eradication activities for this 
very serious pest introduced from other 
countries, and now exploding in the 
United States. 

In some cases, however, the commit
tee did not go far enough. The commit
tee recommended $185 million for the 
agricultural conservation program, a 
program which the administration had 
dropped from its budget. This is one of 
the most worthwhile programs I know, 
and I have supported it fully from the 
time I first came to the Senate in 1957. 
It reaches over a million farms each year 
and results in the application of the 
greatest amount of conservation meas
ures to the land at the lowest cost per 
acre of any similar program-$185 mil
lion is too low. It should have been at 
least $220 million. But this is $185 mil
lion over the Bureau of the Budget rec
ommendation, and I very strongly com
mend the very able chairman of the 
Senate Agriculture Appropriations Sub-

committee, Senator SPESSARD HOLLAND, 
of Florida, whose thorough work and 
thorough understanding of agriculture 
has led to this restoration and much 
other good in this bill. 

The Senate committee also resurrected 
the special milk program, which provides 
milk for school children, a program 
which the administration had abolished 
in its budget. The committee recom
mended a direct appropriation of $84 mil
lion. This amount plus $20 million avail
able from section 32 funds will provide 
a total level of $104 million for this 
program. This committee should have 
made at least a total of $120 million 
available for milk for the schoolchildren 
of America. Milk is an indispensable part 
of the diet of children, and in this bounti
ful land none should go without it. But 
since the administration and its budg
eteers tried to cut out the entire pro
gram, I think that the restoration of 
$104 million was a great benefit, though 
a retreat from last year. 

I have also been a long-time supporter 
of the Rural Electrification Administra
tion program. This program has made 
an almost unbelievable contribution to 
the development of rural America. The 
Senate bill calls for $340 million for the 
rural electrification program loans, an 
increase of $20 million, and $123.3 mil
lion for the rural telephone program 
loans. With an expected backlog of ap
plications for $440 million at the end of 
fiscal year 1969 and about $275 million 
in applications anticipated in fiscal year 
1970, a full $715 million for loans is 
needed. The $340 million in the rural 
electrification loans falls far short of 
what is needed to keep our rural economy 
growing. And the strength of this coun
try is in growth, not in backing up. 

The committee recommended $46 mil
lion for rural water and waste disposal 
grants under the Farmers Home Admin
istration, an increase of $18 million over 
the Nixon administration's budget re
quest. This program is essential to the 
development of rural America and is 
well below what is needed. The full $52 
million requested by the Johnson ad
ministration should have been recoin
mended, but we did succeed in improv
ing both the Budget Bureau requests 
and the House of Representative's 
appropriations. 

The Great Plains conservation pro
gram is one of the real success stories. 
It has enabled farmers in the 10 Great 
Plains States to stabilize their farms 
and ranches and to reclaim their land 
which had been laid bare by high winds 
during the droughts of the 1930's and 
the mid-1950's. There are now 421 coun
ties covered by this program. However, 
the job is not yet done. A recent survey 
in Texas indicated that the work accom
plished under the program in the 98 
counties in the 11 years of activity 
amounts only to from 10 to 15 percent 
of the conservation work needed in the 
area. Achievements would have been even 
greater had the funds been sufficient to 
meet the requests of all of the appli
cants. Over $16 million were appropri
ated in fiscal year 1969. The administra
tion had requested only $14 million for 
this program_ which is critically impor-

tant to the 20 million people living in 
the Great Plains area. The Senate com
mittee recommended $15 million. At 
least $16 million should have been rec
ommended, but the Senate committee 
recommendation is a distinct improve
ment over the Nixon budget. 

Mr. President, I strongly regret that 
the war in Vietnam and our other de
fense activities put such a drain on our 
national resources that we cannot ade
quately finance all of our badly needed 
domestic programs. 

It is difficult to judge the loss we as a 
whole people sustain when we provide 
too little funds and resources for pro
grams such as the schoolchildren's milk 
program, the agricultural conservation 
program, the rural electrification pro
gram, and programs to provide water 
and sewer systems in rural areas. 
Frankly, I am shocked that the Nixon 
administration and the Bureau of the 
Budget would attempt to appropriate 
nothing, absolutely nothing, for milk for 
American schoolchildren and for the 
agricultrual conservation program. I 
have been protesting the manner in 
which this administration has ordered 
its priorities, and their agricultural 
budget recommendations are a good il
lustration of the basis of my protest. 

I would like to see the day when the 
Budget Bureau would apply the same 
paring knife to the military adventures 
overseas as it does to our agricultural 
and domestic budget at home. The great 
tragedy that results from this kind of 
emphasis is that we in the Congress, and 
we as a people, begin to lose sight of the 
true values and the desperate need of our 
society-our people--our economy. How
ever, I also fully understand that we 
must economize in every way we can to 
protect our economy from the disastrous 
effects caused by rapidly increasing in
ft.ation. Although the Senate agricultural 
appropriations bill for fiscal year 1970 
is not as complete as I would like to have 
it, I am thankful that it is far better 
than the administration's recommenda
tions, and better than the House bill. 

U.S. MEDICAL CARE FRONT 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, an article 

in Washington's Evening Star of June 
23, 1969, depicts a recent conference of 
hospital administrators, health econo
mists, and medical students concerned 
with the subject "medicine in the 
ghettos." The gross inadequacies in 
the health care afforded to the slum 
dwellers, of which the participants and 
we. ourselves have become sadly cog
nizant, was once again reported upon. 
The frustration and unrest among the 
medical students and slum workers rep
resented at the meetings was most sig
nificant. The time has come, they 
stressed, for action, not words, and for 
some immediate relief to the wretched 
conditions that the poor face in health 
care. I, too, am convinced that we can
not delay any longer in meaningful 
action to cure these problems and in 
seeking to assure every American of 
proper health service and facilities. We 
must give added priority to overcoming 
the severe shortages of health manpower 
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and the obsolete conditions of hospitals, 
and to developing new programs for dis
ease and :.nalnutrition; so that the cry 
of the conference's participants will be 
heard by all. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that this newspaper ar
ticle be printed in the RECORD. 

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

UNREST ON THE U.S. MEDICAL CARE FRONT 

(By Judith Ra.ndal) 
If a three-day meeting at an old resort 

hotel in New Hampshire is any valid indica
tion, the nation is in for a confrontation on 
the health front much like those that have 
already arisen over housing, education and 
jobs. 

It was an improbable encounter of the 
. smooth-shaven establishment of medical 

school deans, hospital administrators and 
health eco.nomists with the bearded young, 
the blackS, plus a few older participants and 
inner-city poor thrown in for good measure. 
Wentworth-on-the-Sea hadn't seen so much 
action since 1905 when Theodore Roosevelt 
convened the talks there that led to ending 
the Russo-Japanese War. 

The theme of the meeting was medicine 
in the ghettos. Its sponsors were the Harvard 
medical school, the Boston Globe newspaper, 
and an arm of the Department of Health, 
Education and Welfare. 

The meeting got off to a somewhat in
auspicious start when Melvin H. King, a 
black Bostonian who directs the New Urban 
League there, charged that a neighborhood 
health center in Mississippi operated by Bos
ton's Tufts Medical School with funds from 
the poverty program was latter-day "carpet
bagging of the most racist sort." 

The predominantly white liberal audience, 
accustomed to such scolding from black mili
tants, held its peace. But as the session wore 
on, emotions built up. 

Medical students and others in the audi
ence rose to say that the conference as 
planned wasn't telling them anything about 
the lack of health care in the ghettos that 
they didn't already know. 

Said one participant, "Listening to the 
speakers, I'm reminded of the World War 
II kamikaze pllot who had flown 40 mis
sions-too many of us are involved but not 
committed." Why not, he suggested, outline 
t:;ome plan for action that would come to 
grips with these all-too-familiar problems. 

In an evening session that lasted well past 
1 a.m., a group of young Negroes led by Dr. 
Rodney N. Powell, director of a neighbor
hood health center in the Watts section of 
Los Angeles, backed two high federal officials 
into a corner. They wanted to know whether 
HEW's health efforts for the inner city were 
as far as the department was prepared to go. 

Dr. Joseph T. English, administrator of 
HEW's Health Services and Mental Health 
Administration, and his deputy, Irving J. 
Lewis, went through their budget line by 
line. By the time they had finished it was 
clear that they have little discretion on 
spending because most of the money was 
designated years in advance for projects 
that have little or nothing to do with slums. 

"Ladies and gentlemen," Powell inter
jected, "we are having a conference on medi
cine in the ghetto and there is no money 
available-that speaks for itself." 

Rashi Fein, a Harvard economist with 
broad experience in Washington, saw the 
melancholy rendition of facts and figures in 
a different light. 

"As I listen to the moneys that aren't 
available," he said, "I conclude that the sin
gle most important vote on health legisla
tion that will come up in Congress this year 
is the vote on the ABM (antiballistic mis
sile)." 

CXV--1151-Part 14 

There was, as the dialogue progressed, 
something of the old-fashioned revival meet
ing about the proceedings. Blacks wanted to 
know what white professionals were pre
pared to do about racism and lack of oppor
tunity for Negroes working at menial hos
pital jobs. A spokesman for the American 
Hospital Association said his organization 
deplored such conditions as provoked the 
current hospital workers' strike in Charles
ton, S.C., but was powerless to do much 
about them. 

On the other hand, Dr. Leonard Cronkhite, 
administrator of Children's Hospital Medical 
Center in Boston, said that at his institution 
blacks are not only paid standard wages, but 
also are encouraged with a tuition assistance 
program to improve their skllls so they can 
move up. 

What is more, Cronkhite said, he makes 
sure department heads are giving Negro sub
ordinates a fair shake. "In the last 12 
months," he said "I have fired four depart
ment heads for pure and simple racism." 

The medical students and others, many of 
them veterans of the battle for medical re
form, had drafted a set of resolutions de
signed to end the present disparities in health 
care available to the indigent and the solvent. 

Ranging from proposals to train more 
black doctors and put more emphasis on pre
ventive medicine to plans that would allow 
ghetto physicians to treat their patients in 
hospitals, the resolutions dealt fundamen
tally with efforts to change a costly and dis
criminatory system that makes second-class 
citizens, medically, of the poor and bleeds the 
middle class. 

Tomorrow or the day after, participants 
kept saying, Wentworth-on-the-Sea will 
again fade into obscurity and the first nation
wide conference on ghetto medicine, together 
with its resolutions and rhetoric, will prob
ably be forgotten. 

This well may be. But perhaps Dr. John 
Knowles, the original choice for assistant 
secretary for health and the final luncheon 
speaker, was closer to the mark. Speaking 
of the inequality in health care the poor now 
face, he warned that "the fires of revolution 
have not been banked in this country and the 
smoke is still rising." 

THE LITTLE THINGS THAT COUNT 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, J. Edgar 

Hoover, Director of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, kindly sent me an ad
vance copy of the July issue of the FBI 
Law Enforcement Bulletin. 

The issue contains an article written by 
Loren M. Pittman, River Rouge police 
chief, entitled "It's the Little Things 
That Count." 

The story commends the alertness of 
River Rouge Patrolmen Ted Washington 
and Arthur Welch, Jr., in solving an as
sault case. 

Chief Pittman makes two points: 
That police officers work under the 

strain of remaining constantly alert, and 
that crimes can be solved and airtight 
cases built by. such alertness. 

The article by Chief Pittman is a re
freshing commentary on police methods 
in this day of complaints about re
straints put on the ability of the police 
to solve crimes. 

This importance, the difficulties and 
the demands on the policeman in our 
troubled days, is one everyone should rec
ognize and give constructive aid. 

I ask unanimous consent that the arti
cle be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 

was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 

IT'S THE LITTLE THINGS THAT COUNT 

(By Loren M. Pittman) 
Everything was quiet and peaceful on the 

wintry Sunday evening in River Rouge, 
Mich.-quieter than usual perhaps, for few 
persons ventured outside their warm homes 
after a storm had dumped nearly a foot of 
fresh snow on the ground earlier in the day. 

The snow made driving extremely hazard
ous, and the police on the afternoon shift 
of this cold, blustery day had been kept busy 
answering distress calls of motorists in
volved in minor traffic accidents caused by 
icy road conditions. 

Two River Rouge patrolmen, Ted Wash
ington, a veteran of 9 years, and his partner, 
Arthur Welch, Jr., with 7 months on the 
force, had already handled a number of 
traffic tieups, so they were not too surprised 
when they saw a white sedan sliding through 
a stop sign at an intersection ahead of them. 

OFFICERS WARN MOTORIST 

Motioning the driver over, the officers 
warned him about the icy roads and cau
tioned him to go slowly and carefully. They 
issued no ticket because there was no traffic 
in the area. 

Although issuing only a warning, the offi
cers did record the driver's name and address 
and that of his passenger. They also logged 
the make, license number, and description 
of the automobile, and the time, 9:15 p.m. All 
this was routine police procedure. 

A few minutes later another young male 
motorist drove up in front of a churoh in 
River Rouge. Accompanied by his 20-year-old 
fiancee and his sister. this young man had 
risked the icy roads in order to provide trans
portation for a priest who was awaiting them 
at the parish rectory. He let his fiancee and 
sister off in front of the rectory and dutifully 
drove around the corner to park his car be
cause there was a "No Standing" sign in 
front of the church 

MAN STABBED ON STREET 

While walking back to the rectory. he 
noticed a car pulling to the curb near him 
and watched as a man got out from the pas
senger side and approached him. He at
tempted to walk around the stranger, who 
suddenly, and for no apparent reason, 
plunged a knife into his chest--once, twice, 
three times, and, as he fell forward, the 
assailant struck a fourth blow, this time into 
his victim's back, before turning and fleeing 
back to the waiting automobile. 

Although seriously wounded and unable to 
call out, the victim somehow managed to 
drag himself through the snow to the rectory 
before collapsing on the floor. 

A telephone call quickly brought Det. Lt. 
Edgar O'Hara and Det. Sgt. Gene Barnes to 
the scene. 

The victim of the brutal attack was unable 
to give the detectives more than a brief de
scription of his assailant, but he said the 
car was "old and a dirty white." 

This inform·ation gave the two detectives 
little to work with, but they quickly put out 
a police broadcast to watch for a car match
ing that description. 

Advised by our police dispatcher that a 
22-year-old man had just been brutally 
stabbed and left lying on the· street in front 
of a church rectory he was about to enter, 
we knew that we were confronted with the 
type of vicious, wanton, senseless street crime 
that is almost impossible to prevent--and 
nearly as impossible to solve. 

Where do you begin? 
There was no apparent motive, because the 

victim was not robbed. He lived miles away 
from the area where he was attacked and was 
a complete stranger to the neighborhood. 
The vicinity around the church is a quiet, 
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residentia.l area from which relatively few 
police calls are received. 

The victim was a law-abiding young man 
with no known enemies and was assaulted 
without provocation. There had been no 
argument or contact between the victim and 
his assailant prior to the stabbing. 

ATl'ENTION TO DETAn.S 

Fortunately, we solved this case in less 
than a day because two police officers paid 
attention to routine details and never relaxed 
for a moment as they performed their daily 
police duties. The assailant pled guilty to 
assault to commit great bodily harm less 
than murder. 

Even the extraordinary can become rou
tine if it is done over and over enough times. 
And this is often where a policeman gets into 
trouble. He can stop a thousand speeders and 
go through the routine of issuing tickets 
again and again. He can relax on ticket 1,001 
and get his head blown off. He can answer 
500 family arguments, and just about the 
time he considers 501 a "routine" call, he's 
met at the door by an irate husband jabbing 
a shotgun in his face. 

Two officers who heard the radio broadcast 
of the stabbing were Patrolmen Washington 
and Welch, who were st111 on routine patrol 
duty. Both officers recalled the car they had 
stopped a few minutes before. It, too, was 
"old and a dirty white" and a 1959 model of 
a popular make. 

The officers knew that the traffic offender 
had had sufficient time to reach the vicinity 
of the assault scene and that his car matched 
the description of the wanted vehicle. 

The two patrolmen relayed their informa
tion to the detectives and, suddenly, the 
pieces of the mystery began to fall into place. 

Meanwhile, the victim, lying in critical 
condition in a nearby hospital, began to re
call additional details of the attack. He was 
"nearly certain" that his assailant had 
dropped his knife in the snow as he fled to 
the car. 

Detectives O'Hara and Barnes, with the help 
of other office.rs, began a slow and careful 
search in the foot of fresh snow, and after 
several hours of shoveling and sifting, they 
found a switchblade knife. 

They also checked with the records bureau 
and learned that a 1959 white car was regis
tered in the name of a Detroit woman, who 
was later identified as the traffic violator's 
mother. 

ARREST MADE 

By Monday afternoon the detectives 
had located the car and arrested the driver, 
19, and his passenger, 21, at the latter's home 
in River Rouge. 

When questioned by officers, the 21-year
old man signed a voluntary statement con
fessing the stabbing. 

The success of solving this case only rein
forces the old adage. "It's the little things 
that count." 

Law enforcement authorities across the Na
tion constantly stress that the police officer 
leads a hazardous life and that his greatest 
danger is carelessness. 

A policeman can never afford to relax, to 
skip details, or to look the other way, when, 
for example, a motorist fails to stop at an icy 
intersection. 

Because two River Rouge patrolmen did 
their job correctly-even though they had 
no intention of issuing a ticke~ur detec
tives had the names and addresses of two 
men as well as the license number of a car 
matching ·that of a vehicle possibly used in 
an attempted murder. 

Again, attention to routine matters paid 
off-a valuable lesson to remember. 

On May 12, 1969, the circuit court in River 
Rouge sentenced the subject in this case to 5 
years' probation on condition that he receive 
psychiatric treatment. 

THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
COUNCIL 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, on May 29 
President Nixon created the Environ
mental Quality Council. It was described 
as "a Cabinet-level advisory group which 
will provide a focal point for this admin
istration's efforts to protect all of our 
natural resources." 

Commenting on the .Council's estab
lishment, the Salt Lake Tribune makes 
the point that it amounts to another 
layer imposed upon an already complex 
Federal structure. Moreover, says the 
Tribune, the members of the Environ
mental Quality Council-the President, 
the Vice President, and Cabinet offi
cers-already have too much to do. 

I commend the Tribune's view that a 
more effective approach to conducting 
the fight -1lo preserve the environment 
would be to "group the agencies con
cerned with pollution under one Federal 
department," or appoint a special anti
pollution commission. I favor the first 
alternative, and believe the proper de
partment to handle this matter is one I 
am proposing-a Department of Natural 
Resources and Environment. 

It should also be pointed out that 
many of the members of the Cabinet are 
already on another council which has a 
great deal to do with pollution, the Water 
Resources Council. Its chairman is the 
Secretary of the Interior, and the mem
bers are the Secretaries of: Agriculture; 
Army; Health, Education, and Welfare; 
and Transportation; as well as the 
Chairman of the Federal Power Com
mission. So we now have four cabinet 
secretaries-Health, Education and Wel
fare, Agriculture, Interior, and Trans
portation-holding membership on both 
the Water Resources Council and the 
Environmental Quality Council, both of 
which must concern themselves, for ex
ample, with water pollution. 

There are other ramifications, but I will 
not go into them at this time. This 
superimposing of committee upon com
mittee-made up of many of the same 
men-gives us the appearance of doing 
something without establishing the ad
ministrative structure required to solve 
one of the Nation's most pressing prob
lems. But it is my hope that the crea
tion of the Environmental Quality Coun
cil is a step toward the expeditious 
formation of an effective Department of 
Natural Resources and Environment. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi
torial from the Salt Lake Tribune en
titled "Fine Motive, Faulty Plan" be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

FINE MOTiVE, FAULTY PLAN 

Environmental pollution is a many-headed 
monster that must be slain. And many a 
hero, sword in hand, has gone forth to do 
battle with it. They are flailing away at the 
serpent's smoky breath, its clawing feet, its 
unbeautiful eyes. Sometimes they fight each 
other instead of the brute. 

President Nixon has sought to bring some 
order to the onslaught, to discipline the 
warriors and bring the dragon to its knees. 
The vehicle for this giant task is to be the 

new Environmental Quality Council which 
the President himself will head as chairman. 
Other members are the vice president and 
Cabinet officers whose departments currently 
are engaged in separate anti-pollution pro
grams. 

The council's mandate from the President 
is clear: 1-Propose improved measures for 
the control of pollution. 2-Coordlnat\:l anti
pollution efforts in the different levels of 
government. 3-Anticipate new problems 
that will arise. In addition the council is 
supposed to give the President more admin
istrative machinery in the anti-pollution 
field. 

If the council manages to carry out the 
President's assignment, it will have to im
pose another administrative layer on top of 
the several already functioning in the vari
ous federal departments and in state and 
local governments. There is a real chance 
this will further complicate rather than 
simplify the anti-pollution campaign. 

We have no argument with the President's 
desire to roll back the inroads of pollution 
and poor use of resources. But we wonder if 
a council of busy men, each of whom already 
have more problems than he can solve, can 
do justice to the challenge posed by great 
and growing environmental despoilment. 

A better way of coordinating anti-pollu
tion efforts would be to group them under 
one major federal department or else ask 
Congress to give a special anti-pollution com
mission broad powers to implement a coordi
nated effort. The President and his Cabinet 
officers are spread too thin now. Assigning 
them additional duties in improving the en
vironment is not likely to produce the most 
effective action. 

OUR GOVERNMENT MUST NOT GIVE 
PRIORITY TO ANY ONE AGE 
GROUP OVER ANOTHER 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 
was troubled by an article I recently 
read in the Wall Street Journal. In the 
June 10, 1969, issue of this paper, Jona
than Spivak, staff reporter of the Wall 
Street Journal, presented an article en
titled "Nixon Aims To Switch Emphasis 
in Welfare From Aged to Children." The 
article begins with the ominous state
ment: 

The Nixon Administration is embarking 
on a determined but politically difficult 
campaign to shift the Federal welfare focus 
from aiding the aged to caring for kids. 

Mr. President, I do not think it is 
wise, nor economical, nor equitable to 
give priority to one age group over an
other. I certainly agree with the Nixon 
administration that a great deal more 
needs to be spent and done on behalf 
of the children of our country, particu
larly poor children. Certainly our Gov
ernment should do more to prevent edu
cational and health handicaps in chil
dren. For instance, Congress should en
act, and the administration should sup
port, my bill, S. 1190, Children With 
Learning Disabilities. But, to reason, or 
even imply, as the administration has 
apparently done, that this direly needed 
assistance to the children of our coun
try can be provided only at the expense 
of programs for the elderly is to engage 
in the worst kind of sophistry. 

What Will it take to convince Presi
dent Nixon that it would be better to take 
the $7 billion his administration wants 
to spend on the anti-ballistic-missile sys-
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tem frolic and spend it instead on the 
young people of our country? 

I certainly will oppose, with all the 
vigor at my command, any efforts tore
duce assistance to the aged of America. I 
and other Members of this distinguished 
body worked too long and too hard to 
secure minimum benefits and assistance 
to the aged to stand by and see them 
swept away by this kind of budget jug
gling. But I will support all efforts to 
help the youth of America. 

At the 22d annual University of 
Michigan Conference on Aging, held on 
June 11, 1969, a resolution was passed, 
recognizjng the danger of the Nixon ad
ministration's designs to rob from elderly 
Peter to pay young Paul. I concur in 
the sentiments there expressed and ask 
unanimous consent that this resolution, 
together with the article to which it re
fers, contained in the issue of the Wall 
Street Journal dated June 10, 1969, and 
entitled "Nixon Aims To Switch Empha
sis in Welfare From Aged to Children," 
be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

Their being no objection, the resolution 
and article were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

RESOLUTION 
Whereas newspaper accounts within re

cent weeks have described officials of the 
present Administration as subscribing to a 
policy of holding the line or even reducing 
the level of support for programs whiqh serve 
Older Americans, and 

Whereas such attitudes are usually ex
pressed within a context of concern about 
the need for providing an increased Admin
istration-wide emphasis on programs for 
youth, and 

Whereas such sentiments are usually ac
companied by misleading statements which 
convey the impression that far more in fed
eral funds is committed per aged person, as 
opposed to per capita expenditures for young 
persons, and 

Whereas such cost estimates disregard the 
fact that most federal expenditures for the 
elderly are actually derived from trust funds 
into which employee-employer payments 
have been made over a period of years (more 
than a third of a oen tury in the case of So
cial Security), and 

Whereas such statements are resulting in 
unfortunate and damaging "either-or" atti
tudes which assume that youth cannot be 
served unless the elderly are neglected in 
this, the richest nation in the world. 

Now, therefore, be it resolved, That con
ferees at the closing session of the 22nd 
Annual University of Michigan Conference 
on Aging-an assemblage to which national, 
state, and local organizations and agencies 
have. sent representatives-do hereby call 
upon you, Mr. President, to express the phi
losophy and the commitment of the present 
Administration to the interests and problems 
of the more than 20 million Americans now 
age 65 or over and the many other millions 
soon to reach that age, and 

Be it further resolved, That representa
tives at this conference shall seek from their 
organizations or agencies an expression of 
concern similar to that of this resolution, 
with special reference to a Wall Street Jour
nal article of June 10, 1969, bearing this 
headline: "Nixon Aims to Switch Emphasis 
on Welfare From Aged to Children." 

NIXON AIMS To SWITCH EMPHASIS IN WELFARE 
FROM AGED TO C:HILDREN 

(By Jonathan Spivak) 
WASHINGTON.-The Nixon Administration 

is embarking on a determined but politically 
difficult campaign to shift the Federal wei-

fare focus from aiding the aged to caring 
for kids. 

The basic concept: Tax dollars can be bet
ter spent preventing educational and health 
handicaps in children-particularly poor 
children-than treating such disab111ties 
later in life. 

"The President is deadly serious about 
this-a national commitment to the first 
five years of life. He wants to make this a 
central theme of this Administration," de
clares a high-ranking White House official. 

As one result, the President already has 
ruled out reductions in programs for children 
in the current round of anti-inftation belt
tightening. But the broader impact is en
visioned when the Vietnam war ends, per
mitting expansion of domestic programs. 
The Admfnistration's expressed objective is 
gradually to funnel a steadily larger share of 
ever-growing Federal revenues to youngsters, 
though not disregarding the needs of the 
aged. 

HIGHER HEW OUTLAYS 
Such an approach could require a signifi

cant increase in outlays by the Department 
of Health, Education and Welfare, whose 
budget for the coming fiscal year totals $50.5 
billion even after a downward revision by the 
Nixon Administration. Says HEW Secretary 
Robert Finch: "I'd like to see a great chunk 
of resources put in at the lower end of the 
age spectrum and hold (spending) at the top 
end." 

The obstacles are substantial. Congress' 
approval would be required for such a re
ordering of priorities, and the old folks exert 
immense inftuence there. The AFL-CIO and 
senior citizens' organizations are active lob
byists for the aged. Voting cloud aside, many 
lawmakers feel sincere concern for the plight 
of the typical senior citizen. 

Other well-established social welfare pro
grams also have powerful constituencies who 
could feel short-changed by a new concen
tration on children ("It implies writing off 
the present generation" a planner in the 
poverty war complains). Finally, although a 
Federal campaign for children could have 
wide popular appeal, its major beneficiaries 
at least at the start would likely be Negro 
children and jobless parents. Thus, conserva
tive forces in the Cabinet and in the Repub
lican Party might prevail on the President 
to moderate the change. 

PROPOSED POLICIES 
Whatever the difficulties, here are some of 

the youth-oriented policies the Nixon Ad
ministration will probably attempt to pur
sue: 

Enlargement of cash payments for needy 
children, either through a guaranteed an
nual family income, as favored by Secretary 
Finch, or a more conventional bolstering of 
existing public welfare programs. In any case, 
the emphasis will be on aiding poverty
stricken parents, in the hope that more Fed
eral money will hold families together and 
enable adults to provide more adequately 
for their children. The sharpest increases 
would occur in the South, where welfare 
payments for children now are the lowest. 

Restraints on increases in SOcial Security 
payments. Many Nixon Administration 
officials question the need for regularly rais
ing these retirement benefits every few years. 
Mr. Nixon has called for a 7% rise in Social 
Security outlays next year, sufficient only to 
cover cost-of-living increases since February 
1968, in contrast to the 10% boost proposed 
by the Johnson Administration. 

Expansion of health care programs for 
mothers and children, in hopes of preventing 
costly medical problems by early treatment. 
For example, HEW's high command will en
thusiastically underwrite free immunization 
campaigns with a new German measles vac
cine soon to be available, in an effort to cur
tail crippling birth defects from that disease. 
More broadly, the long-range goal would be 
to expand comprehensive maternal care for 

all poverty-stricken mothers. Now only about 
125,000, or less than 20%, receive such Feder
ally financed help. 

More spending for family-planning serv
ices, particularly information about contra
ception, so that an impoverished mother 
could avoid too-frequent child-bearing and 
the accompanying risk of birth defects, while 
lightening the economic load on her family. 
In the coming year, an estimated $67 million 
will be spent on family-planning aid for 
about 1.3 million women. To reach all five 
Inillion poor women of child-bearing age 
would cost about $90 million more annually, 
experts estimate. 

Enlargement of day-care programs, not to 
only enable mothers to work but to educate 
and otherwise help their young children. 
Present Federal services reach about 45,000 
children at a cost of $27 million annually; 
communities already are being encouraged 
to pool day-care funds from various Govern
ment agencies, with the aim of making the 
service more effective and more comprehen
sive. 

Improvement of preschool education ef
forts, particularly Head Start, Recent studies 
find youngsters without Head Start doing as 
well academically as those who participated, 
and the experts' conclusion is that even ear
lier and more sustained "intervention" in the 
life of the impoverished child is essential to 
prevent lifelong learning disabilities. Thus, 
preschooling will be provided at least experi
mentally, to children under age three; more 
followup services will be furnished to Head 
Start graduates through their early grade
school years, and the search for ways to stim
ulate infant intelligence will be intensified. 

It would be misleading to suggest that a 
sudden shift in Federal spending from the 
aged to the very young is imminent. The Ad
ministration's intent is a gradual expansion 
of programs for kids while holding down in
creases in expenditures on the aged. However, 
it's likely that the old folks will get the lion's 
share of Federal social welfare expenditures 
for many years to come. 

In the fiscal year starting July 1, Uncle Sam 
will spend an estimated $35 billion (much of 
it in SOcial Security benefits) on the 20 mil
lion Americans 65 and older, or $1,750 per 
capita. In contrast, $15 b1llion is earmarked 
for the 81.5 million Americans under 21, or 
$190 per capita (for the aged, per-capita out
lays for health care alone will be more than 
double this amount). 

The imbalance has diminished somewhat 
in the last decade, as the Kennedy and John
-son Administration sought to emphasize pro
grams for children as part of their push 
against poverty. But the new Administration 
may find it difficult to depart further from 
the traditional priority for the aged. One rea
son is that doling out more cash to old folks 
is automatically achieved through Social Se
curity and Medicare benefits. "It is easier to 
write bigger Social Security checks for the 
aged; it is much harder to deliver better edu
cational services to children," observes a 
Budget Bureau expert. 

POTENTIAL PROBLEMS 
Some of the Administmtion's specific ideas 

could provoke criticism, too. Welfare experts 
worry about big day-care centers providing 
nothing more than baby-Slitting,ignodng the 
children's educa·tional needs. Ctmservatives 
on Capitol Hill could attack inm-easing Fed
eral involvement in family affairs and in
fant training. Militant Negroes might claim 
that expansion of Federal bn-th control pro
grams is aimed at reducing the black popu
lation. 

The most fundamental uncertainty of an 
centers on the new Administration's willing
ness to expand spending on social programs. 
All signs now point to substantial post-Viet
nam increases in Federal domestlic outlays, 
but other demands could intedere-m111tary 
needs for new equipment, public pressure 
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for tax relief, state insistence on revenue
sharing. 

Nonetheless, the Finch forces appear firm
ly committed to expanding early-childhood 
programs. "When you start talking about 
breaking the poverty cycle ... the emphasis 
has to be on the child and changing his 
attitude and environment,. and I don't think 
you can start too young in that respect," de
claJ:es John Veneman, HEW Under Secretary 
and a key Finch confident. 

A new office of child development has just 
been established to give impetus to HEW's 
programs for children. Supervised by Assist
ant HEW Seocretary James Farmer, the vet
eran oivil rights leader, the office's first c~l
lenge will be to remedy the shortcomings of 
the $338-million-a-year Head Sta.rt pro
gram, which now enrolls more than 700,000 
kids annually in full-year or summer pro
grams. Th.e President is shifting Head Start 
out of the Office of Economic Opportunity 
as of July 1. 

THE SAFEGUARD SYSTEM 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I am 
deeply disturbed by the disclosure made 
yesterday by our colleague from Wiscon
sin <Mr. NELSON) that the administra
tion has spent some $400 million on the 
Safeguard anti-ballistic-missile system, 
a project which has not yet been ap
proved by the Congress. 

Even more disturbing are the reports 
this morning that the Pentagon has re
sponded with assertions that these ex
penditures are "completely legal." 

No one has suggested that last year's 
authorization for the discarded Sentinel 
program was not broad enough to allow 
construction of the new system. Indeed, 
the fact that Safeguard could fit nicely 
under the Sentinel authorization is a 
good illustration of how little the pro
gram has been changed. 

Presumably, this is why SenaJtor FuL
BRIGHT on May 14 asked for, and ob
tained, explicit assurances from Deputy 
Defense Secretary Packard that the Con
gress would have an opportunity to ex
amine the new system prior to construc
tion. Certainly it is legal to proceed. It 
is legal because Mr. Packard's words
his positive response to the question 
whether the new program had to awai~t 
authorization-cannot be enforced. 

The Pentagon's reply to Senator NEL
soN represents a disheartening disregard 
for the prerogatives and the responsibili
ties of the Congress. I suspect that Mr. 
Packard recognized our difficulties in 
maintaining democratic control over 
complex arms programs in his appear
ance before the Disarmament Subcom
mittee. It is apparent, however, that he 
has been overruled by those who feel 
that the views of the Congress deserve 
no more than cursory attention unless 
they happen to coincide with military 
preconceptions. 

Mr. President, in line with the infor
mation supplied by Senator NELSON yes
terday, there appears in the readers' col
umn of the New York Times this morn
ing a letter noting that from June 13 to 
23 the Safeguard Systems Command 
awarded contracts totaling $3.5 million. 
I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

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

[From the New York Times, July 2, 1969] 
SAFEGUARD CONTRACTS 

TO THE EDITOR: 
On June 13 the Safeeuard System Com

mand at Huntsville, Ala. awarded a research 
and development (R & D) contract for $28,-
224 to the Stanford Research Institute. On 
June 19 there were eight contract awards, as 
follows (all R & D): Lockheed, $399,405; 
Kaman Nuclear, $1,255,561; University of 
New Mexico, $207,407; Kaman Nuclear, $80,-
000; Kaman Nuclear, $73,801; Everett Re
search Laboratories; $67,728; Keystone Com
puter Associates, $29,524; Battelle Memorial 
Institute, $45,035. On June 20, an award in 
the amount of $1,313,254 was made to Boeing 
Aircraft for "Analysis of Ballistic Missile De
fense Alternatives." On June 23, the General 
Electric Co. was forwarded $17,500 for a study 
of a study. All of the foregoing is taken from 
the pages of Commerce Business Daily, a 
Federal publication for listing jobs and 
awards for procurement. Notices in this pub
lication are restricted to unclassified awards 
exceeding $25,000; thus there is good reason 
to believe that these contracts only scratch 
the surface. 

Simple addition of this information indi
cates that in the span of these eleven days 
more than $3.5 million has been allocated 
for a program which has yet to be approved 
by the Congress and of which is of debatable 
effectiveness, to say the least. It is particu
larly perplexing that such a large award 
should be made to study ballistic missile de
fense alternatives to such a biased contrac
tor, especLally at a time when our Adminis
tl'lation is claiming that it already has all the 
answers it needs. 

RICHARD A. ELLIS. 
YONKERS, N.Y., June 24, 1969. 

THE RIGHT OF THE PUBLIC TO 
KNOW 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, Ameri
can people a.re entitled to have full in
formation concerning all matters relat
ing to their Government. The only 
exceptions should be as to such informa
tion that would in reality jeopardize the 
security of our country. Government de
partments should in their dealings with 
the press make an effort to reveal all the 
facts and not to conceal. 

A champion of freedom of the press 
and full information for the American 
people is Mr. Clark Mollenhoff, a distin
guished member of the Washington press 
corps, who has received many well de
served honors. Mr. Mollenhoff has writ
ten an article entitled "Press Failure at 
the Pentagon," which appeared in the 
bulletin which is published by the Amer
ican Society of Newspaper Editors. 

Mr. President, I believe Mr. Mollen
hoff's article is very timely and impor
tant. I believe it will contribute much 
to the deliberations of the Congress. I 
therefore ask unanimous consent that it 
be incorporated into the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
(From the Bulletin of the American Society 

of Newspaper Editors, July 1969) 
PREss FAU.URE AT THE PENTAGON 

(By Clark R. MoUenhoff) 
In the spring of 1969, it was fashionable 

to assign a reporter or a group of reporters 
to do what was considered "an in-depth 
series" on the military-industrial complex, 
and the multibillion-dollar Pentagon bungles 

of the last few years. Newspapers, magazines, 
radio and television suddenly were busy try
ing to catch up with the important task of 
reporting, interpreting and policing a de
partment that had been spending between 
$40 billion and $80 billion a year for a 
decade. 

In the light of the handicap imposed in 
being suddenly tossed into this impossible 
job, many of the reporters did a useful but 
somewhat tardy job in calling public atten
tion to a decade of corruption, mismanage
ment and waste in the operations of the De
fense Department. 

The research was not too difficult on the 
major problems, for a few of us have written 
books and extensive articles spelling out the 
details of the blundering on the TFX, the 
X-22, the dectsion to make the U.S.S. John F. 
Kennedy a conventional carrier and a wide 
range of cases of minor blundering, "conflicts 
of interest" and misrepresentations to the 
public and Congress on military problems. 
The hearings and reports of Congressional 
committees, and the debates on military bud
get provided considerable information that 
many of us had been writing about for years. 

The public and many editors were sud
denly hit with a shocking picture of the 
misuse of the tremendous power of the Pen
tagon's multibillion-dollar budget. There ap
pears to be a sudden realization that regional 
political favortism, "conflicts of interest" and 
cozy dealings with big or little defense con
tractors can be a drain on the taxpayers and 
detrimental to the goal of produc-ing the best 
weapons systems for the best price. There 
could have been an understanding years 
earlier if the press had done its job. 

There was a sudden realization that there 
are certain inherent problems in any easy 
flow of personnel, military or civilian, be
tween the major defense industries and the 
highest policy positions in the Pentagon. And, 
there was new understanding of the evil in
fluence across the entire Defense Department 
when the highest officials--some civilian and 
some military-give false testimony under 
oath, force subordinate officials to give false 
or slanted testimony and use the full power 
of the bureaucracy to demote, discipline or 
fire the dissenters who insist upon telling 
the truth. 

Also, a part of the power picture that is 
now appearing in many publications is the 
interplay of forces in the Congress and the 
Defense Department, with cooperative sen
ators and congressmen receiving favored 
treatment while uncooperative senators and 
congressmen are punished and maligned. 

While the picture of corruption and mis
management at the Pentagon is shocking, it 
is equally shocking to examine the record 
of the American press during the last decade. 
Why has it just dawned upon the press~ 
newspapers, magazines, radio and television
that the spending of half of the national 
budget and the status of our national de
fense is worth covering week by week? Why 
did the press permit itself to be dominated 
and overwhelmed in many cases by the prop
aganda of a centralized Pentagon press of
flee that claimed a new scientific "cost effec
tiveness" system was saving billions of dol
lars every year? 

It would be rather easy to do a devastat
ing series of articles on the superficially and 
the laxity of the American press in dealing 
with the corruption and mismanagement in 
the Pentagon. Congressional investigations 
of Pentagon corruption and mismanagement 
were virtually ignored by the wire services, 
Washington specials and radio and television. 
Where there was coverage it was usually 
short, superficial and more confusing than 
enlightening. 

The editorial comment by most major 
newspapers was influenced by the lack of 
coverage in the news columns, or the super
ficiality of the coverage by commentators 
on radio and television, the columnists or 
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the barrage of propaganda flowing from the 
new centralized Pentagon press office. The 
self-serving declarations of the Defense Sec
retary were accepted and printed as truths, 
even when they were clearly contradicted 
by a body of testimony and documentation. 
The evidence of the clearest "conflicts of in
terest" was ignored or excused by reporters 
and by the editorial writers who found it 
easier to accept the unsupported statements 
or conclusions of a President, a Defense Sec
retary or other political figure with an obvi-

. ous stake in the story than to be concerned 
with other evidence. 

Editors cannot come to grips with the 
Pent3.gon from a point several hundred or 
several thousand miles from Washington un
less they have reliable and tough-minded 
channels of information. Many influences 
have cluttered and contaminated those 
channels in recent years. Not the least of 
these has been the radio and television cov
erage. 

While radio and television can do a great 
job on some subjeots, there has been a glar
ing weakness in the manner in which the 
broadcast industry has dealt with the hard 
problems of covering corruption, mismanage
ment and waste at the Defense Department 
as well as in other government agencies. 

Television is show business, and the show 
business aspect influences news coverage and 
public affairs programs. A big news story may 
get two or three minutes, which is for the 
most part confined to the most colorful or 
provocative statements on one or on both 
sides of an issue. Corruption or mismanage
IIIlent is charged and denied with no real 
.effort to explore the depth of proof beyond 
the self-serving statements of the spokesmen 
for the two sides. Viewers are influenced by 
the looks, the brief comment or by the facial 
expression of the commentator as much as 
they are by facts and depth of proof. It is 
not unusual for such programs to be devoid 
of facts or documentation on even the most 
important Defense Department issue. 

While most edi·tors are aware of these 
weaknesses in broadcast journalism, they are 
(like most of us) influenced to some degree 
by this most powerful medium in their as
sessment of the wire services and their own 
Washington correspondent. 

While television seldom leads the way in 
challenging the press office or a government 
agency, particularly the Defense Depart
ment,it can be a tremendous influence in the 
way it takes up the fight on some issue or 
treats the issue as inconsequential and un
worthy of air time. 

Seldom do editors give any thought to the 
influences that have tended to keep the net
work newsmen and commentators from 
challenging the Defense Department's bosses 
or the White House. Broadcast journalism 
requires special access to the Defense Sec
retary, other high Defense officials and White 
House personnel. Certainly everyone can 
cover the regular press conferences, but it 
is a coup to arrange one of those "special" 
interviews on an exclusive basis. Such "spe
cials" go to a favorite network or even a 
favorite newsman, usually the apologists. 
Specials seldom are arranged for men who 
question the honesty, integrity or judgment 
of high officials of the Defense Department. 

Since there is really no effective way to 
change this system, editors should in most 
instances disregard the television news shows 
in making their judgments about either the 
wire service coverage or the coverage by their 
own Washington correspondent. 

Wire service reporters assigned to the 
Pentagon are usually overworked with 
routine, and faced with ground rules that 
make it difficult to dig beyond the self-serv
ing statements of the Defense press office. 

The penalties for being a few minutes be
hind on a routine news story are such that 

they force bright, able and energetic re
porters to aceept Pentagon discipline and 
avoid rocking the boat. Aggressive independ
ence can represent a serious handicap with 
too few compensations. 

The Washington special correspondent, 
operating out of a one- or two-man bureau, 
can lead an even more harried life than the 
Wire service reporter who is permanently as
signed to the Pentagon. Editors who would 
never expect one local reporter to be expert 
on city, county and state affairs, think noth
ing of expecting "instant expertise" from 
the one or two men they assign to Wash
ington. Most correspondents understand 
their inability to be instant experts on all 
they are asked to do, but do develop a fine 
facility for quick research and fast, smooth 
writing that often passes for expertise. 

But this kind of an operation is super
ficial and relies too much upon quick in
formation from government press offices or 
Washington lobbyists. It is easier to go along 
with the viewpoint of the White House or 
a big agency in most cases, and it can take 
tremendous time and energy to carry the 
burden of an assault on the opinions or de
cisions of a government agency. The task 
can seem overwhelming when it involves a 
challenge to the biggest and most compli
cated Washington establishment, the Penta
gon. A few make periodic challenges to the 
Pentagon propaganda position, but most 
give up in frustration after concluding that 
few in the press really see or care about the 
implications of mismanagement, corrup
tion and waste that have been unearthed. 

Although I am sympathetic with the prob
lems faced in covering Defense spending, I 
do not want this sympathy to be interpreted 
as a justification for a continuation of the 
incompetence and superficiality of the past 
press performance. While the problems of 
covering an $80-billion-a-year agency are 
too numerous to mention here, we cannot af
ford to let the size of the problems be used 
to excuse future press failure. The press 
has a great responsibility that cannot be 
brushed aside. 

The Pentagon spends half of our federal 
budget and has the responsibility for provid
ing a modern defense system to protect this 
nation from all its enemies. Every bit of cor
ruption, political favoritism, mismanagement 
or waste steals money from the taxpayers. 
More important, it cuts into the muscle of 
real defenses, saps the strength of the nation 
and could leave us as a second-rate power 
even as we spend our way into bankruptcy. 

In the face of a host of international prob
lems, and the turmoil at home over real and 
imagined wrongs in our society, it is essential 
that we take stringent measures to eliminate 
corruption. Honest government is not only 
practical, it is vital to our future. It is time 
for the press to eliminate some of the smart 
cynicism that tolerates corruption and mis
management. It is time to exhibit some out
rage at dishonest or political administration 
of the Defense Department, or any other 
agency of government including the courts. 

Every story of Defense Department corrup
tion is worth total pursuit by the press until 
the corrupter pays a penalty, or the mis
manager is exposed and labeled for what he is. 

Those who lie or misrepresent to hide the 
corruption and mismanagement should be 
exposed and criticized for precisely what they 
have done as accomplices after the fact. The 
point must be made that liars and falsifiers 
cannot be tolerated in high government office, 
and that the higher the office the man holds 
the higher the price he must pay for his 
falsification. This has not been the case. 

The political defenders of those engaged in 
either crime or the coverup of crime should 
be held accountable for either lack of judg
ment or for knowingly condoning dishonesty 
in government. Nothing less than such a mas-

sive assault on corruption and mismanage
ment will have any more than minor impact 
upon the problem facing the United States 
today. 

The present press emphasis on coverage of 
the Pentagon might lead one to believe that 
newspapers, magazines, radio and television 
have finally learned the vital lessons after a 
decade of swallowing big chunks of Pentagon 
propaganda. Certainly no one can now say 
that the press is "soft on the Pentagon," but 
even that coverage is superficial. Week after 
week the stories pour out on the evil "m111-
tary-industrial complex" with statistics on 
the number of generals and admirals who 
work for major defense contractors, and sta
tistics on the increased concentration of de
fense contracts in the hands of fewer and 
fewer contractors. Always there is mention 
of the billions wasted through cancellation 
of major defense contracts that failed to meet 
standards, and there are the stories of the $2 
billion overruns on the C-5A cargo plane 
contract, the mismanagement on the Chey
enne helicopter contract, and of course, the 
multibillion-dollar bungle on the infamous 
TFX contract. But there is little effort to 
report details of specific crimes and trace the 
responsibility. 

Reporters who should know better have 
painted with a broad brush of truth, half
truth and distortion. There is a lack of pre
cision in placing the responsibility for the 
Pentagon decisions on the civilian boss or 
the military officer who sold out the public 
trust. Usually there are only the broadest 
hints that something is wrong without speci
fying the crime. 

With the broad sweep and lack of pre
cision of a cartoonist, reporters have placed 
the blame for waste, corruption and mis
management at the feet of "the m111tary-in
dustrial complex." Without using names, ad
mirals and generals are pictured as corrupt 
or stupid. Senators and congressmen are 
often characterized as incompetent or cor
rupt parties to the waste of mililons or bil
lions, though no details are spelled out. 

The facts are usually accurate, but a close 
reading of many of these series shows con
tinuation of much of the same superficiality 
that permeated the Pentagon coverage in 
the period prior to 1969. Some of the writers 
seemed bent upon proving a preconceived no
tion that the generals and admirals, the 
senior men on the Armed Services commit
tees of the House and the Senate and the 
bosses of defense industries have conspired 
to push the United States into the Vietnam 
war and other confrontations for the sake 
of business profits, promotions and political 
deals. 

Certainly there has been waste and mis
management, but the evidence hardly sus
tains the general conspiracy theory. There 
are instances of corruption and mismanage
ment involving generals, admirals, members 
of the Senate and House, officials of defense 
industries and the politically-appointed 
civilian bosses of the Pentagon. But, some
how many of the stories either ignore the 
dominant role of the political bosses at the 
Pentagon or tend to absolve them from 
blame for what has gone wrong. 

Often the reporting of scandals is handled 
in such a loose manner that blame is placed 
on "the Pentagon" or "the Air Force" or 
"the Navy." The impression is given that the 
Nixon Administration or Defense Secretary 
Melvin Laird has the resonsib111ty for what 
has taken place in 1963 or 1968. Seldom, if 
ever, is the name of former Defense Secre
tary Robert S. McNamara mentioned in a 
critical manner, even when he was personal
ly involved in the questionable decision or 
when the decision was dicta ted out of his 
office under some much-heralded new system 
that was to save billions of tax dollars. 

Frequently, the whole mess of scandals 
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originating under the Kennedy or Johnson 
administrations are lumped together and 
presented as evidence of a general Pentagon 
laxity. Then this Pentagon laxity is pro
jected into certain waste of money if Presi
dent Nixon's Safeguard antiballistic missile 
program is permitted to move forward. Cer
tainly past scandals should serve as a warn
ing about what could happen to the ABM 
in the future, but unless there is direct con
nection these should not serve as arguments 
for rejecting a program that the President 
and the Defense Secretary believe is essential. 

The merits of constructing the Safeguard 
ABM should be considered by the press and 
the public without regard for scandals of an 
earlier administration, unless there is some 
evidence of misjudgments or misrepresenta
tions of the Safeguard decision that are 
clearly linked to the past scandals. 

The press cannot be permitted to plead 
that secrecy hid the scandals that originated 
in the McNamara years. Certainly the De
fense Secretary and his press office tried to 
hide the record, issued orders to bar honest 
disclosure of the record and even misrepre
sented the facts to the committees of 
Congress. 

However, over a period of months the facts 
did become available on such major scandals 
as the award of the TFX contract, and a 
dozen lesser scandals. The implications were 
obvious. The facts were available in the 
hearings of the McClellan Permanent Inves
tigating Subcommittee, and in the testimony 
of Secretary McNamara and other high De
fense Department officials who reluctantly 
testified under oath. I wrote detailed ac
counts on the TFX, the X-22 and the nuclear 
carrier dispute in a book called "Despoilers 
of Democracy" that was published in 1965, 
and covered a host of other scandals in depth 
in "The Pentagon" published in 1967. Mil
lions of words were written for The Des 
Moines Register on these and other Pentagon 
problems. 

This reporter was not alone in writing of 
detailed evidence of scandals and misman
agement. Hanson Baldwin, the distinguished 
Pulitzer Prize-winning military analyst of 
The New York Times, reported periodically 
on a host of serious Pentagon problems under 
the "McNamara Monarchy." George Wilson, 
of Aviation Week, and later with The Wash
ington Post, did a consistent, tough-minded 
job on the TFX and other Air Force projects 
despite the propaganda flow from the Penta
gon press office. Sanford Watzman of the 
Washington Bureau of the Cleveland Plain 
Dealer did a brilliant and thorough job of 
exposing the manner in which the McNamara 
Pentagon was failing to enforce the so-called 
Truth-in-Negotiations law of 1962. Charles 
Nicodemus of the Chicago Daily News was 
persistent as well as imaginative as he un
earthed the entire series of scandals that 
poisoned the M-16 rifle program. Richard 
Elliott of Barron's Weekly did a great job of 
following up on the TFX contract and expos
ing the troubles that plagued the Navy ver
sion, the F-111B, until it was killed by Con
gress in 1968. 

If there had been a dozen more reporters 
digging into the Pentagon to pull out the 
facts on scandals and reporting on the top 
level responsibility for those scandals, it 
could have forced some early reassessment 
of many of those programs and would have 
resulted in better decisions on later pro
grams. As it was, the critics of the McNamara 
Pentagon were drowned out by the noncritical 
and fawning coverage of McNamara by many 
magazine writers, columnists and Pentagon 
specialists who apparently believed they 
needed a continuing pleasant personal rela
tionship with the Defense Secretary. 

It is the job of the American editors to 
create the conditions in which reporters cov
ering government can exhibit aggressive in
dependence without having their heads 
chopped off because they do not have rapport 

with the Defense Secretary for the intimate 
backgrounders. Wire service executives and 
the editors who deal with them must make 
certain the Pentagon reporter is motivated 
more by the necessity for doing a tough job 
than with the necessity for being fed routine 
stories at the same time a competing service 
receives it. 

If the reporter believes he works for an 
organization that believes in aggressive in
dependence, then the reporter will probably 
be aggressive and independent. If editors 
want the routine bunk that is fed out 
through the press office, then that is what 
they will get from the wire services and from 
their own specials. 

The record of past press blunders has 
been available for years: 

1. Control of the Pentagon was centralized 
in the Office of Defense Secretary. Instead 
of examining this action with a critical eye, 
the press applauded it and viewed it as some 
move that would put the professional m111-
ta.ry men in their place. 

2. The press office was centralized under 
the Office of Defense Secretary, a.nd a broad 
range of practices instituted that tended to 
crush dissent. There were a few whimpers by 
the press, but many were unconcerned. 

3. The TFX was awarded arbitrarily to the 
high bidder with the second best plane and 
over the unanimous recommends. tions of 
the Pentagon source selection board. Many 
editors bought the McNamara explanation 
without clooe examination and even man
aged to applaud an arbitf!ary awaro to Gen
eral Dynamics {the embodiment of the mili
tary-industrial complex) as a blow against 
the complex. 

4. The "conflicts of interest" in the TFX 
contract were documented fully as early as 
1963, but most newspapers ignored it. Some 
even defended it editorially and followed 
a line that was right out of the mouth of 
a top Pentagon press spokesman. 

5. Defense Secretary McNamara's claim of 
billions in savings were accepted and pra.ised 
without careful examination, yet there was 
little or no coverage by most newspapers of 
the details of House hearings that proved 
most of the claimed "savings" were hogwash. 

6. There was wide coverage of McNamara's 
esroablishment of the Defense Contract Audit 
Agency, and acceptance of the fact that this 
was to be a big money saver. There was little 
attention to the huge costs this added to the 
Pentagon budget, and no concern over the 
fact that the existence of the Defense Con
tract Audit Agency was used to justify cutting 
the scope of the outside audit by the GAO. 

These · are only a few of the blunders of 
the Defense Department and of the press 
in the last decade. Although I have hit them 
briefly here, I have covered them in detail 
in books, speeches and in news stories over 
the last eight years. 

I believe it should be sufficient here to 
make the point that the press let itself be 
caught up in depth coverage of a lot of 
glamour projects, but failed to do a thor
ough job of going behind the Pentagon press 
line on the vital issues of honesty and 
integrity. 

A FELLOW TEXAN ENDORSES THE 
AMERICAN FOLKLIFE BILL 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 
received instantly another letter in sup
port of my bill S. 1591, to establish an 
American Folklife Foundation. This pro
posal has been endorsed by many leading 
public figures and by some of the Na
tion's leading folk artists. 

Impressive and encouraging as these 
endorsements may be, Mr. President, I 
am still happy when I find that my pro
posal also is gaining support at the grass
roots level. I have a letter from a con-

stituent of mine, Mr. Ralph D. Wright 
of Austin, Tex., nephew of famed Dr. 
Walter P. Webb, which warmly endorses 
my bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the letter from Mr. Ralph D. 
Wright, dated June 19, 1969, be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

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

AUSTIN, TEX., 
June 19, 1969. 

Senator RALPH W. YARBOROUGH, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR YARBOROUGH: On your 
weekly radio report of June 15, I heard you 
announce your plans to introduce a bill es
ta.bUshing an Institute of American Folk
life. As an individual constituent. I would 
like to express my appreciation to you for 
your interest in the documentation and 
preservation of our folk culture. 

As a. nephew of Dr. Webb, I was fortunate 
during my childhood to be along on several 
evenings when he, Mr. Dobie and Mr. Bedi
chek recounted tales of early Texas and the 
west. I am afraid that many of these tales, 
even the printable ones, are now loot. Hope
fully, the establishment of an institute such 
as you propose would make possible the 
preservation of such folklore for future gen
el"ations. I am sure that these men would 
applaud your efforts in this area. 

Should more inform,a,tion become available 
regarding the institute, I would be grateful 
to receive it. 

Sincerely, 
RALPH D. WRIGHT. 

THE HEALTH GAP 
Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, the Na

tion's citizens and administrators are 
becoming increasingly aware of the 
growing disparity between America's 
great advances in medical science and 
the adequacy of our health care and fa
cilities. A recent article in the Ambas
sador, a publication by the Blue Cross , 
and Blue Shield of New York, reports on 
one portion of this acute problem-the 
sorrowful health conditions and services 
afforded to one-fifth of our people, those 
who live in 'pOverty. I and other Mem
bers of this Congress have cited these 
facts again and again-the problems of 
malnutrition and unsanitary conditions, 
the outmoded, insufficient hospital and 
clinic services. This article stresses the 
vicious cycle caused by the close rela
tionship between these conditions and 
poverty-the poor get sicker and the sick 
get poorer, as malnutrition takes its toll 
in energy and morale, and the lack of 
proper care generates more disease and 
despair. We must continue in our fight 
to eliminate these tragedies through 
legislation and education, and to break 
this cycle. We must assure to all the 
means to attain comprehensive health 
care if we are to maintain our responsi
bility as Americans. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that this report be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

THE HEALTH GAP 
In the wealthiest and most productive 

country in the world, there is an enormous 
and growing gap between the health care 
available to the poor and to the non-poor: 
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A child born to poll r parents is twice as 

likely to die in infancy. 
Should he survive the first year of life, 

his chance of dying beforE! reaching the age 
of 35 is four times greater. 

He is five times more likel'.y to suffer mental 
illness, three times more liltely to have a dis
abling heart disease, seven times more likely 
to have visual impairment. 

Two questions are basic to an understand
ing of this national health problem: Who are 
the poor and what is the relationship be
tween poverty and ill health? 

THE POOR ARE EVERYWHERE 

Poverty knows neither geographic nor 
racial lines. A federal study estimates that 
about one-fifth of all people in the U.S. live 
in poverty, with the poverty level set by the 
Social Security Administration at $3,335 an
nual income for a family of four and the 
near-poor level at $4,345. 

Of the total number of Americans desig
nated as poor in 1966, two out of three were 
white. Among the near-poor four out of five 
were white. The Negro, however, is twice as 
likely to be poor as his fellow white citizens. 
For Indians living on reservations and for 
migrant workers, the percentage is even 
higher. Poor families are moving to the 
cities in increasing numbers, but there re
mains a large proportion of rural poor, par
ticularly in the South although by no means 
confined to that area. 

The poor are everywhere and they are of 
all ages. Included among the poor and near
poor are 18 to 28 per cent of the nation's 
children and from 30 to 43 per cent of the 
aged-figures that belie a popular miscon
ception that the cure for poverty is for poor 
people to "get out and work." 

THE VICIOUS CYCLE 

The poor get sicker and the sick get poorer 
in a vicious circle as poverty breeds disease 
and disease in turn breeds poverty. The close 
relationship between poverty and ill health 
is abundantly evident in the graph prepared 
by the National Center for Healtih Studies. 

Poverty breeds sickness in many ways, 
both environmentally and socially. Inade
quate housing, overcrowding, and lack of 
sanitary facilities generate disease as well as 
prevent or prolong recovery. Diet is a tre
mendously important factor in both mental 
and physical health, and the poor, as a rule, 
are poorly fed. Even where actual hunger 
does not exist, malnutrition is widespread. 
As just one example, a national nutriti.on 
survey taken by the United States Public 
Health Service in 10 states revealed that 34 
per cent of the pre-school children exam
ined exhibited anemia, 33 per cent of chil
dren under six suffered vitamin A deficiency 
and growth retardation was common. 

A disturbing body of scientific informa
tion indicates a direct connection between 
malnutrition in children, especially insuffi
cient protein, and permanent brain damage. 
Seventy-five per cent of the mental retarda
tion in this country occurs in areas of urban 
and rural poverty. 

Malnutrition also takes its toll in a gen
eral feeling of malaise, a lack of the well 
being and energy necessary to break out of 
the vicious circle. Why don't the poor eat 
a better diet? The answer is simple; they are 
woefully uninformed about what foods con
stitute · good nutrition, and the primary 
sources of protein and vitamins-meat, milk, 
fresh vegetables and fruits-are in general 
the most expensive items in the food budget. 

Why don't the poor get mnre medical help 
for their health problems? Again, part of 
the answer lies in lack of iHformation; they 
do not know about the free health services 
available to them, and in many areas of the 
country there are none within a reasonable 
distance. Even in large cities, where free 
clinics or health-care centers offer many 
services, they are frequently located far from 
the ghetto areas. Availability and accessibil
ity are two different things and easily ac-

cessible facilities, where they do exist, are 
grossly inadequate. 

Alonzo S. Yerby, M.D., professor of health 
services administration, Howard University 
School of Public Health made this comment 
in referring to the relationship between pov
erty and ill health, "Strange as it may seem, 
many otherwise well-informed Americans 
tend to attribute much of the problem to 
the alleged failure of the poor to use the 
services that are available. Few of these 
critics of the behavior of the poor have been 
inside the health facilities which serve the 
poor, few have sought care from marginal 
practitioners who have not kept up with 
medical progress and who conduct an as
sembly-line practice in slum neighborhoods." 

Dr. Yerby described what he called "the 
gross inadequacies of the clinics that serve 
the poor, the antiquated, decayed physical 
plants, a multiplicity of unrelated specialty 
services, overworked and often underpaid 
personnel with no time, and often no inter
est, in the complex problems which beset the 
people who huddle for hours on the hard 
benches. I have often felt that such descrip
tions were inadequate to fully portray this 
slice of man's inhumanity to man." 

Just as poverty breeds sickness, sickness 
in turn breeds poverty. Unable to afford or 
obtain adequate medical care, the poor are 
more likely to become ill, more likely to be 
subject to chronic ill health, and conse
quently less able to work regularly or at 
peak efficiency. As a result they are less likely 
to be able to obtain employment, they make 
less money, and frequent absence from work 
sends them deeper into poverty and the vi
cious circle is repeated. 

AN OPTIMUM EFFORT 

Dr. Holl1s S. Ingraham, Commissioner of 
the New York State Department of Health, 
has called for "an optimum effort to break 
the cycle process by which the poor get 
sicker and the sick get poorer." The prob
lems of public health and the poor, he says, 
"are the problems of a nation grappling with 
the crisis of its own identity." 

An optimum effort requires resourceful 
and imaginative action on many fronts: 

A massive attack on hunger and malnu
trition. 

A concerted educational campaign to in
form the poor about nutritional require
ments, about free medical services avail
able to them, about the genesis and preven
tion of disease. 

Construction and staffing of neighborhood 
clinics where comprehensive care is avail
able to all members of a family. 

Accelerated programs to train more doc
tors and nurses as well as a broadening of 
the use of allied health professionals and 
services. 

Enforcement of building and sanitation 
codes. 

Elimination of overlapping agencies and 
the incorporation of health care of the poor 
into a general heal·th system. 

Expansion of programs for prenatal care, 
immunization and family planning. 

A realistic method of financing health 
care. 

Acceptance of neighborhood participa
tion and leadership in solving the prob
lems. 

If these and other measures are taken 
soon enough and wholeheartedly enough, 
we may yet be able to quote Aristotle with 
a sense of national identity: "Health of 
mind and body is so fundamental to the 
good life that we believe that if men have 
any personal rights at all as human beings, 
th.ey have an absolute moral right to such a 
measure of good health that society alone 
is able. to give them." 

THE OIL INDUSTRY 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, this Na
tion's press performs many extremely 

vital functions for which it is frequently 
lauded. Not on that list-but extremely 
valuable as a time-saver for Members of 
this body-is the press' talent for sum
marizing complex material in a teadable 
form. 

An excellent example is the May 17. 
Business Week article on questions being 
raised about past and current govern
mental treatment of the oil industry. 

As chairman of the Senate Antitrust 
and Monopoly Subcommittee which has 
been investigating the effect of Govern
ment interventiQn on this market, I am 
particularly imf>ressed with the sum
mary of opinions expressed at those 
hearings. 

I call my colleagues' attention to the 
article and recommend it as a valuable 
tool to those attempting to understand 
the complexities involved, and ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

THE YEAR OIL GETS ITS LUMPS 

Eight weeks ago the president of Gulf Oil 
Corp., the chairman of Humble Oil & Refin
ing Co. and independent operators from 
Michigan, Ohio, and Pennsylvania-as well 
as Texas and Oklahoma-flew into Washing
ton for what they trusted would be a ritual
istic defense of oil's special position in the 
Internal Revenue code. 

Presidential candidate Richard Nixon had 
publicly backed the 2712 % depletion allow
ance, mainstay of a system of tax preference 
worth (depending on who's counting) any
thing from $1.6-billion to $3-billion a year. 
And taking the oath of office had had no 
discernible effect on his views. Though 
Treasury officials were hard at work on a tax 
reform package, the word had quietly gotten 
around that oil would not be one of their 
major targets. 

Ranged before the House Ways & Means 
Committee, the oilmen comfortably expected 
that their traditional arguments would get 
traditionally friendly reception on Capitol 
Hill. Never in the 43 years since the depletion 
provision was first written into the tax code 
had the Ways & Means Committee made the 
slightest threatening gesture toward it. 

Before long, however, the oilmen were not 
feeling so comfortable. 

REVOLT 

"I don't think I have ever been so startled," 
one major company vice-president recalls. 
"There was Johnny Byrnes acting just like 
Bill Proxmire." Representative John W. 
Byrnes of Wisconsin, the ranking Republican 
member of the tax writing group, long had 
been considered a tested "friend of oil." Now, 
like his fellow Wisconsinite, Senator William 
Proxmire, he was complaining about giant oil 
companies that paid little or no taxes. 

In recent weeks, Ways & Means Chairman 
Wilbur D. Mills (D-Ark.) has taken the same 
line. In public statements and in private 
talks with oil lobbyists, he has made quite 
clear that the petroleum industry will figure 
prominently in any broad move toward tax 
reform. "Depletion has become a symbol," 
Mills says, and must get wt least a "symbolic 
reduction." 

NOTHING SAFE 

The defection of Byrnes and Mills is only 
the most recent, if perhaps most serious, 
evidence of oil's ebbing political fortunes. A 
"taxpayers' revolt" focusing on the industry's 
privileged tax position; a raucous public 
fight with New England over a foreign trade 
zone at Machiasport, Me.; am. off-shore drill
ing accident that spilled thousands of bar
rels of crude into the Santa Barbara channel, 
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all these have turned the tide against the 
industry that once had the most formidable 
post tlon in W ashlngton. 

"There has been a sharp change in the 
pol1t1cal environment facing the oil indus
try," says Frank Ikard, a former Texas con
gressman who left a seat on Ways & Means 
seven years ago for the presidency of the 
American Petroleum Institute. Another old 
Washington hand put the matter more suc
cinctly: "This is the year we get our lumps." 

Nothing appears to be safe in the boiling 
controversy that surrounds the politics of 
oil. The tax incentives that have sustained 
the industry since 1926, the proratlonlng 
system that since 1933 has kept surplus 
crude off the market, the import quotas that 
have insulated domestic producers from for
eign pressures for the past decade, all sud
denly have become very open questions. And 
how well they stand up in Washington over 
the next six months or so may determine 
the shape of the oil business for years to 
come. 

More than anything else, it has been the 
"Battle of Machiasport" that has given crit
ics of oil their raUying ground. But in re
turn no issue in years has so united the 
often feuding segments of the industry. 

It started last May with a complex pro
posal by Occidental Petroleum Oo. to build 
a 300,000-bbl.-a-day refinery at the tiny fish
ing village of Machiasport, Me. Stripped to 
essentials, it was a bold plan to use the de
vice of a :foreign trade zone to carve out a 
special place in the oil import program for 
New England-and, of course, for Occidental 
itself. Somehow, it seemed to stretch all of 
the weak seams in a quota S!'Stem that had 
already developed almost intolerable strains. 

CURE FOR SURPLUS 

That system-officially, the Mandatory Oil 
Import Program-was instituted in 1959 to 
insulate the U.S. domestic industry from the 
effects of a world-wide oil glut. 

By the late 1950s the Middle East had come 
into its own, with major finds in Kuwait 
and Saudi Arabia and the rapid buildup of 
production in Iran and Iraq. The European 
market had been pretty well saturated; Ja
pan was being taken care of. The ne_xt logi
cal move for Arab oil was to the U.S. East 
Ooast. 

The prospect appalled the purely domestic 
producers, who were groaning under surplus 
capacity themselves. 

United States: 

Oil reserves 
(Billion barrels] 

1958 ------------------------------- 33 
19681 ------------------------------ 31 

Free world: 
1958 ------------------------------- 215 
1968 ------------------------------- 372 
1 Excludes Alaskan Arctic. 

Source: American Petroleum Institute, Oil 
and Gas Journal. 

DISAPPOINTED 

The quota system provided a breakwater 
against the expected wave of foreign crude. 
Imports were restricted to a set proportion of 
domestic demand-12.2% for the area east of 
the Rockies, for example. Import licenses, or 
"tickets," were widely dispersed among re
finers so that it was no longer feasible to 
design a plant to run entirely on foreign 
crude. 

One after another, the majors junked plans 
to build refineries on the East Coast. Without 
guaranteed access to foreign crude it was 
better to build near the oilfields and ship the 
products. 

It was natural for New England to resent 
the oil import program. It found itself on the 
tail end of a long, expensive transportation 
line that began, New Englanders figured, at 
refineries they had lost to Texas. As the price 

of home heating oil, the major petroleum 
product sold in the region, rose from 15.37¢ 
a gal. in 1964 to 17.57¢ in 1968; New England 
seethed. 

BATTLE CRY 

Into this emotional cauldron came Occi
dental Chairman Armand Hammer, with a 
promise to build one of the world's largest 
refineries and to reduce heating oil prices by 
a healthy 10%. New England welcomed him 
with open arms-and its politicians agreed to 
fight for his plan in Washington. A major 
battle was inevitable. 

The oil import "ticket" is a valuable com
modity being, in effect, a license to import oil 
at $2 a bbl. that is worth about $3.25 as soon 
as it clears customs (the duty is only 10¥2¢). 
With about 1.5-milllon bbl. a day allowed, 
this means that domestic refiners-who get 
tickets in rough proportion to their plant 
capacity-share a subsidy worth about $600-
million a year. 

Occidental's Machiasport proposal was 
widely regarded as a bold raid on this kitty. 
Under the existing program Occidental could 
have looked for a quota equal to about 9% 
of its refinery runs. Now it was asking for 
tickets equal to about one-third. This could 
be done by reducing the share of the other 
companies. 

TURNABOUT 

Almost without exception, oil companies 
jumped on Machiasport to prevent the oil 
import program from collapsing in a com
petitive melee for import tickets. Independ
ent producers were worried about maintain
ing prices; independent refiners were worried 
about the subsidy, which for some tepresents 
their margin of profit; and the giant inter
national oil companies were as anxious as 
anyone else to maintain the import wall 
around the U.S. market. 

This somewhat surprising turnabout by the 
internationals stems from a basic change in 
the world market--international oil's version 
of the cost-price squeeze. 

STRANGE BEDFELLOWS 

The enormous oil reserves of the Middle 
East, together with major finds in Libya and 
now Nigeria, have had their inevitable effect 
on prices. Posted JNices have remained ste·ady, 
laTgely because of p:ressure from the Organi
zation of Petroleum Exporting Countries. 
But the price at which crude actually is 
traded internationally has dropped to as low 
as $1.20 a barrel-and product prices have 
followed in Europe and Japan. 

The cost of production from the Middle 
East fields has rematned ridiculously low
no more than 12¢ a bbl., figures MIT econo
mist Morris A. Adelman. But the Arabs have 
proved demanding hosts. Their take now is 
about 85¢ a bbl. and due to rise under a re
cent agreement. According to First National 
City Bank, the earnings on Middle East oil 
dropped from 77.1¢ a bbl. in 1957 to 37.5¢ in 
1967. 

The upshot is obvious. Suddenly, even to 
the free-trading international oil companies, 
a proteoted U.S. market looks good. What 
they lose by having their excess crude kept 
out of this country, they gain back by having 
a profits floor under their extensive U.S op
erations. Besides, keeping the U.S. nearly 
self-sufficient in oil enhances their bargain
ing position with the producing governments. 

UPPING THE ANTE 

So crucial is the U.S. oil import program 
now to the international majors that some 
appear ready to give up the $600-million im
port quota subsidy as the price for maintain
ing the restrictions intact. It is not one the 
majors want to embrace publicly for fear of 
stirring up independent refiners. 

Many in the industry also are convinced 
tha.t it would be politic to do something 
special for New England-if. a& one corporate 
president puts it privately "we don't have to 

swallow Armand Hammer." Meanwhile. how
ever, the New Englanders have raised the 
ante and now seem more interested in knock
ing out the import. program itself than in 
getting a single refinery built in Maine. 

WHO PAYS THE BILL? 

The debate over Machiasport has under
soared how expensive the oil import program 
is for consumers. As most economists and 
anti-oil politicians see it, the restrictions cut 
the U.S. off from economic forces that nught 
otherwise halve the price of crude oii In 
effect, says MIT's Adelman, consumers pay 
$4-billion a year mo:re for oil than they would 
in a free market. 

"There must be a more efficient and more 
equitable way to safeguard the national se
curity," says Senator Edward Kennedy 
(D-Mass.). "This is the only legal purpose 
the program has." 

CONFRONTATION 

In hearings before the Senate antitrust 
subcommittee last March, leading academic 
experts on the oil industry questioned 
whether the national security required the 
current high-cost protection of the domestic 
oil industry. 

"It is not just the consumer who pays the 
cost," says Walter Adams, professor of eco
nomics and acting president of Michigan 
State University. "The restrictions also hurt 
those American industries which use oil as 
a raw material and must then sell their 
finished products in competitive world 
markets." 

The petrochemical industry has, in fact, 
begun to take its case against the oil import 
program to Washington-and this is another 
reason for oil's political difficulties. Petro
chemical people have made a strong pitch 
to the Nixon Administration that unless they 
get access to cheap foreign feedstocks in the 
U.S. they will be forced to build plants 
abroad. 

Next week the oil companies g~ before the 
antitrust subcommittee chaired by Michigan 
Senator Ph1lip Hart, who has no particular 
love for them. They will be trying to answer 
the economists on Capitol Hill. But their 
real target will be Labor Secretary George P. 
Schultz, former dean of the School of Busi
ness at the University of Chicago. 

Nixon has given Schultz a broad franchise 
to take a "fresh look" at the import pro
gram-and six months to come up with 
recommendations. It is a ticklish job, even 
for a skilled mediator. And, sooner or later, 
he will have to come to grips with the essen
tial question of whether maintaining the 
present size and shap'3 of the domestic oil 
industry is worth the cost to consumers. 

This issue--the social cost of government 
policies that encourage and protect U.S. oil 
production-is at the root of the political 
turmoil surrounding the petroleum industry. 
Washington seems to have rediscovered the 
basic economic fact that if oil is getting 
special treatment, it's getting it at the ex
pense of other sectors of the economy. 

THE WALLS AROUND DOMESTIC PRODUCERS 

Both the import program and the tax in
centives that center around the 27Y2 % de
pletion allowance are designed to foster the 
domestic oil producing industry. The first 
involves a transfer of $4-billion from con
sumers, in the form of higher prices; the 
second, according to Treasury estimates, in
volves a transfer of $1.6-billion from ether 
taxpayers. Together, they total close to the 
net profits for the entire industry. 

Yet, despite all the subsidies, direct and 
indirect, profits in petroleum are not in
ordinately high. The rate of return on equity 
for oil companies is about average for manu
facturing-13%. 

What does the industry do with all that 
money? Both economists and oil men come 
up with the same answer-though they draw 
strikingly different policy conclusions: most-
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ly, it is "drilled up" in the search for excess 
reserves. 

STATE REGULATION 

With tax breaks and high prices, people 
have been encouraged to hunt for oil in less 
promising areas and to maintain production 
from marginal wells. The economic results 
are predictable: Since World War IT there 
has been a persistent surplus of crude pro
duction capacity. And the burden of carry
ing this excess has steadily pushed average 
costs closer and closer to prices. 

Most of the industry argues that this spare 
capacity is essential to national security
and well worth the public cost. 

Still, few deny that the management of 
surplus reserves in the U.S. has unnecessarily 
reduced the economic efficiency of the indus
try. Market demand prorationing, says Alfred 
E. Kahn of Cornell University, "raises costs as 
well as prices." 

CONSERVATION 

Prorationing is just about the only sur
viving descendent of the New Deal's National 
Recovery Act, which sponsored industry codes 
to put a floor under depression-era prices. 
The complex system is run by oil-producing 
states but enforced nationally through the 
Connally "hot oil" Act, which makes it ille
gal to transport across state lines oil pro
duced in excess of state allowables. 

There is a conservation purpose behind 
much of the state regulation. Without some 
controls, operators tapping the same pool of 
oil would try to get the jump on each other. 
They would pump as fast as possible even if 
it meant decreasing pressures-and reducing 
eventual recovery. This is exactly what hap
pened in East Texas before 1933. 

But the two major oil states, Texas and 
Louisiana, regulate with one eye on the well 
pressures and the other on crude prices. They 
make sure that oil is not produced in excess 
of actual market demand-meaning that sur
pluses do not affect prices. 

What oil companies make 
out of import quotas 

[The 1969 value of "tickets" in 
millions of dollars] 

Company: 
Gulf Oil ------------------------ 17. 4 
Standard Oil (New Jersey)-------- 16. 3 
Standard Oil (Indiana)------------ 13. 7 
Texaco--------------------------- 13.3 
Mobil---------------------------- 11.0 
Shell----------------------------- 10.4 
Standard Oil (California)---------- 10.4 
Sinclair-------------------------- 9.7 
Atlantic Richfield----------------- 9. 2 
Sun ----------------------------- 8.8 
Phillips -------------------------- 7. 0 
Cities Service_____________________ 5. 8 
Continental ---------------------- 5. 7 
Union --------------------------- 5. 4 
Ashland ------------------------- 5. 1 
Data: Interior Department, Business Week 

estimates. 
LOW EFFICIENCY 

Ultimately, the consumers pay through 
higher prices for keeping surplus oil in the 
ground. But producers also share the burden 
by not being able to extract oil at the opti
mum rate. High-cost "stripper wells," those 
running no more than 10 bbl. per day, are 
given full rein; low-cost flowing wells are 
shut in a good part of the time (about 50% 
in Texas). Oilmen say that this arrangement 
is necessary to prevent the loss of oil from 
marginal wells. But it also has the effect of 
raising the average cost of producing a bar
rel of crude. 

Obviously, anything that knocked off the 
marginal producers would increase the eco
nomic efficiency of the industry. And this is 
just what opponents of the oil import pro
gram and percentage depletion are urging, 
even though many admit it means reducing 
the effective level of U.S. oil reserves. Ending 
import restrictions would lower domestic 

crude prices by as much as $1.25 a bbl. End
ing depletion and other special tax incentives 
would, Treasury economists figure, have the 
same effect on oil profits as a price drop of 
90¢ a bbl. 

THE INDEPENDENT MIND 

Everyone in the oil indus,try would be 
thrown for a loop. But the sector that would 
really take it in the neck would be the inde
pendent producers who have carved out a 
position in an industry that made the term 
"vertical integration" a household word only 
because of high crude prices and special tax 
privileges. 

Most independents are, as Netus A Steed, 
president of the Texas Independent Producers 
and Royalty Owners Assn. told the House 
Ways & Means Committee, "caretakers of the 
nation's ... marginal production operations." 
By and large, they search for oil in places the 
integrated majors don't bother to look. 
(Partly this is because few can swing the 
huge outlays needed to explore in the most 
promising areas offshore and in the Arctic.) 
Already their importance is declining. Any
thing that disturbs the existing delicate bal
ance will push many of them out. 

Interestingly enough, the independents are 
less wedded to the 27¥2% depletion allow
ance than other oilmen. Recently Steed wrote 
President Nixon that if oil had to be the ob
ject of tax reform, "some reduction in the 
27¥2% depletion factor might well be sus
tained without irreparable injury." 

This departure from an industry article 
of faith is a tipoff that independents, like 
the majors, think that something may well 
be done about oil's special tax position. As 
long as everyone could assume that noth
ing would happen, the industry could 
present a united front. Now, as one Wash
ington lobbyist sees it: "Everyone is going 
into the back room with a deal." 

LITTLE HURT 

A small cut in the percentage would not 
hurt independents much because they are 
high-cost producers. 

As the law reads, operators can deduct 
27Y2 % of the gross value of oil at the well
head, but only up to 50% of the net in
come of the property. Marginal producers 
tend to bump up against this ce111ng so 
that the actual depletion rate is less than 
the formal limit. It is not unusual for own
ers of secondary recovery wells to realize 
only a 10% depletion allowance. 

The major oil companies, and some of 
the larger independents, own the "flush" 
wells where the margin between net and 
gross income is narrow. For them the 50% 
of net income limit is not a serious prob
lem, and a cut in the official depletion 
rate would have an immediate impact. 

INTANGIBLES 

The majors would like quietly to turn 
Washington's attention to the second strand 
in the web of oil tax provisions-the option 
of deducting intangible drllling costs (such 
as wages involved in operating a rig) as a 
business expense rather than depreciating 
them as capital charges. 

To the independents, however, "in
tangibles are the best thing they have go
ing for them. They do a disproportionate 
share of exploratory drilling, and get a 
bigger chunk of the $300-million a year 
the industry saves in taxes through in
tangibles than they do of the $1.3 billion 
it nets through depletion. 

Moreover, the intangible option allows 
them to write off costs in the first year, 
when the net income from newly dis
covered wells is relatively high. This gives 
them more leeway for the 50% depletion 
limit in later years when the ratio of net 
to grosc income widens. All of this is in ad
dition to the cash flow effect of fast wrlte
offs, which is important to small businesses 
with restricted access to external financing. 

LOOPHOLES 

For similar reasons, the independents are 
dead against the two reforms that the Nixon 
Administration is sponsoring--changes in the 
tax treatment of "carved-out production pay
ments" and "ABC transaction." 

According to the Treasury Dept., the oil 
industry uses production payments to evade 
the 50% limit on depletion. By selling a claim 
on future production in a year in which the 
ce111ng is a real limit, an operator can boost 
his net income and realize more on deple
tion. The deal is frequently made so that 
the operator can take a tax loss while the 
carve-out is being paid. 

Treasury figures that it will gain $200-
million a year if the carve-out loophole is 
closed. The independents say that they will 
lose a valuable source of liquid capital. 
Similarly, independent producers claim that 
they would have the most to lose by restric
tions on ABC transactions--complex tripar
tite deals in which wealthy individuals agree 
to finance for access to the depletion allow
ance. 

TIME AND EVENTS WORK AGAINST OIL 

There was a time when reformers' discus
sions of these loopholes would have been 
academic. on had so many powerful "friends 
in court" that for every Proxmire that ques
tioned the industry's tax status, a dozen con
gressmen of both political parties would have 
risen to oil's defense. 

Today, oil confronts its political crisis with 
a power base that is considerably diminished, 
the result both of the vicissitudes of time and 
some basic changes in U.S. politics. 

TURNOVER 

Historically, the countryside had given the 
industry its muscle in Washington. With 
much of the nation's farmland under lease 
and some 30 states with producing wells, 
rural congressmen never had far to look to 
find a constituent interest in oil. And lobby
ists carefully cultivated the sense of identity 
with campaign contributions and support for 
key committee assignments for the faithful. 

Now Capitol Hill is showing the effects of 
court-ordered redistricting. The one man
one vote doctrine has replaced rural poli
ticians with urban congressmen who just 
can't afford to be identified with the oil 
industry. 

Turnovers in Congressional leadership also 
have weakened the industry's position. A 
decade ago, House Speaker Sam Rayburn, 
Senate Majority Leader Lyndon Johnson and 
Senator Robert S. Kerr (D-Okla.) formed a 
powerful triumvirate for the protection of 
oil's interests on Capitol H111. Now about the 
only committed friend whose position makes 
him much of a help is Russell B. Long of 
Louisiana, the mercurial chairman of the 
Senate Finance Committee. 

NEW GROUP 

The shift in Congressional make-up and 
the change in leadership are both reflected in 
the oil industry's inhospitable reception at 
the tax-writing Ways & Means Committee. It 
was always an open secret in Washington 
that Rayburn quizzed applicants on deple
tion before making assignments to Ways & 
Means-and the committee's vote always 
showed it. Since Rayburn's death in 1961, 
however, 11 of 15 Democrats have been re
placed and 7 of 10 Republicans. 

"It's a new group down there," says one 
lobbyist, "and they couldn't care less about 
the oil industry." Congressional insiders are 
convinced that in deciding to do something 
"symbolic" about depletion. Mills is reacting 
more to changes in his committee than to the 
thousands of letters from irate taxpayers. 

THE ANTIS 

It is not, however, the steady erosion of its 
friends that spells real political trouble for 
the oil industry. A much more foreboding de
velopment has been growth of a powerful 
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Congressional bloc that is consciously and 
actively hostile to oil's interests. 

Dozens of congressmen and senators seem 
eager to put their names on any piece of leg
islation-so long as it chips away at what 
they consider the structure of oil industry 
privilege. There are bills :floating around Cap
itol Hill that would reduce the 27¥2% deple
tion provision, deny it on foreign operations, 
end federal cooperation with state proration
ing, phase out the import control program. 
And there have been a stream of round-robin 
letters asking the Justice Dept. to investigate 
alleged "monopolistic" practices of the oil 
industry, with particular emph·asis on the 
recent round of gasoline price increases. 

The anti-oil forces include such perennial 
gadfiys as Senator Proxmire and Senator John 
Williams (R-Del.). But they also include 
some of the most powerful men in American 
politics, such as Senators Kennedy of Massa
chusetts and Muskie of Maine. 

Probably no other industry in the U.S. has 
had to Withstand the political heat these men 
have generated over the past several months. 
But if current activity on Capitol Hill is any 
criterion, the oil industry hasn't seen any
thing yet. 

The politics of oil will never again be quite 
the same. 

ADDRESS BY THE VICE PRESIDENT 
BEFORE THE STATE DINNER OF 
THE MIDWESTERN GOVERNORS' 
CONFERENCE, WICHITA, KANS. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, last 

night the Vice President addressed the 
Midwestern Governors' Conference in 
Wichita, and reported to the Governors 
on the progress the administration is 
making in Vietnam. 

He did not promise that the solution to 
the Vietnam problem would be easy, or 
that it would be possible to increase 
spending on domestic problems as long 
as the Vietnam problem exists. 
Vice President said: 

He did say that the self-appointed ex
perts were not helping the situation. The 

The more removed the neo-experts are from 
the decision-making responsib111ty, the more 
simple and inflexible their proposals become. 
The less they know about the hi.sOOry of the 
wa.r, the more illogical are their supet"eroga
tory urgings. 

The Vice President pointed out th81t, if 
there had been an easy way out of the 
war, the previous administration would 
have found it. He said: 

The bitter irony of criticism by officials of 
the past Administration lies in their absence 
of achievement when the opportunity and the 
responsibili;ty rested With them. 

Mr. President, I think we are making 
progress in coming to grips with the in
ternational confrontation in Vietnam. 
For the first time, we have an adminis
tration that has the oourage to look at 
the situation in Vietnam realistically. We 
have an administration that is not afraid 
to look at the role that the Soviet Union 
is playing in Southeast Asia. We have 
given up the dangerous illusions that the 
Soviet Union is an innocent bystander, 
merely helping Hanoi so that such "help" 
will be an influence for "peace." The first 
condition of achieving peace in Vietnam 
is to recognize that the Soviets bear the 
chief responsibility for the continuation 
of this war. We must realize that the real 
roadblock to peace is not in Paris, or even 
Hanoi, but in Moscow. 

The words of the Vice President show 
that we do not maintain these dangerous 

illusions about the Soviet role any longer. 
In his report to the Governors, the Vice 
President said: 

The most extraordinary myth is the pre
sumption that the Soviet Union bears no 
responsibility for events in Southeast Asia. 
With Communist China an increasing threat 
to Communist Russia, the new nations of 
Southeast Asia become a force to counter 
Peking. Since 1965, China's aid to North 
Vietnam has decreased while Soviet aid has 
increased. The recently signed Moscow-Hanoi 
annual aid pact gives evidence to Soviet in
terest in Southeast Asia. 

It is clear that Khrushchev's successors are 
not passive. They have accelerated rocket 
production; established an ABM system; 
tested multiple warhead weapons and orbital 
bombs; multiplied missile-launching sub
marines; developed an impressive "blue 
water" :fleet; increased paratrooper and ma
rine forces; and last summer, mob111zed army 
reserves for East European maneuvers which 
have yet to end. The Czechoslovakian inva
sion gave proof that the Soviet Union has 
not gone soft on liberalism. Their impressive 
nuclear build-up reveals the USSR has out
spent the USA on strategic nuclear forces 
during the 1960's. 

Mr. President, this assessment by the 
Vice President of the Soviet record will 
be judged accurate by all those who have 
followed Soviet strategic and military 
policy closely over the past few years. I 
congratulate the Vice President on his 
fine presentation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the Vice President's speech be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ADDRESS BY THE VICE PRESIDENT BEFORE THE 

MIDWESTERN GOVERNOR'S · CONFERENCE, 

WICHITA, KANs. 

Tonight I am going to depart from the tra
ditional discussion of domestic affairs and 
discuss America's role in Vietnam. 

Each of you is, of course, aware that the 
cost of the war severely affects domestic 
poUcy. Along with infla.tion, our involvement 
in Vietnam makes it presently impossible to 
increase our assistance to state and local 
governments to the desired level. Therefore, 
you have a stake in our policy and a right to 
know our prospects. 

There are many self-professed experts on 
the Vietnam War. Hardly a day passes that 
doesn't produce what is advertised as a quick, 
easy, unilateral solution to the frustrating, 
seemingly endless confiict. 

Unfortunately, the more removed the neo
experts are from the dec:ision-making re
sponsibility, th.e more simple and infiexible 
their proposals become. The less they know 
about the history of the war, the more 
illogical are their superderogatory urgings. 

These experts, caught in the deep emo
tional desire to end human suffering, are 
mainly honest and sincere in purpose. They 
want to end the struggle--at any cost--£0 
long as the payment may be deferred. 
They vaguely hope that somehow the bill 
will never be presented. Bluntly, they want 
the United States to default on the commit
ments of four Presidents. 

I suppose it would be easier for this Ad
ministration to take the position that we in
herited the war; that the United State's pres
ence in Vietnam was not our decdsion; that 
the escalation of our involvement was not 
our policy; that whatever miscalculation and 
mismanagement have resulted are not our re
sponsibility. But this escape begs the funda
mental issue. President Nixon has the re
sponsibility of bringing this frustrating war 
to a successful oonclusion. Blaming the war 
on someone else contributes nothing to the 
solution of the problem. 

So much time has elapsed since our initial 
interest in the Vietnam Sltruggle that a brief 
review may serve to sweep aside the clouds 
of emotion a.nd help us focus on the facts. 

With the collapse of French Indo-China. 
am.d the partitioning of Vietnam near the 
17th Parallell., the Hanoi leaders began a sys
tematic attempt to overthrow the fledgling 
government by violence. The efforts were 
stepped up after Viet Cong oa.dres were aug
mented by people from the North. 

Calculated terrorist tactics, which included 
the cold-blooded elimination of government 
officials, teachers, doctors, public health 
workers and village chieftains, stri:pped South 
Vietnam of its IllOSt productive ct.tizens. Over 
15,000 educated, respected leaders-those 
who could be depended upon to give this 
new nation stability and maturity-were 
murdered. 

In 1964 Hanoi introduced baittle-ready 
North Vietnam A.!rmy Regulars. This brought 
about additional escala:tion. The nations of 
the free world publicly condemned the Com
munist aggression in South Vietnam. Presi
dent Johnson urged them to come to the 
assistance of the tiny Republic. By 1967, the 
South Kmea.Il!S, Australians, New Zealandexs 
and Thais had responded With m111tary per
sonnel. 

Over thirty other countries have furnished 
economic and technical assistance. 

N!. early as 1966, allied initiratives had 
forced most of the Viet Cong main forces 
back toward the border area.<;; sa.n.ctua.ries in 
La;os, Cambodia and North Vietnam. Using 
these sanctuart.es, warfare WiaS illlteilS'ifled 
with soldiers from the North inflltra,ting to 
replace losses. 

In 1967, the Communists inrte.nsdfled their 
full-scale propaganda campaign to stop 
United Sta.tes bombJ..ng and force seotlement 
on their terms. This wa.r of words met With 
grea,ter wocess tban their war of weapons. 
In 1967, the enemy did not Win a major ba.t
tle in south Vietnam. 

Also in that year, the South Vietnamese 
promulgated a new constitution and elected 
a new natioll!al government, instituting for 
the first time representative government at 
the village and hamlet levels. 

Cognizant of the growing anti-war senti
ment among some elements in the United 
States, ilhe Communists launched an offen
sive in 1968, violating the cease-fire of the 
Tet holidays. New Soviet rockets were used 
in savage assaults on forty-four cities which 
had heretofore been relatively free from at
tack. Moreover, during the month that the 
Communists held part of Hue, the old 
cultural center of Vietnam, over 3,000 civil
ians were massacred. 

The frustrating, debilitating and unbeliev
ably rigid position of Ho Chi Minh in the 
recent past is well known to us all. Limited 
bombing halts were followed by the shelling 
of South Vietnamese cities and other belliger
ent actions. 

Hanoi refuses to admit its presence in 
South Vietnam. Yet as many as ten regular 
divisions have been observed. A supervisory 
role for the United Nations or any interna
tional agency has been consistently rejected. 
All attempts at a negotiated settlement have 
been disdained. Hanoi has insisted on an im
posed settlement. 

This was the history of the Vietnamese 
confiict inherited by the Nixon Administra
tion-a history clouded by the frustrations of 
limited war and the myths of limitless 
propaganda. 

It is myth, ra,ther than fact, that domi
nates even the most august debate. 

What are these myths? First, that the easy 
way out of Vietnam is unilateral Withdrawal. 
There is no easy way out of Vietnam. If 
there had been an easy way out, the pre
vious Administrations would have found it. 
The bitter irony of criticism by officials of 
the past Administration lies in their absence 
of achievement when the opportunity and the 
responsibility rested with them. 
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In the six months that the responsibility 

has been President Nixon's, we have made 
progress. We have put forth realistic, de
finitive proposals as a basis for negotiation. 
We have begun to replace United States with 
South Vietnamese forces. 

We are both Vietnamizing the war. At the 
same time, we have not compromised our 
commitment to the South Vietnamese people. 
I can assure you that our progress and suc
cess depend on the staying power of the 
American people. For the North Vietnamese 
see in American self-doubt and uncertainty 
the hope to hold out for complete victory. 
Just a few months, they believe, and the 
President will be forced to cave-in to public 
pressure. 

With the jaundiced eye of a totalitarian 
regime, they overestimate anti-war sentiment 
and its ability to undermine our government. 
The tragedy is that, in some cases, since 
opposition is undermining our negotiations 
for peace and prolonging the war. 

The second great myth-a favorite of the 
least responsible dissidents-is the delusion 
that the Vietnamese Communists are moral 
and compassionate. The international press 
has almost uniformly condemned Hanoi's 
inhumane attitude toward prisoners of war 
and its disregard of The Geneva Convention 
in this respect. 

One fact more than any other obligates us 
to aid the South Vietnamese-Vietnamese 
communists have deliberately murdered over 
15,000 South Vietnamese leaders. Commu
nists come to a village, and, as a matter of 
routine, kill, kidnap or intimidate anyone 
who has any education-any respect--any 
responsibility-and ability to help the people 
of that village. The village chief, teachers, 
doctors, priests, nurses are slaughtered in 
spite of their ability because they refuse to 
conform to a totalitarian system. 

Another favored myth is the failure of 
South Vietnam to achieve democracy. Here, 
one fact is all too often lost. In little more 
than ten years-in the midst of continuous 
guerrilla warfare-the Vietnamese people 
have moved from feudal economic and politi
cal institutions toward democratic ones. 
Tfiey have compressed three centuries of Eu
ropean evolution into one wrenching decade. 

So if their democracy has not yet attained 
our degree of perfection, this should not be 
surprising. What is startling is South Viet
nam's ability to sustain any democratic in
stitutions in the face of violence and after 
a history of purely autoc·ratic traditions. 

In its struggle toward a national identity, 
South Vietnam is no different from the many 
other new nations of Southeast Asia which 
seek recognition of their fundamental in
tegrity. All are fiercely interested in preserv
ing their newly won independence. All are 
conscious of the foreboding presence of the 
Communist giants to the North and West. 
Certainly a movement to extend the dicta
torial influence to any of these new countries 
by these giants would be regarded with grave 
apprehension by the others. The basis of 
diplomacy is credibility, which frequently 
depends on the reasoned demonstration of 
strength. 

The fibre of a nation can be undermined 
by an ominous presence fully capable of 
bringing about a feared result. If the free 
Southeast Asian nations believe the great 
Communist powers have the ability and in
clination to subvert them without risking 
the intercession of the United States, they 
will certainly fall prey to subversion. 

The most extraordinary myth is the pre
sumption that the Soviet Union bears no 
responsibility for events in Southeast Asia. 
With Communist China an increasing threat 
to Cotnmunist Russia, the new nations of 
Southeast Asia become a force to counter 
Peking. Since 1965, China's aid to North Viet
nam has decreased while Soviet aid has in
creased. The recently signed Moscow-Hanoi 
annual aid pact gives evidence to Soviet 
interest in Southeast Asia. 

It is clear that Khrushchev's successors 
are not passive. They have accelerated 
rocket production; established an ABM sys
tem; tested multiple warhead weapons and 
orbital bombs; multiplied missile-launching 
submarines; developed an impressive "blue 
water" fleet; increased paratrooper and ma
rine forces; and last summer, mobilized army 
reserves for Eastern European maneuvers 
which have yet to end. The Czechoslavakian 
invasion gave proof that the Soviet Union 
had not gone soft on Uberalism. Their im
pressive nuclear build-up reveals the USSR 
has outspent the USA on strategic nuclear 
forces during the 1960's. 

Finally, we come to our presence in south
east Asia. First, we have an obligation to give 
aid under the SEATO compact. Second, we 
have the commitment which comes from the 
fact that we have more than 500,000 men in 
Vietnam. If we are to achieve the strong re
gional defense alliances that will reduce our 
post-World War II responsibilities, we must 
give those commitments credence. 

What w.lue will the United States' word 
have if it is regarded the word of a !air
weather ally? Our diplomatic credibility is 
as much at stake as the independence of 
South Vietnam. 

What are our prospects for the future? 
I believe they are good. The strengthened 
army of South Vietnam is growing ever more 
capable of assuming larger combat responsi
bilities. Secretary of State Rogers reports 
that the free Asian nations individually are 
better prepared and more willing to defend 
the national integrity. This lends hope that 
once peace comes to Vietnam, it will be a 
permanent peace for Southeast Asia. Only 
this kind of peace implies that once our 
troops are disengaged from Vietnam, Ameri
can military forces need not return again to 
Southeast Asia. 

But-all this depends on our ability to 
share in a just--honorable-permanent set
tlement in Paris. 

All this depends upon a peace that does , 
not reward war. In Korea, the United States 
showed Communist forces they could not 
march across a border and seize a country. 
In Vietnam, we are proving they cannot seize 
power through externally supported sub
version. 

In his May 14th speech to the nation, the 
President summed up the strategy to perma
nent peace: 

"If we are to move successfully from an 
era of confrontation to an era of negotiation, 
then we have to demonstrate-at the point 
at which confrontation is being tested-that 
confrontation with the United States is costly 
and unrewarding." 

We have invested more than 35,000 Amer
ican lives to prove confrontation is costly. 
The VietCong remains intransigent because 
of the slender hope that the voices of dis
sent at home will force us to alter-perhaps 
even abdicate-this policy. 

This Administration wan:ts peace, but not 
at that price. Our resolution is firm. The 
President wants to end this war. This means 
we must stay long enough to secure the 
self-determination for the people of South 
Vietnam. 

Certainly the President's commitment to 
a free Asia is obvious. His recently announced 
trip to five Asian nations represents his 
tireless initillltives to peace through personal 
diplomacy. 

You, as Midwestern Governors, represent 
the heartland of America. Governors, except 
in time of crisis, are not routinely concerned 
with foreign policy. As a former Governor, 
I know the pressure of domestic problems. 

But what we are concerned with here is a 
time of crisis-a time for unity-a time to 
remember that America belongs to all of us, 
regardless of party or philosophy, who be
lieve in a free system. 

Finally we must remember that no great 
nation achieved greatness in placid comfort, 
nor maintained greatness in continual com-

promise with realiity. Once again we stand 
at a crossroad of history for our country. In 
1953 Dwight David Eisenhower, a great leader 
who was no stranger to fighting and winning 
battles against adversity, came forward to 
end the war in Korea. In 1969 Richard Nixon 
is fighting a b!llttle to find an honorable solu
tion to the war in Vietnam. I can assure you 
that Richard Nixon, like Eisenhower, will 
win this battle. 

NATIONAL PRIORITIES AND THE 
NEED FOR FLOOD CONTROL IM
PROVEMENTS 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, we 
hear much talk these days about a re
examination of national priorities, par
ticularly with regard to military and 
defense-related expenditures of the Fed
eral Government. I think there is much 
merit to this discussion. And in this re
examination, the needs of projects which 
provide flood control, water supply, and 
recreation benefits should be carefully 
considered. 

Heavy rains have been falling sporad
ically in western Missouri and eastern 
Kansas for several weeks. Flooding has 
occurred in many areas, and the poten
tial for destructive flooding is great if 
more rain falls during the next few days. 
Much of this threat would not exist if 
more of our resources had been expended 
on needed water resource projects rather 
than wasteful military programs during 
the last few years. 

These projects, such as the ones pointed 
out in the following editorial from the 
Kansas City Star, are of tremendous im
portance to the economy and prosperity 
of scores of communities. They are fun
damental investments in the future of 
this Nation and financial support for 
them should be increasing, rather than 
remaining constant or declining. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the following editorial from 
the Kansas City Star be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

IT'S Too LATE To PLAN FLOOD CONTROL 
WHEN THE RIVERS ARE RISING 

To those who still vividly recall Kansas 
City's Kaw river flood disaster of July 1951, 
the recent weather has been ominously famil
iar. Bright, sunny but hot and muggy days 
followed by torrents of rain virtually every 
night. When the ground finally has absorbed 
all the moisture it can hold, the next rain
storm water runs off almost as from a paved 
surface into the drainage watercourses. And 
the stage is set for a severe flood . 

Today, a man can look only despairingly 
at the sky, and hope the pattern soon will 
break. When it does, it will be none too soon. 
Here in Kansas City, both the Blue and 
Little Blue rivers raced out of their banks, as 
did the Marais des Cygnes from west of 
Ottawa to the Kansas-Missouri line at Trad
ing Post. Workbound motorists here yester
day morning suddenly found U.S. 71 and 
other low-lying South Side routes closed by 
highwater. Overflows were substantial at 
Bannister road and Eighty-fifth, but as the 
Blue spread out it eased the pressure farther 
downstream in the vulnerable Blue Valley in
dustrial district near the river's mouth. This 
morning, but without heavy rush-hour 
traffic, there were similar problems. 

When the high water roars it is too late to 
begin pushing for flood protection in a given 
area; the floods quickly separate the haves 
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from the have-nots in this respect. At Ot
tawa, where the Marais des Cygnes rolled 
over 111 city blocks in 1951, punishing the 
city with 5.5 million dollars in damages, resi
dents happily rolled shut the gates on their 
5.3-million-dollar levee and floodwall bar
rier, completed in 1962. To the west, the 
reservoir level at Pomona dam, finished two 
years later, was rising by 13 feet with the 
gates closed to protect Ottawa. 

But downstream at Osawatomie, where a 
similar protective system has encountered 
delays and is not yet completed, the town 
was bracing for its third worst flood. For the 
Blue and Little Blue at Kansas City, also, it 
was a sad case of not yet--get wet. The Army 
engineers' 39-million-dollar package of two 
reservoirs, levees and channel work for the 
Little Blue was authorized only last year and 
is in the budget for its first planning funds 
this year. And the Nixon administration, in 
line with the Washington spending pinch, re
cently cut the Little Blue item from $800,000 
down to $500,000. 

The newer Blue river project, four reser
voirs (three of them in Johnson County on 
the Kansas side) plus channel modifications 
at a cost of 106 million dollars, has not yet 
been authorized by Congress. And the plan 
survived this year only after a furious fight 
in the Kansas Legislature sparked by oppo
nents of one of the Johnson County dams. 
This week's flooding was a sobering reminder 
for Blue Valley businesses and residents that 
those proposed lakes have a much more use
ful purpose than just recreation and decora
tion. 

It was a reminder, too, that Mid-Western 
summer weather takes no account of man's 
delays, disputes or budget cutting. When the 
storm pattern locks onto an area the floods 
are coming, ready or not. 

AL CAPP DRAWS GRAPHIC WORD 
PICTURE OF STUDENT DIS-
ORDERS 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, yesterday 
before the Senate Permanent Investigat
ing Subcommittee, Al Capp, renowned 
cartoonist and campus lecturer extraor
dinary, appeared as a witness and pre
sented a report and recommendations on 
current campus disorders which should 
be read and carefully considered by every 
college administrator in the country. 
Likewise, it should be read by Governors, 
by members of State boards of regents, 
by the governing boards O·f State and pri
vate colleges and universities, and by 
those who help create endowment funds 
for educational purposes. 

Mr. President, we need to know from 
a.s many reputable sources a.s possible the 
causes and cures of these campus dis
orders. 

Mr. Capp, who ha.s visited probably a.s 
many college and university campuses a.s 
a lecturer during the past few years a.s 
any other widely known American, has 
some interesting viewpoints and recom
mendations. Some may be unworkable or 
unwanted and others may point the way 
to permanent solutions to these tempo
rary problems. However, all who read the 
Capp testimony must agree that it is 
never dull and never obtuse. He is to be 
congratulated on having contributed 
effectively to the available information 
on the causes and cures of current 
campus disorders. 

I ask unanimous consent that the Capp 
testimony appear at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the tran
script of testimony was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, a.s follows: 

AL CAPP TESTIMONY BEFORE McCLELLAN 
CoMMrrrEE 

In the past few years I have spoken at 
something approaching two hundred colleges 
and universities. I think I am the most ex
pensive campus speaker, and I know I am 
the roughest. All my invitations, nonetheless, 
come from student organizations. 

I ha't'e just completed an 11-month tour 
of college campuses-the same amount of 
time the crew of the Pueblo was gone . . . 
They met a better class of people and there 
was another difference: If a man in uniform 
strikes back at his tormentors in North Ko
rea, he's called a patriot: if he does it at 
Berkeley, he's called a pig. But I managed 
to survive all my student audiences; and it 
would be comforting to say they all survived 
me. It's more comforting, tho, to tell you 
tha.t some of them didn't. 

The AP story of one recent appearance
that at Penn State, carried in it a lesson that 
may help guide this CommiUee. 

A liberal paper gave it this headline: "Capp 
Ange.rs Students." 

A conservative paper put it this way: "Stu
dents Anger Capp." 

"UNIVERSITY PARK, PA.--Cartoonist Al Capp 
had just finished the speech at Pennsyl
vania State University Saturday night and it 
was time to present the originator of the 
comic s·trip, Li'l Abner, with a statue of the 
Nittany Lion, the school's mascot. 

"But Don Schall, a junior, who organized 
a three-day program of talks by national 
figures on controversial subjects, held the 
statue in his hand and suddenly announced 
that Capp would not receive the statue be
cause of his critical comments toward stu
dent demonstrators, and his unsatisfactory 
answers to their questions. Schall set the 
statue on the podium and waited for Capp 
to walk off the stage. (I'm afraid I didn't. I 
stayed and laughed at him.) 

"Then, Michael Gehling, a senior and a 
member of the Men's Honorary Society, 
strode up to the stage, grabbed the statue 
and presented it to Capp. 

"The crowd of 5,500 gave Gehling a stand
ing ovation." I don't deny it. My answers were 
unsatisfactory. I tape all my appearances and 
the transcript from Penn State and other 
campuses proves it. 

For instance, when a student with a beard 
asked why I objected to students with beards 
I said what I objected to was the student 
who felt that because he could raise a beard 
he could also walk on water. When another 
asked me what I thought of the Black stu
dent Union's eleven non-negotiable demands 
I said I was grateful to them for bringing 
back a fine old American custom; the last 
time any non-negotiable demands were made 
in this country was the last time Simon 
Legree spoke to Uncle Tom. 

When a drama major asked why my gen
eration couldn't understand drama students 
at the U. of Wisconsin performing Peter Pan 
in the nude, I said--on the contrary, we did 
understand the passion of adolescents to 
prove they had achieved pubic hair. 

The editor of Penn State's underground 
newspaper, "The Water Tunnel" asked me 
1f I had read it and I said yes, and I was 
grateful to live in a society so affiuent that 
our kids can now publish the sort of stuff 
they once had to scrawl on toilet walls; and, 
speaking of the afiluent society, there was a 
question about Ken Galbraith, my neighbor 
in Cambridge and former friend. Galbraith 
had said that those who criticised Harvard 
most were those who were non-professionals 
in the field-like J. Edgar Hoover. 

I replied that Mr. Hoover has as distin
guished credentials as an educator as he 

had: He earned his Bachelor of Laws Degree 
and Master of Laws Degree from George 
Washington University. He also founded one 
of the nation's great graduate schools, the 
FBI National Academy, in 1935. He has been 
its director ever since. No student of Hoover's 
ever burned his country's flag, beat up his 
instructors, or screeched obscenities at his 
school the day he graduated. And I said that 
anyone who educated students to think that 
they could rob, wreck and rape and get away 
with it as they did where Galbraith teaches, 
was the same sort of professional in his field 
as Fagin was in his. 

I admitted it was amateurs like us who 
couldn't believe our eyes when we read last 
week that the professionals at Princeton had 
just elected the 22-year-old student who led 
the obscene and brutal takeover there last 
spring, to the University's Board of Trustees. 
To millions of us know-nothings, it seemed 
as sensible as making Richard Speck night 
watchman at the nurses' dormitory. Or Adolf 
Eichmann Chief Rabbi of Tel Aviv. · 

Another one asked me why I didn't admll·e 
student activists when ·senator McGovern 
himself, just a nite or two before, had said 
students were just as competent to solve 
the nation's problems as he was; and I said 
that any man over forty who told a bunch 
of kids under twenty they were just as smart 
as he was, was probably right. 

It was then that the student Chairman 
stormed onto the platform with the Penn 
State Nittany Lion and announced to the 
crowd he wasn't going to award it to me 
because my answers had not been responsive. 

I said I didn't think that was what bugged 
him at all-my answers had been too damned 
responsive, but they hadn't been the re
sponses he was accustomed to getting . . .I 
didn't get to finish because by that time, 
young Gehling, the Honor Student, followed 
by hundreds of other angry kids, who looked 
more interested in onslaught than honor, 
rushed up on stage, snatched the lion from 
the Chairman's hand, shoved him on his 
fanny, and gave it to me. The 5,500 kids in 
the audience gave us an ovation, but it 
didn't cheer me. 

It frightened me, because that was the 
whole nation in microcosm. The silent mod
erates, finally driven by the arrogant ex
cesses of the immoderate fringe, to frenzy
and forming a mob. 

It happened at Penn State a few weeks 
ago. It could happen all over the country 
tomorrow. 

I am, myself, not afraid of what the 
campus rioters and those on their faculties 
who encourage them, can do to us. 

I am afraid of what all the rest of us may 
be goaded into doing, if our chance for 
decency and dignified discussJon is destroyed. 

Because when that goes, Fascism comes 
in-and every man who loves freedom must 
eternally watch for any signs of it, and cure 
it. I think it can be cured at its source
the college campus-and I will call your at
tention to some of the areas of infection 
I've observed, some of the causes, and I will 
recommend some possible cure. 

THE CAUSES OF CAMPUS VIOLENCE 
Once the underprivileged and uneducated 

young in our slums formed gangs who 
mugged and stole and carried concealed 
weapons. Today, the privileged and educated 
young on our campuses form our most violent 
gangs of muggers and thieves. They don't 
conceal their guns. They proudly pose for 
pictures carrying them. Once we sent our 
kids to college hoping they'd come out act
ing like ladies and gentlemen. 

Now we send our young ladies and gentle
men to college and they come out acting like 
apes. 

A couple of weeks ago, a student speaker 
at the Harvard commencement called his uni
versity an obscenity. Not long before that 
. . . at Harvard's sister school, Radcliffe, a 
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group of young ladies educated there, 
stormed into the office of President Mary 
Bunting, and screamed filth at her that a 
mob of Liverpool prostitutes wouldn't use 
on a madam who'd short-changed them. 

At about the same time, the President of 
the United States was interrupted by a 
student in the audience who shouted an ob
scenity at him that would have gotten him 
tarred and feathered if the President were 
Andrew Jackson. But our President went 
calmly on as if it hadn't happened. 

But it did happen, and, from my observa
tions, it will go on happening more fre
quently, more savagely, and more uncon
trollably. In my opinion, beating a man in
to silence with filth i'i; as brutal as beating 
him into silence with a club. 

This is, however, a form of brutality, the 
professional anti-brutality shouters aren't 
noticeably anti. 

Yet if we aren't as vigorous in stopping this 
form of brutality we will lose freedom of 
speech in this country. As our presidential 
candidates nearly lost their freedom to cam
paign in the last election. 

If TV continues to show only the reaction 
of those who have been so brutalized-as 
they did when they showed the reaction of 
the police in Chicago without showing the 
brutality of their tormentors they reacted 
to--the unsayable, the animal filth directed 
not only at them personally but at their 
mothers and wives--all of it in the Walker 
report which so few people read, including 
Walker-if he had the summary he wrote, 
wouldn't have excoriated the Chicago 
police. but exalted them as models of 
saintly restraint. If we permit this sort of 
brutality to human spirit and dignity to 
go on unchecked, we will give to any loud 
and foul-mouthed mob the right to decide 
who in America can be heard and who 
cannot. 

The phenomenon is that this new, and 
most cowardly form of brutality-because 
you can't show the scars they infiict on your 
manhood or your reverence for your mother 
in court and collect damages--this doesn't 
come from the traditional brute class, the 
bums. It comes from the leisure class--our 
students. 

Who trained those kids at Harvard and 
Radcliffe in this form of brutality? 

They came from civilized homes: They 
were prepared for Harvard and Radcliffe, at 
schools where they obeyed the disciplines of 
human discourse, or they wouldn't have been 
recommended. 

Who trained them in the violence of words 
that is the cause and inspiration of all other 
forms of violence, as Adolf Hitler knew yes
terday, as Mark Rudd knows today? 

Professor George Wald, who teaches at 
Harvard and Radcliffe, was one who helped. 
In a celebrated lecture to students last year, 
which has been repeated until it's become a 
minor "Mein Kampf" of student activists, 
he called a U.S. Senator, who had expressed 
the hope that in the event of a nuclear war, 
Americans would survive-a criminal maniac. 

He was given an ovation for that. -
How, then, could that gentle Mr. Chips, 

and those others on the Harvard faculty who 
applauded him, have been so naive as to 
have been surprised when. a few months 
later, those same students were screaming 
the same sort of filth at them, While they 
were tossing them bodily out of their offices? 

Former Harvard Dean Munro was given an 
honorary degree at nearby Brandeis Univer
sity this year. That was like the American 
Legion making an honorary member of Tokyo 
Rose. 

It was Dean Munro, when he was at Har
vard, three years ago, who gave the SDS the 
encouragement that strengthened them into 
an organization capable of making a sham
bles of Brandeis this winter and a national 
disgrace of Harvard this spring. 

The SDS, then an organization of the Har
vard campus, that could have been demol
ished with a slap on the wrist, made its first 
major try at disruption when Secretary Mc
Namara was invited to speak there by an
other group. They silenced him with roars 
of obscenity, they drove him from the hall, 
they stopped the car in which he was at
tempting to escape, and when the police ar
rived they were flailing at him with the poles 
on which their peace placards were nailed. 

Dean Munro, the next morning, was asked 
what sort of punishment he would give those 
students. He replied, "I see no reason for 
punishing students for what was purely a 
political event." 

You give me a dean who calls that a po
litical event and I'll give you a dean who'll 
call rape an act of love, and arson an act of 
urban renewal. 

The Nation was surprised at the filth 
heaped on Radcliffe's president and the vio
lent abuse Harvard's commencement guests 
were subjected to, but I, as a lifelong resi
dent of the community, wasn't. 

Once there was no intellectual pleasure 
greater than public discussion with the Har
vard faculty. Thousands of alumni, over the 
last 25 years have heard me, at their forums, 
their smokers, in their residence halls, at 
the business, law, and medical school. But 
the types of the Harvard faculty have 
changed. Today, anyone who gets into a dis
cussion with the new type has to bury his 
clothes. later. 

For example, some time ago I took public 
issue with a member of the faculty with 
a lifelong record of knuckling under to 
hoodlums and then leaving the community 
when they began to tear it apart. I took the 
point of view of one who had to remain in 
the community. Now there is another point 
of view one oan sensibly take on such a mat
ter and that is a professor who gives in to 
students who threaten him doesn't get 
mugged; and that, when those students go 
on from their campus triumph to make a 
whole town unlivable, a practical professor 
moves to another town. 

One can even argue, and in this case, it 
was argued, that the giving-in and moving
out type of professor is a man of honor and 
courage. Yes, there was an area of reasonable 
dissent. 

May I submit to this committee a speci
men of reasonable dissent set as an example 
to students by one member of the Harvard 
faculty, as published in The Boston Globe 
on June 27th. It is headlined "Scurrilous 
and Vicious." That's not the Globe's com
ment. It is a quote from the professor's 
reasonable dissent. There is little point in 
discussing the argument the professor 
makes-one would have to compare it with 
my statement--and then with the known 
facts . Mainly it was a question of interpre
tation of facts. The professor dissented with 
mine, and here is how he dissented: He 
called me a liar, he called me gross, he called 
me immoral, he called me infamous, he called 
me vicious, he called me scurrilous-he called 
me lots more, but I think you get the drift. 
What puzzles me is that he signed himself 
professor of economics. I could have sworn 
he was the drama coach for the SDS. 

There is an old Jewish saying. I know it 
well. Caplin is my maiden name. It goes: 
"What the elders spew the younger chew ... " 

The intemperate abuse of all who dare to 
dissent with them by an academic estab
lishment, drunk with that passing taste of 
power when they were transported from cam
pus to Camelot and back, has set an example 
of brutality which their students have mas
tered so successfully they are now brutaliz
ing their masters. 

From my observations, not more than two 
percent of the student body on even our 
most turbulent campuses have been infec.ted 
by such men, but a two percent infection of 

any body can eventually destroy it all, if it 
isn't checked. 

How do we restore debate and discussion
instead of disruption and defecation, to our 
campuses? How do we teach our young all 
over again the give and take of ideas rather 
than of rocks and broken bottles? I recom
mend that we educate our educators. And we 
could begin at Harvard, where they need it 
most. 

Dr. Wald may know enough about his 
science to have become a Nobel laureate, but 
he doesn't know enough about not goading 
kids into animal frenzy, to teach first grade. 

Let's educate this sort of Nobel laureate 
in the science of dissenting with a U.S. Sen
ator in some more noble way than to befoul 
him with obscenities. 

Let's educate our professor Arrows to teach 
their students how to hit the mark with 
reason rruther than profanity . .. or, sharp as 
he is, Arrow himself may one day be the 
bulls-eye. And it's Dr. Wald they'll put up 
against the wall. 

Let's remember the old Jewish saying: 
Let's restructure the manners of our facul
ties-not restructure the skulls of students 
with ni.ghtsticks. 

Those young who were entrusted to the 
Walds and the Arrows and their like on cam
puses all over, have done nothing more than 
chewed what they have spewed. 

And the institutions they're destroying 
are no less than the human experimentation 
laboratol'lies that created them. Today we see 
how tragically the experimenters abused the 
freedom society gave them. 

It is the expel'limenters who need this com
mittee's help--more even than their young 
victims. A5 for their victims-the rampaging 
students. 

Fil'lst, let us stop saying they are the 
brightest kids on our campuses, or listening 
to the puberty-worshippers who say it. They 
may be bright enough to get high marks in 
the never-never land of the classroom, but 
once they step into real life they're not bright 
enough to know that if you hit a cop with 
a rock, he's apt to hit you back. They're al
ways so surprised when that happens. 

They are bright enough to know that serv
ing in the Army is a drag, but they're not 
bright enough to know that if their fathers 
had been as bright as they are, they them
selves would have been baked in ovens. 

Let me give you a story from my most 
reliable gag-file-Harvard. After the takeover 
there, a mass meeting was held in the sta
dium. It was televised. Several members of 
the fraculty spoke, and then an SDS leader. I 
could tell he was a leader because he wore 
Leon Trotsky's beard and the suit they found 
Che Guevara dead in. He had a compelling, 
positive style-a crackling, machine gun de
livery. First he told the six thousand in the 
stadium and the hundreds of thousands of 
TV exactly how Hlarva.rd must be run; then, 
how the Nation should be run; then how the 
world-a neighbor of mine who was watching 
with us said to her husband, "Haven't we 
seen that kid before?" He said, "Of course, 
that's the one we hired last year to run our 
dog. Every night the dog would come home 
alone, remember? Every night he'd call us 
frantically and tell us the dog had out
smarted him. So we had to fire him. Last year 
he couldn't run a dog, this year he oan run 
the world." 

And that's my final recommendation to 
this committee. Let us see the campus dis
rupter clearly as the absurd thing he is. 
When he has a tantrum, slap his fanny, when 
he throws a fit of temper, lock him up until 
he oools off, but while we punish the brat, 
let's remember that is all he is. 

RADIO AND TV TALK SHOWS 

I've been astonished at how many in my 
college audiences know my views more from 
my appearances on TV talk shows, than from 
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my comic strip. I rarely do more than a 
dozen of the TV shows a year. Yet my comic 
strip appears 365 times a year. It is my own 
measurement of the immense influence of 
talk shows on the young and their ideas. 

Now most of the men in charge of those 
shows-and I've appeared on most of them
are sharp and knowledgeable as comedians. 
But they are nat apt to be as sharp and 
knowledgeable in other areas. So they can be 
used, and are used, by those in the business 
of spreading racial hate and misinformation. 

Their treatment of their black guests is, 
in my opinion, particularly offensive. They 
rarely treat them as equals . . . as men 
capable of error or open to argument, but, 
as inferiors, whose mistakes must be glossed 
over, and who aren't mature enough to be 
argued with. I have heard sweeping con
demna;tions of the racism of southern whites 
made on TV talk shows-entire states damned 
on them-but I have seldom heard any de
fense made by a TV talk show star, of the 
millions of southerners who have devoted 
their lives and careers to fighting racism. 

I once was present on a show in which a 
comedian, a perfectly sincere guy, who had 
visited Washington during the Poor People's 
March, told of the desperate need of the poor 
in Resurrection City. Our host either didn't 
know, or didn't think it was relevant to men
tion, that nearly 40 percent of those desper
ately needy were able-bodied men around 21, 
and that what Washington desperately 
needed at the time were able-bodied men to 
fill jobs. 

And that during that period, the employ
ment rates in Washington didn't go up but 
the crime rate did. 

The talk show star didn't mention that, 
but I did, and I was able to straighten out 
several millions in his audience. 

I also added that I couldn't understand 
how any able-bodied man at the age of 21, 
no matter how broke he was, could decide 
on poverty as a profession unless, of course, 
it paid better than any other. I recalled that 
I didn't have a bean when I was 21, and 
neither did the comedian, but we decided 
not to stay that way-and we didn't. Well, 
that night one talk show audience heard the 
other side, for once but only once. The 
comedian was asked back Innumerable 
times. I was not. 

I once heard a famous girl protest singer 
tell the star of an afternoon TV talk show 
that if she had her way, she'd disband all 
our armed forces and dismantle all our de
fense industries. The talk show star dis
played a burst of unprecedented brilliance. 
He said, "but suppose the enemy invaded
supposed you saw them about to land on our 
coast. What would you do?" 

The protest singer said, "Why I'd go out 
and meet them-with a cup of tea." 

The studio audience of housewives not 
cleaning their houses and high school drop_ 
outs burst into thunderous applause, the 
star joined in, and I heard that "cup of 
tea" plan for the defense of the nation, 
quoted reverently for months on campuses. 

By placing such charming but unaware 
guardians over so much of our TV time, a 
time, when so many young people watch, we 
give priceless help to those whose purpose 
it is to misinform, and to spread race-hate
for hatred of the white race is as vile as 
hatred of the black, and as dangerous to 
both. 

I wouldn't suggest that any of the popu
lar talk show stars be subjected to any sort 
of questioning, or even advice by this com
mittee. They can, however, be helped. I know 
them all, and I assure you that they are all 
fine, talented men and handle matters that 
come before them, in the best way they 
know. The trouble is that they often don't 
know. 

They can be helped to know--even un
popular truths, even truths that may jar 

their free-wheeling guests, and that don't 
get bursts of applause from their audiences. 

And this committee needn't supply these 
truths. Their networks, or stations, research 
and news departments can do it. There is 
not a man among them who will lack the 
courage to speak the truth-if only he knows 
it, and he should. 

Each TV talk show host knows beforehand, 
generally, the ground his guests plan to 
cover, and he can be prepared with a fact 
sheet on those subjects to give the talk bal
ance. It is not now time, nor will it ever 
be time, to stop any sort of talk on TV. 

It is time, it is long past time, to stop 
permitting misinformation and race-hate 
to go on unchecked and unbalanced on TV 
talk shows. 

COLLEGE PLATFORM SPEAKERS 
I suggest that this committee look into the 

type of speaker most frequently heard on 
college lecture platforms. Without, in any 
way, discouraging students from inviting 
whoever they please, but to provide them 
with intellectual balance. 

Today the professional hater rather than 
tihe critic of American Democratic processes, 
American morals, and American standards is 
the most heard of campus speakers. 

There is a difference, you know, between 
the hater-and the critic. The critic acts from 
love for his country, and disappointment that 
it isn't a better one, sooner. 

The hater acts from hate for his country 
and disappointment that it isn't being de-
stroyed, faster. · 

The hater, of course, is a far more dramat
ic performer, and urging young and impres
sionable audiences to defy the Democratic 
process and tear down institutions is far more 
stimulating than urging them to use the 
Democratic process to make their institutions 
stronger. But there are, I'm sure, fine speak
ers on the other side of hate, and I urge you 
to turn them up and offer them to our col
leges. It would be helpful to the Nation, to 
the Nation's young, and to me. It's mighty 
lonely out there. 

Let me give you two short illustrations. I 
was on a lecture series at Chapel Hill, at the 
University of North Carolina. After I left, 
a student called me in Cambridge-! live 
about a mile from Harvard as the crow flies, 
but lately they've been replaced by flying 
deans-and he said he wished to apologize 
in advance for the university newspaper 
which included an obscenity used to describe 
me, by the next speaker. 

I asked him what the obscenity was-! 
could think of any number of appropriate 
ones-but the kid was a li'l southern gentle
man: He said he was sending me a copy of 
the campus paper and I could read it there. 

Well, it arrived. This was what that speaker 
had sa;id: "AI Capp was once a liberal, but 
now he's a flagwaver." 

That was the obscenity: Flagwaver. 
I wrote those kids and told them I wasn't 

offended. I said I still thought our Flag looked 
better being waved than being burned, and if 
that made me not a liberal, then that wasn't 
the sort of liberal I wanted to be. 

The second incident happened at Franklin 
Pierce College in New Hampshire. I delivered 
their commencement address this year, and 
I ended by saying that I believed that even 
the humblest American is born with a privi
lege that places him ahead of anyone else, 
anywhere else: the privilege of living and 
working in America, of repairing and renew
ing America, ·and one more privilege no one 
seems to get much fun out of lately: the 
privilege of loving America. 

When I'd finished, a student came up to 
me and said, "Mr. Capp--it must have taken 
a lot of courage for you to stand in front of 
a student audience and tell them you loved 
this country." Well-it didn't take any 
courage. I didn't feel any, at least. It came 
naturally. But that kid's remark emphasized 

one truth about our college platforms
which shapes so much of their thinking. So 
seldom do they ever hear any words of love 
for America from those platforms-so accus
tomed are they to the endless procession of 
haters, that they now think it takes courage 
for an American to stand on a platform and 
tell other Americans he loves America. I sug
gest that this committee have the courage
and the wisdom, to help our students find 
other types to balance the haters who now 
dominate their platforms, and their thinking. 

RACISM ON THE COLLEGE PLATFORM 
I wish I could tell you that I have never 

heard a racial slur uttered by a student in 
a college auditorium, but I have. I have, 
however, never heard a student of the race 
that was slurred stand up in meeting and 
say he resented it. 

Possibly because the only racist talk I 
have ever heard in colleges ... was antiwhite 
race. 

I have heard whites in every arm of gov
ernment referred to as "pigs" on nearly ev
ery campus I've spoken. 

I have never heard any student on any 
campus use the word "nigger." From my ob
servations, any student who did, would be 
thrown out of the hall by his fellow stu
dents. Aided, I might add, by the speaker. 
I have heard white candidates for public 
office who received more votes than their 
black opponents called "racists", and all who 
voted for them called "bigots." 

I have never heard any white student, or 
black one, offer the slightest objection. 

I suggest that this committee recommend 
more vigilance by our colleges in teaching 
our young to respect all races. 

Why does the average college kid have such 
a distorted idea of the world he lives in? 

The amount of misinformation rattling 
around in the average 20-year old student's 
head is enough to drive him half-crazy, and 
being twenty takes care of the other half. 

Here are some typical questions asked by 
students. These are from the tapes of a lec
ture at Millersville State College in Penn
sylvania, but they're the same all over: 

"STUDENT. Mr. Capp, it's a well-known 
fact that this government is building con
centration camps for political dissenters in 
California, Nevada, and Colorado. What is 
your comment? 

"CAPP. I've never heard of any concentra
tion camps for political prisoners in this 
country. But there are plenty of them in the 
countries that sort of muck is piped in 
from. 

"STUDENT. What do you suggest we do 
about the genocide being practised on blacks 
by the U.S. Government? 

"CAPP. The U.S. black birthrate far out
distances the white. The amount we spend 
on underprivileged black kids every year is 
more per capita than we spend on whites. 
Accusing the U.S. Government of practising 
genocide is like accusing the Smothers Broth
ers of practising fratricide." 

There is only one place on earth where 
black genocide is being practised today and 
that is by the Nigerians on the Biafrans. 

Because the truth isn't easy to come by 
on our campuses. The average college stu
dent seldom reads the local paper. He pre
fers Playboy to the newsmagazines. Most of 
them, however, read the campus paper, and 
all of them read the underground paper 
because it's even filthier. 

I estimated that there are no more than 
2 percent of hardcore wreckers and rioters 
and haters on even our most turbulent 
campuses. I've observed, however, that 100 
percent of the editorial staff of the under
ground newspapers comes from that 2 per
cent, and, on all but a few campuses, they 
dominate the campus paper too, the campus 
magazines, the campus TV and radio fa
cilities. 

They are largely fed by "liberated" news 
services. They seem to me to be liberated only 
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from the laws of libel and obscenity, which 
makes the AP and UP news services so much 
less thrilling reading. 

Two of the most aromatic examples of 
campus newspapers are the Daily at the Uni
versity of Colorado and the Egyptian at 
Southern Illinois. There may be more as
phyxiating specimens, but I can personally 
vouch for these two. In both cases they were 
nailed for faking statements. And it was easy. 
They're too new in the business of fakery 
to realize that their faked quotes could later 
be compared with the actual statements, on 
audio tape. 

A new type of campus newspaper, however, 
is appearing. The Honest One, published by 
honest kids. The best of them, in my opinion, 
is "Ergo" at MIT. 

I recommend that no attempt be made to 
liberate the campus press from the 2 per
cent who dominate it. I do recommend that 
the college encourage participation by the 
other 98 percent, and compel all of them to 
respect the laws of libel and factual report
ing, as rigidly as they will have to, if they 
pursue journalism, out in the real world. 

EDUCATIONAL TV 

I recommend that this committee take a 
long hard look at the programming of edu
cational TV. Much of it emanates from our 
campuses and it has a considerable campus 
audience. 

Educational TV has given endless hours 
of time to such singers as Joan Baez and 
Pete Seeger. I must concede these programs 
fairly reflect all their attitudes about 
America, which range from plain dismay to 
outright disgust. 

I have never seen a {and I'm going to use 
a word considered in bad taste in educational 
TV circles) ... I have never seen a patriotic 
singer on educational TV. 

And yet more Americans love their country 
than loathe it. 

PLANS FOR THE FUTURE 

After my lectures I am usually visited in 
my living quarters by small delegations of 
activists, and miUtants. They have better 
manners, in small groups in motel sitting 
rooms, than when they form mobs in audi
toriums, and I don't mind their visits much 
except that after they leave, I need fresh 
air. At these sessions they tell me, with 
childish frankness, of their plans for the 
future. 

They have learned that their greatest asset 
is the publicity given them by TV, and their 
sympathetic treatment by TV commentators. 
They learned a lot from the TV handling of 
their takeover of the "People's Park" at 
Berkeley. They appropriated a million dollars 
of the University's property, and when they 
were handled as firmly by the police as an
other mob of bandits who stole a million
the Brink's gang-the slobbering over them 
by TV softened much of the more soft-head
ed public into slobbering over them, too. 

The lesson wasn't lost on them. They know 
the value of TV. And so come this fall, they're 
going to try to take it over. New objective but 
same methods. Instead of locking a dean in a 
toilet, they'll lock Frank Stanton in his art 
gallery; instead of throwing rocks at a police 
sergeant, they'll try for General Sarnoff. They 
have already had one moderately successful 
dress rehearsal. Namely, the takeover-for an 
hour or so-of Channel 13 in New York last 
year. They rushed the studio, roughed up the 
staff, demolished the equipment, and 
screamed filth into the transmitters. They 
feel that they have even a more persuasive 
case for their right to takeover of TV than 
universities and parks. They know that TV is 
the people's property, returnable to the peo
ple, at the demand of the people, and they're 
the people who are going to demand it, in 
the robust style that TV has so often sym
pathized with. 

What new solutions do we need for campus 

unrest? I think the old solutions wm do, as 
soon as we stop calling campus unrest 
campus unrest. And call it by its proper name. 

When a gang of punks beat up an elderly 
man at Columbia-it's called "campus un
rest" and they're sent to graduate school. If 
they did the same thing in an alley, it would 
be called mugging-and they'd be sent tore
form school. 

When a ghetto kid is caught looting a store 
it's called thievery, and he's given six months 
because he should know better. When the 
editors of Harvard's Old Mole looted Dean 
Ford's safe, it was called journalism and they 
were given amnesty---=-because they are better. 
No, we don't need any new solutions for 
campus unrest. 

Once we call it by its proper name, we'll 
find there are plenty of tried and true old 
solutions-and it's time we had the sanity to 
use them. 

HANNffiAL, MISSOURI, SESQUICEN
TENNIAL CELEBRATION 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I 
would like to call to the attention of 
this body the sesquicentennial celebra
ti·on that is currently taking place in 
the great Midwestern city of Hannibal, 
M-o. 

Among the many outstanding events 
of this 10-day celebration, which runs 
through July 6, is a historical pageant 
depicting the many unique and notable 
events in the colorful 150-year history 
of Hannibal. 

Hannibal is perhaps best known for 
its legendary literary figure, Samuel 
Clemens, better known to all as Mark 
Twain. During the celebration, Mark 
Twain is being honored through such ac
tivities as the National Tom Sawyer Day 
fence painting contest, the "Tom and 
Huck raft race" and a frog jumping con
test. 

Besides Mark · Twain, Hannibal has 
produced many other notables. James 
Carrol Beckwith, one of America's fore
most portrait artists in the latter part 
of the 19th century, and Margaret Tobin 
Brown, known by millions in 1912 as "the 
Unsinkable Molly Brown," are also prod
ucts of Hannibal. 

From a pioneer village located on the 
banks of the mighty Mississippi River, 
Hannibal has grown and prospered into 
a thriving, industrial city in the very 
center of the United States. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that two articles from the sesquicen
tennial editi·on of the Hannibal Courier
Post of June 29, 1969, be inserted in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 
MARK TWAIN'S DISASTROUS 2 WEEKS OF ARMY 

LIFE 

{By John Lyng) 
In the summer of 1861 as the Civil War 

moved into serious conflict, Samuel Clemens 
put in two weeks of service as a soldier for 
the Southern cause. Years later after the 
river pilot had become Mark Twain, the au
thor, he wrote a half-truthful account of his 
adventures in a short essay "The Private His
tory of a Campaign That Failed." 

The story of the "campaign" without 
Twain's special coloring is perhaps funnier 
and more interesting than the yarn the au
thor spun himself. 

Sam Clemens. then a 26-year-old river pilot, 
arrived in Hannibal shortly after mid-June, 

1861. He had been in New Orleans in May, 
and had made the trip back upriver to St. 
Louis aboard the last river steamer before the 
closing of the river traffic from North to 
South. The steamboat, "Nebraska," was halt
ed at Jefferson Barracks below St. Louis by 
cannon fire and forced into port for inspec
tion. It was the last to be granted free pas
sage to the upper Mississippi by the Union 
troops at St. Lou1s. 

Clemens was inducted into the Polar Star 
Lodge of the Masonic order in St. Louis the 
day after his arrival. Before leaving to return 
to Hannibal he was listed as passing the fel
lowcraft degree of the lodge. Back in Hannibal 
his short engagement in the Civil War began. 

Sever~! independent groups of soldiers on 
both sides were organized in the Hannibal 
area at that early period of the war, includ
ing the Marion Artillery, the Silver Grays, the 
Palmyra Guards, and the W. E. Dennis Com-
pany. . 

The Ralls County Rangers, which Clemens 
joined, was organized in a "secret place" on 
Bear Creek Hill in the same area where Tom 
Sawyer's red-handed bandits carried out their 
adventures in Twain's classic novel. The or
ganizing was done in secret for fear of the 
Union militia across the river in Illinois. 

There has been a historical disagreement 
as to whether the band called themselves 
the "Ralls County Rangers" or the "Marton 
Rangers." Both names have been alluded to 
by members of the brigade in later writing. 
The Ralls County name seems closer to the 
truth since so many of the men came from 
that county. 

The first maneuver of the band was an 
all-night march to New London, Mo., and 
the home of Col. John Ralls, a well respected 
veteran of the Mexican War. 

According to the Clemen's biographer 
Albert Bigelow Paine, Sam Clemens and his 
lifelong friend, Sam Bowen, visited their 
sweethearts on the eve of their departure 
and invited the girls to "walk through the 
pickets' with them to see them off. However, 
the "pickets" were off visiting their own 
sweethearts. 

The army marched south all night and 
arrived, exhausted, for a hearty breakfast 
and "swearing in" ceremony at the home of 
Col. Ralls. Ralls, who was authorized by 
Gov. Claiborne Fox Jackson to swear in 
troops for the rebel army made the brigade 
official. When apprised of the presence of the 
Confederate troops in the area, local sym
pathizers in the New London Vicinity donated 
steeds and provisions to be returned after 
the conflict--a period estimated then to last 
no longer than three months at the most. 

Sam Clemens was given a frisky yellow 
mule, whose bobbed tail moved its master 
to christen it "Paint Brush." Along with the 
mule, Clemens received an extra pair of 
boots, two gray blankets, a home-made quilt, 
frying pan, one carpet sack, one small valise, 
an overcoat, an old Kentucky squirrel rifle, 
approximately 20 yards of seagrass rope, and 
an umbrella. 

The army moved out and made camp near 
Goodwin's Mill on Salt River and made a 
large log barn its headquarters. In Twain's 
"Private History" the b~rn became a corn
crib. 

During the encampment a member of the 
band was appointed official barber to shorten 
each man's hair in preparation for any hand
to-hand combat to come. Armed with a pair 
of sheep-shears, the barber tortured each 
man in his turn. Any hair that escaped cut
ting was pulled out by the shears. 

By popular vote, officers of the brigade were 
elected. William Ely was elected captain; 
Asa Glascock, first lieutenant; Clemens him
self was chosen as second lieutenant; and 
Sam Bowen was made a sergeant. One by one 
each member of the band was elected to one 
position or another until there were only 
two or three men left to serve as privates. 
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Rain rather than Union trOOPs was the 
major enemy encountered by the Ralls 
County Rangers. Heavy rains swelled Salt 
River, making the camp into a quagmire and 
forcing the soldiers to higher ground. A false 
alarm now and then forced the small band 
to retreat into the mud and brush, only 
to return, cursing the soldier's lot, after the 
Yankee invaders failed to appear. 

The foul weather and SOdden conditions 
also dampened the once-high enthusiasm of 
the troopers. Lieutenant Clemens once had 
to threaten sam Bowen with court martial 
and death before the latter would take hi.s 
guard position. Once on duty Bowen prob
ably fell asleep, according to a custom that 
was developed by the Rangers' sentinels. 

The Rangers saw little "action" during 
their tour of duty. One night a patch of 
mullein stalks waving on the top of a hill 
were fired upon when they were mistaken 
for patrolling enemy forces. The pickets who 
did the shooting ·returned to camp, and the 
whole brigade was quickly roused and pre
pared for battle. But the mullein stalks made 
no advance. 

Another such instance WSB recorded when 
one sentinel's horse plodded toward its mas
ter in the dark and was fatally shot when 
it did not answer the call to identify itself. 

Sam Clemens' misery was compounded by 
a boil which he developed during the en
campment. His atHiction made it painful for 
him to move with the troops when they 
finally decided to break camp. 

Another sore was "Paint Brush." At one 
juncture the lieutenant's steed refused to 
swim the swollen Salt River as the Rangers 
moved on toward Monroe City. Ab Grimes, a 
colleague of Lt. Clemens who later became 
famous as a Confederate mail runner and 
spy, recalls in his autobiography that in 
order to aid the officer, he threw a rope 
around the stubborn mule's neck and rode 
ahead of it, forcing "Paint Brush" to leap 
into the stream. 

As he approached the other side, Grimes 
looked back to see no sign of mule or rider 
behind him. Horrified, he spurred his horse 
toward the opposite bank, pulling furiously 
at the rope. Soon Clemens' old slouch hat 
appeared above the surface along with the 
ears of the mule, then the lieutenant's head 
and the head and neck of the mule emerged 
and finally the remainder of both. ' 

When Clemens had caught up on his 
~reathing, Grimes reports, he choked out, 

Ab, that infernal mule waded every step of 
the way across that river!" 

Enroute away from their disastrous en
campment, the Ralls County Rangers met 
Brig. Gen. Tom Harris, the commander of 
the rebel forces in the Northeast Missouri 
District, and a man several of them knew 
from Hannibal. General Harris at first or
dered the men to return to their camp. When 
this order met with Iaugher and general hos
tility, the general asked the men to return. 
When this, too, failed he begged them to 
return, but to no avail. The Rangers told 
him that they had been there and knew all 
about it, and were going to where there was 
food . They were deeply resentful of the high 
life Gen. Harris had been living off area 
farms, while they suffered in the swamp of 
the Salt River valley. 

The Rangers later encounter with the wife 
of a Yankee colonel was no more successful 
than Gen. Harris' encounter with the 
Rangers. Unaware that the woman held sym
pathies for the Union, the brigade stopped at 
aer farmhouse and Clemens was appointed to 
ask if they could buy some food. The irate 
woman unceremoniously chased off the future 
literary giant with a hickory hoop stick which 
she kept strategically placed behind the door. 
The lieutenant's retreat was a;ccompanied by 
the tremendous Iaugher of his comrades. 

At around 1 a.m. that same night, the 
company arrived at the home of Col. Bill 
Splawn, another well-known Ralls County 
Southern sympathizer. Wishing not to dis-

turb the Splawn family at that late hour, the 
men commandeered the use of the farmer's 
hayloft for their barracks. 

It wasn't too much later that a cry of 
"Fire!" upset the quietude of the early morn
ing hours:· Clemens, sleeping near the gable 
door, instinctively rolled out the door and 
dropped ten or twelve feet to the rocky 
ground outside the barn, spraining his ankle 
and arousing his boil. In the meantime, the 
men inside the loft rolled up the burning 
hay and tossed it out the same door on top 
of the poor lieutenant. Sam scrambled fu
riously from under the burning hay, and 
proceeded to curse his comrades, the war, 
and the human race in general to the amuse
ment of his fellow soldiers. 

After a IM:ge meal the next day a.t the 
Splawn home, the troop left for New London. 
Sam Clemens, however, made it only so far 
as the home of Nuck Ma<tson, another area 
frurmer with Confederate leanings. At the 
Maltson home Sam retired from the Army to 
nurse his ankle and boil. 

He later wrote, "I resigned after two weeks' 
service in the field, expl<aining that I was 
'incapacitated by fa.tigue' th~ough persistent 
retreating." 

The Matsons' aasigned a young Negro Lad 
to stand guard duty to keep a;n eye out for 
approaching Union troops. When the Yankees 
moved in:to the neighborhood, the lad would 
warn Sam in time for him to scurry into the 
nea;rby woods and hide until the danger 
passed. In time his wound healed and Sam 
Clemens lef.t for Keokuk to join his aboliltion
lst brother, Orion, to move on to NeVI!lda ter
ritory where his adventures were later re
counted 1n "Roughing It." 

The rest of the Rangers also soon parted 
company, some joining other, more omcial 
groups; others dropping out of the war alto
gether. 

About two weeks after Sam Olemens' de
pal"ture, a company af Union troops moved 
1nito the area undoc the command of captain 
Ulysses S. Grant. Grant stayed M a house in 
Florida, Mo., while his unit was clearing the 
area af bands like the Rangers. 

Clemens a;nd Grant met later when 
Clemens was Mark Twain a;nd Grant was a 
former President. Twain's publishing firm, 
Amertoon Publishing Company, printed 
Grant's autobiography, earning royalties of 
$500,000 for Grant's estate. The general died 
four days after completing the manuscrip·t. 

Other than the story af hds adventures 
Which he wrote, Mark Twain gained little 
from his wa.r experience. His brother changed 
his philosophy to sympathy for the Union, 
·and later in life Lt is said he even voted Re
publioa.n. However, judging from the activi
ties of the Ralls County R.a.ngers in general, 
perhaps the South was JUS!t aB well off with
out them. 

MOLLY BROWN-HANNmAL'S "UNSINKABLE" 
SPIRrr 

(By Rev. W1lliard Heimbeck) 
One of the most colorful, semi-legendary 

characters of low and high society in America 
and abroad during the late 1800's and the 
early 1900's, "The Unsinkable Molly Brown," 
was born in Hannibal on July 18th, 1867. 

Her real name was Margaret Tobin, but 
everyone called her Maggie. Her childhood 
home on the corner of Butler and Seventh 
Street (Denkler's Alley in the old days) is 
currently being restored by the Marion 
County Historical Society. 

This daughter of a poor Irish ditchdigger 
was in her early days allergic to education 
and given to being a tomboy and playing 
with her brother Daniel's gang. Naturally, 
the lot of such a child in the late 1870's and 
early 1880's pointed toward early employ
ment and hard work. 

By her mid-teens Maggie was a most at
tractive, bosomy, red head with an aggres
sive personality and exaggerated ambitions. 
After working in a tobacco factory she se-

cured employment in the fashionable Park 
Hotel dining room as a waitress. 

When Hannibal's native son, Mark Twain, 
came home in May, 1882, for the first time in 
17 years and was lionized by local society as 
he sought material for his forthcoming book, 
"Life on the Mississippi", Maggie managed to 
arrange to wait on him, and since she loved 
celebrities and he loved an audience, even 
one attractive and worshipful waitress, 
Clemens regaled her with tales of his days 
in the mining camps and the wealth of the 
west. 

Nothing would do for Maggie but the West. 
First she persuaded brother Daniel to go to 
Leadville, Colorado, in 1883. The next year 
she left for the same destination with food 
for three days in shoe boxes and all her 
possessions in a carpet bag and a satchel. 

The roaring community of Leadville saw 
Maggie Tobin start her life there as a dish 
washer and table waitress in a boarding 
house, but she was soon clerking in the 
Emporium and flashing her personality 
around with the result that she gained the 
attention of James J. Brown, manager of 
the Louisville mine. 

His courtship was slowed by the fact that 
Maggie thought him too old; he was thirty 
and thirteen years her senior. 

Fast horses, stories of the wealth he would 
gain through his investments and his deter
mination to marry her finally culminated in 
their wedding on September 1st, 1886, in the 
Church of the Annunciation. Their first home 
was in Stumpv1lle three miles east of Lead
v1lle and close to Jim's mines. 

The new family lived in a two-room log 
cabin. The myth about Maggie's burning up 
a fortune got its start. The "Unsinkable Molly 
Brown" makes it appear that a sum of money 
in paper currency was hidden in a stove and 
burned during the night when Molly lit the 
stove to keep warm. 

The facts appear to be that Jim brought 
the cash box with about $75 in specie (hard 
money) home and hid it in the stove for 
safe keeping. Molly did light the fire, but all 
the money was recovered. In later years our 
heroine fabricated the tale from these facts 
until the amount of paper money destroyed 
finally reached $300,000.00. When corrected 
she would laugh and say, "Well, it was a
good story anyway!" 

The family prospered and moved to Lead
ville when their two children, Lawrence and 
Helen, were born. 

St111 Maggie was a social nobody. 
Then the Little Jonny mine Jim was man

aging struck a rich vein of gold during the 
days of the 1893 depression when silver was 
extremely depressed in price. The mine own
ers were so grateful that they gave Jim 
Brown a one-eighth interest in the mine. 
This propelled the Brown fortune upward, so 
that they could move to Denver, when Maggie 
set out to conquer the "Sacred Thirty-Six", 
the top social and economic set. 

Soon she was known to those she would 
have as her friends as "The Impossible Mrs. 
Brown". 

Her manners were barbaric, her English 
laughable, her spending profligate, her seek
ing for publicity constant, but she kept try
ing. She took to traveling, which found her 
ab111ty as an entertainer and her open purse 
the key to acceptance in European and East
ern United States society. Still the "Sacred 
Thirty-Six" laughed at her and locked her 
out of their activities. 

When she paraded up and down Denver's 
main streets in expensive furs the natives 
began to call her "Colorado's unique fur
bearing animal". 

She and Jim fought over her expensive 
tastes and frequent trips away from home . .. 
and his roving eye. · 

Maggie took lessons in English, French, 
German, manners, dramatics, voice, yodeling, 
and the guitar. All of this plus her flaming 
red hair and aggressive manner made her a 
personage of striking flamboyance. 
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She was in Europe during the winter of 

1911-1912 and managed to book passage on 
the new, unsinkable ship, the "Titanic" for 
its maiden voyage. When an iceberg sliced a 
mortal wound in the hull of the unsinkable 
ship, Maggie was the heroine of life boat No. 
6. She calmed the panic stricken women by 
her example and her singing and helped row 
the life boat out of the area where the down
suck of the sinking ship would have drawn 
it down with the Titanic. When a stoker was 
borrowed from another lifeboat to help with 
the rowing, she gave him her sable stole and, 
according to some, saved the man's life. 

Once aboard the rescue ship "S.S. Car
pathia" Maggie worked unceasingly as a 
nurse and interpreter for the widows of the 
many immigrants. Caught up in the horrors 
of the needs of these unfortunates, she pro
posed that the more fortunate passengers on 
the "Carpathia" raise $10,000 for the relief of 
the survivors, and she did raise $7,000. 

Since the sinking of the "Titanic" was a 
story of human failures, the heartwarming 
heroism of Maggie Tobin Brown caught the 
public's eye. A medal was struck for her; 
and it was recorded that she told the report
ers who met the boat and commented on her 
survival, "Typical Brown luck. I'm unsink
able". So, from that day on, she was the 
"Unsinkable Mrs. Brown." 

An enormously popular stage musical by 
Meredith Willson, "The Unsinkable Molly 
Brown," based on this incident and her en
tire life played to packed houses on Broad
way during the 1950's. 

Denver society opened its doors for her on 
May 1st, 1912, when with Mrs. George E. 
Berger she shared honors at a luncheon at 
the home of Mrs. Crawford Hill, Queen of the 
"Sacred Thirty-Six." 

The same doors closed shortly on Maggie 
Tobin Brown, then age forty-four. The rest 
of her life was anticlimatic and increasingly 
tragic. She got people to call her Molly or 
Peggy instead of the inelegant Maggie. The 
family struggled over her hus·band's shrink
ing fortune. She tried to maintain her 
precarious social position and her fleeing 
youth and succeeded in neither. 

However, her latter years did witness not 
only scattered returns via private railroad car 
to Hannibal, but several high spots. In 1927 
she spearheaded the saving of the Denver 
home of author Eugene Field. During this 
campaign of historic importance, similar to 
the Marion County Historical Society's effort 
to save and restore her own home in Han
nibal, "The Unsinkable" gave an amateur 
program in the Civic Auditorium. Only one 
hundred people sat in the seats that could 
have held twenty-five hundred. One of the 
high and fearful spots on that program was 
Maggie's reading of Eugene Field's poems. 

A few weeks before she died she visited 
Leadville and was shocked by the plight of 
the miners' children during the winter of 
1932. She proposed a great Christmas party 
for them with presents of warm clothing and 
other things dear to children. While her 
death came on October 25, her nephew, Ted 
Brown, quietly distributed her gifts that 
Christmastide. 

Maggie Tobin Brown was one of the 
uniquely frontier characters related by birth 
or residence to Hannibal and Marion County 
and northeast Missouri. With the others her 
dreams, advenrtures, misadventures, and in
teraction with American life remind us o:r 
our historic past and its significant parl in 
the Nineteenth Century. 

NEED FOR RIVER SAFETY 
LEGISLATION 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, a 
significant increase in the number of 
serious accidents on the Mississippi River 
has underlined the need for a concerted 

program of river safety legislation, es
pecially Federal licensing standards. 

A driver's license is required to oper
ate a motor vehicle on public streets, but 
no standards of competency or experi
ence are required for a towboat pilot on 
our inland waterways even though the 
pilot often moves barges which contain 
lethal chlorine or other explosive car
goes. 

Continued failure to enact adequate 
safety requirements for our navigable 
rivers and lakes is to court disaster. 

In a recent series of informative ar
ticles in the St. Louis Globe-Democrat, 
Mr. Allan Hale reported some of the haz
ards which threaten life and property 
both on the water and along the shores, 
calling particular attention to the out
standing work of Congresswoman LEo
NOR K. SULLIVAN, Of Missouri, in her ef
forts to obtain badly needed safety regu
lations. I ask unanimous consent that the 
three of Mr. Hale's articles and an edi
torial from the May 29 Globe-Democrat 
be introduced into the RECORD. 

Through news articles and editorials, 
the St. Louis Post-Dispatch has also 
given notable public service in calling 
attention to the danger, and I ask unani
mous consent that an editorial from the 
June 28 issue also be printed in the REc
ORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the St. Louis (Mo.) Globe-Democrat, 

May 24, 1969] 
A RIVER TRAGEDY POINTS UP A NEED 

(By Allan Hale) 
"It's not me I'm afraid of, or the river. 

It's the fact that the man I meet coming 
down may not know what he's doing." 

Dave Carlton is a licensed Mississippi River 
pilot. The Marine Officers Association, of 
which he is a member, said that perhaps half 
of the pilots on the river are licensed. 

"The public would really be surprised if 
they were informed," said another pilot. 
"There are no requirements at all. Anybody 
can be a pilot, no matter what kind of cargo 
he's got ... you can take a taxi-cab driver, 
put him on the boat and tell him to be a 
pilot, and you're not breaking any law." 

The men who move the big cargoes on the 
river, the long strings of barges with 20 to 
40 thousand tons of cargo get a certain grim 
amusement out of the fact that the people 
of the river cities like St. Louis don't know 
what's floating past their front windows--or 
what might happen if something went wrong. 

On May 12 a barge explosion which killed 
several at La Grange, Mo., underlined the 
reason for an increase of interest among the 
river cities in what's going on in front of 
them. 

The city of New Orleans got a demonstra
tion in April when a towboat pushing three 
barges was involved in collision with a Chi
nese nationalist freighter one midnight, di
rectly under the Greater New Orleans Mis
sissippi River Bridge. The lead barge, loaded 
with 9,000 barrels of crude oil caught fire. 

Flames soaring 100 feet into the air seared 
an 80-foot area of the bridge, buckled the 
steel rails of the sidewalk guards and dam
aged the understructure. Twenty-five Chinese 
crewmen aboard the freighter died. 

It could happen any day, in any river city, 
say the towboat men. 

"Now if his boat had also-1 might men• 
tlon that there were thousands of people 
gathered to watch this burning ship and 
barges-if this boat had also had a barge of 
chlorine in the tow, which you do sometimes 

have, and it had exploded in downtown New 
Orleans, maybe 1,300 tons of it, it would 
have wiped out no telling how many," says 
Carlton. "This could happen at Alton, any
place." 

Carlton works out of St. Louis, lives at 
Cape Girardeau and mostly handles the two 
biggest towboats of the river, the 1,000-ton 
twins "America" and the "United States," 
owned by Federal Barge Lines here. 

It was a deputation of St. Louis towboat 
men which in 1962 went to U.S. Congress
woman Leonor K. Sullivan, 3rd District. They 
were deeply concerned, she said. "They said 
they were working under great hazards and 
with no safety regulations,'' she said. 

The river men convinced her that there 
was a case for regulations requiring the 
licensing of pilots and the inspection of 
boats. The result was a two-month session 
of hearings before a subcommittee of the 
Congressional Committee of Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries. 

There had been similar hearings on the 
same subject before. In 1935, when nothing 
was done. In 1951, when nothing was done. 
In 1965 the same thing happened. 

The record of the hearings fills a book 
three-quarters of an inch thick. The book is 
so far the sole concrete result. 

The regulations were blocked solid, Mrs. 
Sullivan explained, by the opposition of the 
majority of towboat operators. The men who 
work the boats came forward and spoke for 
a regulation. The towboat operators, with 
the exception of some of the largest and 
most reputable firms, were against it. 

This week a barge explosion at La Grange, 
Mo., killed several persons. This and the 
April disaster at New Orleans, coupled with 
an earlier one near New Orleans last year 
when 21 died in a towboat-freighter collision 
have convinced Mrs. Sullivan that the time 
has come to try again. 

She has now asked the chairman of her 
committee to request those in favor of regu
lation and those against to sit down and 
reason out together what provisions of the 
bill they can and cannot live with. This will 
be no ordinary house hearing, she points out. 
"This is not the normal way legislation is 
written, but I think it's an etrective way when 
it's stymied,'' she says. 

[From the St. Louis (Mo.) Globe-Democrat, 
May 26, 1969] 

INEPT RIVER PILOTS-INVITATION TO DISASTER 

(By Allan Hale) 
On a fine day, it's a pretty sight to watch 

the towboats, painted in crude, bright colors, 
pushing their strings of barges up and down 
the river. 

From the St. Louis levee, from the tall of
fice buildings of downtown you can look and 
turn away with a renewed sense of America's 
industrial capacity, as demonstrated by those 
great, heavy-laden barges. 

From the river overlooks dotted along tb,e 
shore, from the gardens of homes that edge 
the water, the children wave at the pretty 
boat. Sometimes the man in the pilothouse 
waves back. 

He knows something they don't. 
That a wrong touch on the steering levers, 

a sudden current or a wrong decision ... and 
he could send a wave of burning gasoline 
and crude oil boiling into the city like a huge 
napalm bomb. Or flood the streets with chlo
rine gas. 

He knows something else, also. 
That no regulations exist to require him 

or any other pilot he may meet on the river 
to pass an examination of competency. 

There is an examination, set by the Coast 
Guard, and many men take it. Large barge 
lines like to use certificated men. Before tak
ing the examination a man must produce 
letters of recommendation from employers 
he has worked for, usually as a mate. 

For years now, and more particularly for 
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the last five years, the licensed pilots and 
some of the larger companies have been try
ing to get legislation through Congress re
quiring examinations for towboat officers and 
inspection of boats. 

Tows of barges on the Mississippi are grow
ing larger all the time. 

Such pilots work a 12 hour day, divided 
into two watches, six on, six off. They earn 
around $15,000 a year and are entitled to a 
day of rest for every day they work, which 
means a man may, if he wishes, work six 
months, rest six months. 

Capt. Bill Jackson is a licensed pilot and a 
member of the executive board of the Marine 
Officers Association. 

He explains: "Originally boats were placed 
under the marine inspection law by the 
steamboat inspection service of the Com
merce Department. Now, slowly and methodi
cally, steam has been replaced by diesel." 

Few steamboats are left on the river today. 
The only commercial steamboat which now 
visits St. Louis is the excursion steamer 
"Delta Queen." 

When steam changed to diesel Capt. Jack
son says, the regulations died with steam. 
Diesel boats are not required to have licensed 
officers or be subject to inspection while 
under construction or in use. 

"The lobby of the diesel engine manu
facturers, the industry, as represented by the 
American Waterway Operators-a powerful 
lobby in itself, which far supersedes any
thing we have to offer in the way of a 
lobbying group-have become so powerful 
that we can't even really be heard, so far as 
the need for inspection laws is concerned," 
Jackson says. 

One of the arguments of the towboat op
erators against the regulation and licensing 
of officers is that the examinations set by the 
Coast Guard-the regulatory agency which 
administers the examinations-are unrealis
tic, involving river men in subjects like celes
tial navigation which they wm never need. 

"There is a small degree of truth in this," 
Jackson admits. 

"The Coast Guard are mainly salt water 
people and there is a certain -degree of salt 
water interrogation in the examination for 
a pilot. It's not a thing that couldn't be over
come with compromise in a committee." 

Compromise in a committee is the thing 
now being sought by U.S. Congresswoman 
Leonor K. Sull1van (Dem.), St. Louis, who, 
after being approached by a deputation of 
river men in 1962, introduced a bill which 
would have required the regulation of key 
personnnel aboard towboats and inspection 
of the boats. 

Hearings were held on it in 1965 and 
nothing happened. Small operators came for
ward and said it would ruin them, Mrs. Sul
livan says. 

One argument put forward by the operators 
is that they have pilots who are perfectly 
competent, but have no talent for taking for
mal examinations. 

Asked about this at a recent meeting of 
the Marine Officers executive board, Jackson 
waved his hand around the table. 

"Each and every man in this room has 
passed a Coast Guard license examination," 
he said. "We've all made it. There's quite a 
few people for whom it takes a little longer, 
but they have made it. It's simply a matter 
of studying and knowing your job." 

Mrs. Sullivan, whose bill has made no 
progress, is now asking that both sides sit 
down round a table and discuss what sort 
of regulation they could or could not live 
with. 

Meanwhile, night and day, the cargoes pass 
up and down the river. In many wheelhouses 
there hangs a thin, printed pamphlet, Ust
ing the dangerous cargoes which a pilot, 
experienced or inexperienced, licensed or not 
may suddenly find included in his tow. 

Where a page is marked with a skull and 
cross bones-and many are-it means that 
the cargo is deadly. 

Nor does the pilot get any choice about 
what goes into the makeup of his tow. He 
is told by radio-telephone to pick up, at 
some designated point, barge XYZ-12. 

The river men pay their toll in life. In two 
major accidents since March last year a total 
of 46 men have died. At La Grange, Mo., 
May 12 four died and two are missing in a 
tanker barge explosion. 

Dave Carlton, another board member of 
the Marine Officers Association was talking 
to another pilot about it the other day. 
"What would people think if you allowed 
trucking companies to operate with men 
without a driver's license or any training 
whatsoever? Just put a man on a big diesel 
rig and send him out on the highway where 
you're driving up and down with your 
family?" 

"Yeah," said the other pilot. "But you 
know? One day, one Saturday afternoon 
when the St. Louis downtown is crowded 
with shoppers, there's going to be a chlorine 
barge hit a pier of one of the bridges and 
rupture." 

Carlton takes it up "If he hit the Eads 
Bridge on Saturday afternoon . . . pouf! 
Thirteen hundred tons of chlorine and here 
it all comes in a big green cloud. Remember 
the barge that sank at Natchez? They said 
if it ruptured and released that 1,100 tons 
of chlorine it would, with proper atmos
pheric conditions, have kllled everything 
within 40 miles." 

[From the St. Louis (Mo.) Globe-Denwcrrut, 
June 17, 1969] 

VALLEY LINE HEAD ScORES LACK OF U.S. LAWS 
FOR TOWBOATS 

(By Allan Hale) 
"There a.re things godng on, on these rivers 

today that shouldn't be allowed," says Wes
ley J. Barta, flatly. 

"I can tell you of a company oa.rrying the 
most dangerous cargo which used to have 
an engineer sleep on a cot in the engine
room, on duty 24 hours a day. Inexperienced 
men in the pilot house, I believe it's doing 
the same thing today." 

Barta is no disgruntled deck-hand or hired 
union official. He is president on one of the 
six biggest towboating firms on the rivea-s 
of America, the Valley Line, with 800 hands 
on the payroll, 17 towboa.ts of its own and 
a fleet of 500 barges. 

BARTA has for years supported rigorous 
standards of crewing, Uoens11ng and inspec
tion which are opposed by probably every 
otheT towboat company in the nation. 

ile was the only towborut owner out of 
about 50 who testified at a Oongressional 
bearing in 1965 to speak out in favor of fed
eral laws for the towboat industry. 

The argument has started again, follow
ing a series of Globe-Democrat articles and 
an editorial, and Barta has been asked by 
U.S. Rep. Leonor K. Sullivan if he would 
testify again. He says he will. 

"I have felt this way for all of the 21 years 
I have been associated with the towboat in
dustry," he says. Barta has been 34 years in 
shipping, starting on the Gr~t Lakes. 

He served a ahipyard apprenticeship, later 
sailed as a licensed marine engineer, was six 
years a ship surveyor for the American Bu
reau of Shipping and joined the old Missis
sippi Valley Barge Line, llJOW the St. Louis
based Valley Line, as superintendent of 
maintenance in 1947. 

"This is a ma.tter of public inte!"est," he 
says, "Perhaps some of that comes from the 
fact that my background is that of an engi
neer and a shipbuilder. I haven•t changed 
my views. 

"I'm particularly interested in proper ves
sel construction and inspection," he goes on. 

"If you want to build any kind of a building 
there are building codes and regulations es
tablished for the general public safety. It is 
through a series of unfortunate circum
stan~s that we don't have this." 

He specifies two of these clrculllSitances
the replacement of steamboats subject to 
strict regulation by diesel boats subject to 
no regulations; and the transfet" of control 
over the inland waterways from the Bu
reau of Marine Inspection and Navigation 
of the Commerce Department to the Coast 
Guard. The Coast Guard, he says, and he 
doesn't blame them, had to familiarize it
self with the business. 

"It became obvious to many of us that we 
did need regulation," he says. "We recognized 
this in this company when we made the 
change from steam to diesel, and we've al
ways built our vessels in accordance with 
American Bureau of Shipping Standards and 
the known rules of the Coast Guard. 

"We have always maintained a policy of 
hiring licensed engineers and licensed pilots 
and masters." 

To his knowledge, Barta estimates, the 
leading common carriers, perhaps six out of 
several hundred companies, make a policy 
of building their boats in accordance with 
Coast Guard regulations and American Bu
reau of Shipping regulations. 

"So far as I know," he says, "only three of 
those adhere to the licensing principle. 

"I made a conservative estimate, I thought, 
10 years or so ago that reasonable rules for 
construction and operation were only being 
followed on about 15 per cent of the bOats 
operating. I think that percentage has gone 
down since then." 

Why are other companies against towboat 
regulation? "I can see some increased costs 
that come with it," Barta says. "But at the 
same time I see better operations and a better 
industry in which we have some hope of re
ducing insurance costs and many other costs 
of business so that the cost of doing business 
as a result of being embarrassed by the Coast 
Guard will probably be offset in some other 
areas." 

To inspect a perfectly sound vessel, he ad
mits, is time-consuming and costly. There 
would probably also be regulations imposed 
that are not completely acceptable to even 
the best companies. 

"I recognize that, but the gain is having a 
much better industry, that's the way I look 
at it." 

[From the St. Louls (Mo.) Globe-Democ:rnt, 
May 29, 1969] 

DISASTER ON THE WAY To HAPPEN 

The federal government has S'trict laws 
protecting migratory game birds and other 
waterfowl that use the nation's rivers. Why, 
then, is not the same concern shown for 
people? 

Globe-Democrat staff writer AlLan Hale, in 
two articles on river pilots, haiS revealed gross 
dereliction which exists toWiaJl"d regulation of 
this exacting occupation. 

The shocking truth is that there are IliO 

requirements at all, with the result that only 
about half of the pilots on the river are 
lioeru;.ect. 

Dave Oarlton, licensed Mississippi river pi
lot and a board member of the Marine omcers 
Associa-tion, aptly compa4'es the situation to 
allowing trucking compMlies to operate with 
men who have no driver's license or any 
training whatsoevet". 

It would be like putting a man with abso
lutely no experience on a big diesel rig and 
sending him out on a crowded highway. 

As ·another licensed pilot puts it, "Anybody 
can be a pilot, no matter what kind of cargo 
he's got ... you can take a taxicab driver, put 
him on a boat and tell him to be a pilot, and 
you're not breaking any law." 

It's a potentially deadly situation
literally. 
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The slightest mistake by an inexperienced 

towboat pilot could cause barges to crash into 
a bridge, sending a wave of burning gasoline 
or crude oil into a city like a huge napalm 
bomb, or a lethal blanket of chlorine gas over 
a wide area. 

Residents of the river city of LaGr·ange, 
Mo., know about such things. On May 12 a 
barge-operated by an unlicensed pilot-hit 
a bridge pier there after getting oaught in a 
current. Four persons died in the explosion 
that followed. 

Carlton and other licensed pilots say the 
same thing could happen on any day at any 
river city. 

In the face of thi's grim possibility, the 
need for rigid regulations for river pilots is 
obvious. 

Suer.. legislation has been proposed by 
United States Rep. Leonor K. SulliV'ail of St. 
Louis, who in 1962 introduced a bill to re
quire the regulation of key personnel aboard 
towboats and inspection of the boats. 

Nearly seven years have passed a.Ild still 
Congress has taken no action on Mrs. Sul
liv·an's bill. 

How many more disasters such as the one 
at LaGrange, or the recent explosion at New 
Orleans--when three barges and a Nationalist 
China freighter collided, killing 25 Chinese 
crewmen-will occur before the nation's law
makers decide it's time to give people the 
same protection as fowl? 

[From the St. Louis (Mo.) Post-Dispatch, 
June 28, 1969] 

KEEPING THE RIVERS SAFE 
The measures Representative Leonor K. 

Sullivan of St. Louis is proposing for the 
safe operation of towboats and their barges 
on the inland waterways seem to us reason
able and prudent; we hope Congress will de
lay no further in legislating on the subject. 
Basically what Mrs. Sullivan wants is ex
amination and licensing of pilots and inspec
tion of towboats and barges during con
struction and at regular intervals during 
operation. 

Pilots would already be subject to regula
tion by the United States Coast Guard were 
it not for the fluke that laws covering them 
apply to steam vessels, and steam has been 
almost entirely replaced by diesel power. 

Inspection of towboats has become neces
sary principally because small occasional 
builders can build almost any kind of ves
sel and call it a towboat in the absence of 
regulation. It is at this type of construc
tion, rather than that of the large standard 
shipyards, that the inspection provisions are 
aimed. 

The essentials of this legislation do not 
break new ground but rather restore old 
ground that has eroded away. The principle 
of safety regulation on the rivers has long 
been recognized. Even if its absence had 
not been accompanied by a rise in accidents 
the legislation would be fully justified as a 
preventive measure. Accidents are, however, 
on the increase, partly owing to increases in 
the numbers of towboats and barges in serv
ice. 

On the Mississippi River system between 
1958 and 1968 collisio:&s increased from 39 
to 66, groundings from 7 to 18, and sinkings 
from 16 to 38. To the credit of the con
struction and shipping industries, fatalities 
in accidents actually decreased slightly, from 
23 to 21. Carriage of increasing types and 
quantities of dangerous cargo also argues 
the wisdom of more adequate regulation. 

We should think the inland shipyards and 
the barge lines would have been making 
themselves more of a force for the advance
ment of this legislation than they appar
ently have been. Their industries stand to 
benefit substantially from it, in enhanced 
prestige and public approval. The more re
sponsible elements already operate of their 

own initiative with safe craft and qualified 
key men; it is to their interest as well that 
the less responsible should be required to do 
so. 

THE ABM WHITE PAPER 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, among 

the most consistent and articulate critics· 
of the ABM are a number of distin
guished members of the academic com
munity in Massachusebts. Three of these 
men have just completed a detailed anal
ysis of the transcript of a hearing held 
on May 22 by the House Committee on 
Armed Services. Included in that tran
script is the so-called Pentagon White 
Paper on the ABM, as well as a lengthy 
series of questions and answers among 
the members of the committee and the 
Secretary of Defense, Mr. Laird, and 
members of his staff. 

The analysis was prepared by Dr. 
Jerome Wiesner, Dr. George Rathgens, 
and Dr. Steven Weinberg, all of the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 
Drs. Wiesner and Rathgens have both 
served in the highest level·s of our Gov
ernment, working on critical matters of 
national security. Their expertise too is 
a matter of record. Dr. Weinberg has 
served as a consultant to the Govern
ment on matters similarly related to the 
national security. 

Because I think thls analysis is so rele
vent to the upooming debate on the 
Safeguard ABM, I ask unanimous con
sent that it be printed at this point in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the critique 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
A CRITIQUE OF PENTAGON ABM WHITE PAPER 
(By George W. Rathjens, Jerome B. Wiesner, 

and Steven Weinberg) 
INTRODUCTION 

In recent weeks the Defense Department 
has released additional information pertain
ing to the Safeguard ABM system and to 
the threat against which it might have to 
perform. To some extent there seems to have 
been a serious attempt to respond to many 
of the criticisms regarding the systems. This 
is particularly evident in Secretary Laird's 
testimony of May 22 before the Subcom
mittees on the Department of Defense and 
on Military Construction of the Committee 
on Appropriations, House of Representatives. 
For example, he deals at some length with 
the vulnerabillty of the Minuteman force 
to a Soviet S8-9 missile attack, the problem 
of the vulnerability of the Safeguard radars, 
and alternatives to Safeguard. 

However, despite this response we feel that 
many fundamental objections to Safeguard 
remain unanswered. Others of the answers 
that have been given we feel are misleading. 
For these reasons. and because Secretary 
Laird regards his May 22 statement as the 
most complete statement on the subject, we 
have felt that it would be useful to reexam
ine some of the problems with Safeguard, 
drawing particularly on Mr. Laird's May 22 
appearance. Page references, unless other
wise noted, are to the report of the May 22 
hearings. 

SUMMARY 
I. Safeguard and the defense of our retalia

tory forces 
We are not persuaded of the likelihood of 

the Soviet Union's achieving a first strike 
capab1Uty by the mid-1970's. In order to 
launch a first strike of the sort envisioned 
by Secretary Laird, with the force size as-

sumed by him, the Soviets would need S8-9's 
with extraordinary accuracy and high relia
billty; they would need a reprograming 
capabillty for S8-9 failures; they would need 
to solve the problem of coordinating an at
tack on our bombers and Minutemen; they 
would need to deal with our nuclear armed 
tactical aircraft; they would need an effec
tive ASW system; and they would need a 
wide-spread ABM system. We find it unlikely 
that they wlll achieve any one of these capa
bilities much less all of them. 

Safeguard still seems to us to be ill
designed for defense of our deterrent. Long
range high-altitude Spartan missiles and 
expensive soft high-power radars might make 
sense in a thin area defense of our popula
tion, but not in a terminal defense system 
for our ICBM's. 

We find that Safeguard is ineffective as 
a defense of Minuteman. Even with perfect 
ABM performance, the offense could, by 
striking first at our radars, keep the number 
of Minutemen saved by the full Safeguard 
system down to 20-80. This defense could 
be entirely offset by an increase in the Soviet 
S8-9 force from the figure of 420 projected 
by Secretary Laird to less than 465 missiles. 

Two alternative responses to the possibil
ity of a SOviet first strike threat seem to us 
to be greatly superior to Safeguard. One is 
to wait until the threat actually begins to 
materialize, Mld then increase our ICBM or 
SLBM forces which takes much less time 
than an ABM deployment. The other is to 
super-harden our ICBM's, which would be 
more effective than an ABM deployment even 
if Soviet ICBM accuracies improve to % mile. 

Table I summarizes our quantitative anal
yses of the effectiveness of Safeguard and 
alternatives for enhancing the survivability 
of our MinutemMl missile force. 

II. Safeguard and the Chinese threat 
We are disturbed that the role of Safe

guard in a possible confrontation with the 
Chinese was described by Secretary Laird in 
terms which would make sense only if Safe
guard were 100 percent effective which it 
surely will not be. 

III. Safeguard and accidentally launched 
missiles 

We do not see how an ABM system under 
PresidentiaJ. control cMl protect us from ac
cidentally launched missiles with very short 
flight times, including depressed trajectory 
SLBM's. 
IV. Research and development for Safeguard 

We believe that research, development, and 
testing can proceed more effectively at Kwa
jalein than in the continental United States. 

In carrying out the Mlalysis of Safeguard 
report here we have assumed that the sys
tem will perform in accord with specifica
tion (or better). We have grave doubts that 
the performance of the system would ap- "' 
proach the design estimates, considering its 
complexity and particularly considering that 
the system will never be tested in an envir
onment that stimulates that in which it 
will have to operate. 

I. SAFEGUARD AND THE DEFENSE OF OUR 

RETALIATORY FORCES 
The nature of the threat 

Secretary Laird continues to argue (p. 42) 
that the only possible explanation for reac
tivation of the Soviet S8-9 program is to be 
able to knock out our hardened Minuteman 
sites. He fails to consider the possibility that 
a desif·e to deliver large numbers of multiple 
warheads to penetrate a possible U.S. ABM 
system could also be a motivation. The tiining 
of both the reactivation of the SS-9 pro
gram and the initiation of multiple war
heads tests by the Russians is just about 
what one would expect if those actions were 
responses to Secretary McNamara's an
nouncement of the Sentinel decision of Sep
tember, 1967, and to the subsequent develop
ment of support for it as a basis for a na-
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tlonwlde defense of population and industry 
against possible Soviet attack. 

Having decided that the ra.tiona.le for the 
ss-9 program is a Soviet desire to have a 
counterforce capability against Minute
man, it is hardly surprising that Secreta!ry 
La.ird then produces quantitative estima.tes 
to prove tha.t it could be sufficiently effec
tive threat so that it would be usefUl as a 
rntionale for our Safegua.rd deployment. 

In this he has followed Dr. John Foster 
and Mr. Albert Wohlstetter in est imating 
that as few as 420 88-9 missiles, each carry
ing three 5 MT warheads, coUld destroy 95 
per cent of our Minuteman torce (p. 9) . 

The calculation is based on an assump
tion of ¥.i mile accuracy . (from which he 
derives a kill proba-bility of about 95 per cent 
for a single 5 MT wa.rhead delivered a.gainSit 
a Minuteman silo), a failure ra.te of only 20 
per cent and a capability to retarget missiles 
for those that fail . Each of the several as
sumptions seem questionable, at least for 
the mid-70's. 

First, i-t is by no means clear tha.t the So
viet Union can achieve an accuracy ( CEP) of 
% mile with Ss-9 MIRV warheads. Unfor
tunately, Mr. Laird does not give us any in· 
formwtion regarding the ba.llistic coefficient 
of the multiple warheads now being tested. 
If it is low (employing a ra.ther blunt re
entry vehicle) it will be very d1fficult to 
achieve very good accuracy. Local winds in 
the re-entry area may have a significant 
effect on where the warhea.ds will impact. 
Terminal guidance of some sort may then be 
required to achieve the hypothesized ¥.i mile 
CEP. If such guidance is included, it is ques
tionable whether the 88-9 could oarry three 
5 MT warheads to full range. 

Second, it is extremely doubtful that an 80 
per cent overall reliability can be achieved, 
and tha.t the Soviet Union could count on it, 
with a system as complioa ted as the Ss-9 
with MIRV'S. 

Third, the most dubious assumption of all 
is a full retargeting capability. Mr. Laird has 
stated that his figure is based on the Rus
sians' having "a oapwbility to retarget a sec
ond missile for those that fail'' (p. 9). Diffi
cult as it would be to do so, even that would 
not be sufficient to destroy 95 per cent of our 
Minuteman, given his other assumptions. 
The Russians would in addition have to be 
able to target a third salvo of missiles to 
compensate for those in the second salvo 
tha:t failed and so on; and all this quickly 
enough after the initial salvo so that we 
could not launch ICBM's between the impact 
time for the fil"SSt salvo and the time of ar
rival of their last sa.lvo. Clea.rly this would be 
extremely difficult even if one were concerned 
only about retargeting to compensate for 
launch pad and boost phase failures , but Mr. 
Laird apparently postUlates reprograming to 
compensate for other failurf!s as well , includ
ing presumably those that occrur during sep
aration Of the several multiple warheads, 
which may occur fairly late in the trajectory. 
The United States rejected the retargeting 
concept for its own single-warhead missiles 
some yea.rs ago. Yet, Mr. Laird assumes the 
Soviet Union may a.dopt, and be willing to 
rely on, such a concept with multiple war
heads where the problems are much more 
difficult than for single warheads. Implicit in 
his estima.te is the idea that if one Of the 
three re-entry vehicles carried by an ss-9 is 
not on its planned trajectory but the other 
two are, the "bad" warhead can be replaced 
by a single warhead carried by a replacement 
SS-9, and thwt the other two warheads car
ried by that replacement ss-g oan be effi
ciently used to replace other re-entry ve
hicles th:ait have failed but whose targets may 
be widely separated. Clearly implementing 
such a concept would be difficult even if the 
Russians were building a MIRV system in 
which the separate warheads coUld be di
rected to widely separated targets. That they 
llire not doing so is strongly suggested by the 

fact that there is ambiguity as to whether 
their recent tests involve simple multiple 
warheads or MIRV's. 

There is no intelligence information what
ever to suggest that the Soviet Union has, 
or plans to implement, a retargeting con
cept anything like the one Mr. Laird has 
assumed (or been sold) . The technical prob
lems involved in their doing reprograming 
for failures that occur after the boost phase 
seem truly insurmountable, at least for the 
mid-70's. 

Secretary Laird hypothesizes a threat to 
our bomber force (p. 10) from SLBM's. How
ever, he fails to address the problem of how 
the Soviet Union could coordinate an at
tack against both the bombers and the 
ICBM's. If the bombers are destroyed by 
surprise as he suggests they might be, he 
must explain why the Minuteman force 
could not be launched in the 20 to 30 
minutes before the arrival of the presumed 
Soviet ICBM attack; if the arrival time for 
weapons delivered against our bombers and 
our ICBM's is arranged to coincide, he must 
explain why the bombers would not have 
been flushed from their bases, given that 
we would have had 20 to 30 minutes warn
ing that ICBM's were headed toward our 
Minuteman sites. 

It is to be noted that Mr. Laird does not 
mention at all the fact that the Soviet Un
ion would have to destroy not only our 
strategic bomber force, but also simUl
taneously our land-based and carrier-based 
tactical bombers as well, if it were to avoid a 
retaliatory bomber attack. While these tacti
cal bombers do not have as a primary role 
attacking targets in the Soviet Union, many 
would have that capability, and were our 
other retaliatory forces to be in jeopardy the 
Russians would certainly have to assume 
that some of our tactical bombers could 
have a strategic retaliatory mission. 

In hypothesizing a possible threat to our 
SLBM force, Mr. Laird fails to consider that 
with the Polaris-to-Poseidon conversion our 
missiles will be able to carry a substantial 
payload to greater distances than they now 
can, that therefore the amount of ocean in 
which they could operate would be enlarged, 
and that therefore the Soviet ASW prob
lem might be even more difficult than it 
now is. 

While Secretary Laird has indicated that 
the Soviet Union is continuing R & D on 
ABM systems, he has not been able to claim 
any expansion in Soviet ABM systems. 
Given our own long lead time for a full op
erational capability for such a limited sys
tem as Safeguard-1976 according to Mr. 
Laird (P. 24)-it hardly seems reasonable 
that the Soviet Union will have an extensive 
and effective ABM system by the mid-1970's. 

In summary, Mr. Laird has not supported 
his contention that "the potential Soviet 
threat to the survival of our strategic offen
sive forces in the mid-70's is clearly evident" 
(p. 11). Ultimately, our Minuteman force 
will be vulnerable to preemptive attack if 
the Soviet Union proceeds to build up its 
missile force and if it achieves sufficient 
reliability and accuracy with those forces. 
For the reasons given above we believe that 
the Soviet force level required will be larger, 
and that the time period when the threat 
would be great would be later than Mr. 
Laird estimates, if it ever develops at all. 
More important, we believe Mr. Laird has 
unduly discounted the problem that the So
viet Union would have in developing a capa
bility for a coordinated knock-out attack 
against all our retaliatory forces; and he has 
greatly overestimated the effectiveness of 
Safeguard in reducing any possible threat to 
our retaliation capabilities (see below). 
Whether Safeguard is well designed to defend 

hard targets 
On page 75 Mi". Laird claims that the Safe

guard components were designed for defense 
of both soft and hard targets. 

"Mr. LoNG. The Safeguard ABM, I under
stand, uses the same components and sys
tems for hard point defense that were de
signed to provide protection for our cities 
in the Sentinel ~ystem. Can one design serve 
all purposes? 

"Secretary LAIRD. Yes; these were designed 
all along for the two purposes. I want to make 
it clear that in the Sentinel system there 
was an option for the defense of the Minute
man. These two particular sites that we have 
in Phase I were also included in the Sentinel 
system. The Spartan and Sprint were de
signed for both purposes, city defense against 
the Chinese ICBM threat and Minuteman de
fense against the Soviet ICBM threat." (p. 
76- 77) 

But on page 18 he traces more carefully the 
origins of the Safeguard components back 
to the old Nike X system-a system whose 
rationale was primarily and unambiguously 
to defend U.S. population and industry 
against a massive Soviet missile attack. 

One can accurately say that in adopting 
the Nike X components for Sentinel, there 
was a mismatch to the extent that Sentinel 
envisaged a possible later stage defense of 
Minuteman, but that the primary purpose, 
defense of population, would have employed 
the components for purposes reasonably con
sistent with their design criteria. With the 
primary emphasis of Safeguard being defense 
of Minuteman, the components are to be used 
for purposes for which they were never 
designed. 

For defense of population, an extraordi
narily high level of effectiveness is required 
against a threat that could be very great 
and focused on quite a small target area. 
Intercept must be accomplished quite far 
away from the defended city if the city is to 
be saved. There is presumably some value in 
including Spartan missiles in the defense 
and in being able to control intercepts at 
considerable distances, a requirement that 
has a bearing on radar power needed. 

For defense of Minuteman near misses can 
be tolerated, Spartans have hardly any role, 
any the Minuteman field is much more 
spread out. The Sprint missile has too short 
a range to defend a whole Minuteman com
plex, but far more than is needed to defend a 
single silo. The Missile Site Radar (MSR) is 
an Achilles' heel in that it is a very "soft" 
target compared to the Minuteman silos it 
must defend (although an appropriately 
"hard" target compared to cities) , and yet 
is so expensive that only one is planned per 
site. 

In a sense we may get the worst of all 
worlds with Safeguard: a poor defense of 
Minuteman; no significant defense for our 
cities; and yet because Safeguard uses the 
same components as Nike X and because the 
production lines for those components will 
have been established, the Russians may 
react to our decision by expanding their 
offense just as if we were deploying a large 
scale defense for our population. 

The effectiveness of Safeguard 

Mr. Laird claims tha.t, given the attack 
which he hypothesized and which is dis
cussed above, Safeguard would be highly 
effective in saving Minuteman missiles. He 
states that, with implementation of Phase I 
of Safeguard 100 to 150 Minutemen would 
survive (p. 27), and that with implementa
tion of Phase IIA perhaps 250 to 300 would 
survive (p. 28) compared to only 50 survivors 
with no ABM defense. Unfortunately, Mr. 
Laird has not seen fit to make public the 
number of interceptor missiles that will be 
deployed with Safeguard; so it is difficult to 
calculate the effectiveness of the system with 
any precision. However, we can make some 
plausible upper limit estimates. 

Mr. Laird states (p. 29) that the costs of 
producing the warheads for Safeguard would 
be $0.2 billion. This suggests that the num
ber Of interceptors would not be over 1,000, 
a figure fairly consistent with various un-
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official estimates. Considering that the four 
ICBM sites would have almost % of the 
Sprints (p. 25) , it is probably reasonable to 
assume at most 150 interceptors at each 
Minuteman site, perhaps 40 Spartans and 
110 Sprints. For Phase I the number per 
Minuteman site would be less, perhaps half 
as large. The most conservative, highest con
fidence (but not the only) kind of Soviet at
tack would exhaust the interceptors. In dis-' 
cussing such an atback (p. 67) Mr. Laird 
claims, "the defender wins the engagement. 
The defens·e has forced an attrition of the 
attack force which, of oourse, is the defense 
goal, so that a suffioient number of Minute
men can survive." How much is there in Mr. 
Laird's claim? Almost certainly the offense 
would not have to exhaust the Spartan inter
ceptors. They are by general consensus held 
to be quite ineffective against a sophisticated 
attack such as that of which the Soviet 
Union is capable. To an extent Mr. Laird con
cedes this on page 66, stating, "the Minute
man defense against a Soviet attack is pri
marily based on the Sprint missile backup 
which with the Missile Site Radar (MSR) will 
perform adequately in spite of interrupted 
Perimiter Acquisition Radar (PAR) data 
during the engagement", and on page 78 
where he states "the area defense of our 
oities ... would have little effect on the So
viet's capabilities to attack those cities." But 
let us assume that the Spartans as well as 
the Sprints have to be exhausted, an extreme 
assumption that favors the defense, and com
pute how much Soviet effort would be re
quired. 

Mr. Laird has stated (p. 7) that "the So
vi.et Union has the technical and economic 
capability te> develop and install l.arge num
l,lers of multiple independently targeted re
entry vehicles (MIRV's) on each of its larger 
ICBM's, the SS-9 type, and perhaps several 
warheads in each of its smaller SS-11 and 
SS-13 ICBM's." Assuming that, and Mr. 
Laird's assumption af a %, mile CEP, each 
SS-9 could plausibly carry 20 to 30 warheads 
of sufficient size to destroy our MSR radars. 
Since the defense would obviously have to 
defend its radars, (and Mr . . Laird agrees that 
it would, p. 66-67), at most five to eight de
livered SS-9's payloads would then suffice to 
exhaust our hypothesized Phrase I defenses, 
and at most 20 to 30 would suffice for Phase 
IIA.t Actually these numbers are almost cer
tainly high by at least 50 percent-pe;rhaps 
more-because some of the interceptors may 
be deployed so far from the MSR's as to be 
unable to defend them,2 and since the de-

1 Mr. Laird has conceded the importance of 
defending the MSR (p. 67), but in his state
ment he focuses primarily on the possibilty 
that the offense would attempt to destroy 
the radar by delivering enough warheads 
against it so that there would be a chance 
that one would leak through simply because 
of intercept failures. That is a completely 
plausible tactic, one that would probably 
work, and one which would require fewer of
fensive warheads than exhaustion of the in
terceptors. However, an adversary could not 
have complete confidence in it. The defense 
might prevent leakage. Mr. Laird is obviously 
not prepared to concede that the number 
of interceptors to be deployed with Safe
guard is so small that exhausting them 
would be a plausible (and 100% effective) So
viet tactic, although this is what our calcu
lations show, and despite the fact that his 
colleague, Dr. Foster, points out that "we 
propose to go through that system (the Mos
cow ABM system) by sheer exhaustion of the 
defenses" (p. 62). 

2 There is a lack of clarity in Mr. Laird's 
statement on this point (p. 25). He states 
"the four Safeguard sites planned for these 
fields (the Minuteman fields} would account 
for almost two-thirds of the Sprints. More 
than half of these Sprints would be deployed 
at so-called remote sites around the MSR to 
provide better coverage of the Minuteman 
forces." If the MSR is remote from the Min-

fense would have to oommit more than one 
interceptor to each inooming re-entry vehicle 
to take account of interceptor failures.3 But 
giving the defense the benefit of every 
doubt-i.e. assuming all interceptors, both 
Sprint and Spartan, function with 100 per 
cent effectiveness and assuming them all de
ployed so that they can be used for radar de
fense-we find that the defense might force 
the Soviets to allocate at most lY:z to 2Y:z 
percent af its SS-9's to oounter the Phase I 
defenses and at most 6-9 percent to counter 
the Phase IIA defenses. The number of 
Minutemen that survive the hypothesized 
Soviet a;ttack will not be increased from 50 to 
100 or 150 as Secretary Laird has claimed but 
to at most 60 or 65. His claims for Phase IIA 
are simila;rly exaggerated: the defense will 
not save an additional 200 to 250 Minutemen 
but at most 50 to 80. 

And if one makes assumptions about Soviet 
tactics which we believe more realistic than 
Mr. Laird's, e.g. discounting wholly or par
tially the retargeting idea, the defense looks 
even worse. Using the aforementioned as
sumptions of extreme effectiveness for the de
fense1 and accepting all of Mr. Laird's as
sumptions about a Soviet attack with 420 
SS-9's except the retargeting assumption, one 
calculates the following numbers of sur
vivors for our Minuteman force: no defense, 
195; with Phase I of Safeguard, 200; with 
Phase IIA, 215-220. 

At the rate of SS-9 growth assumed by Mr. 
Laird, at most three additional months of 
production would completely offset Phase I 
of the Safeguard deployment, and at most 
one year's production would completely 
negate the Phase II deployment. 

What Mr. Laird has apparently done is to 
assume the Russians are diabolically clever in 
developing a capability to attack Minuteman, 
but not very clever in exploiting the weak
nesses of the Safeguard defense (the vulner
ability of the radar and the limited number 
of interceptors). If one makes internally con
sistent assumptions about the state of Soviet 
technology and their use of it, one's impres
sion of the effectiveness of the defense is very 
different from Mr. Laird's. Safeguard looks 
very bad if the Russians are twelve feet tall, 
but even worse if they are only six feet tall. 

Some Safeguard advocates concede that 
even Phase II is just too thin a defense to be 

uteman force, how does deployment then 
provide better coverage for the Minuteman 
force? If the MSR is located in or very near 
the Minuteman field, from what is it remote? 
Where are the other Sprints deployed? Are we 
to infer that they are near Minutemen, but 
too far away from the MSR to defend it? 

a The Administration claims that it can 
compensate fo;r less-than-perfect Sprint per
formance by launching a second Sprint if one 
fails, and that this can be done "early enough 
so that a re-entry vehicle will not get 
through" (p. 67). In principle, this tactic will 
undoubtedly be feasible, but there is an 
added question, how will we know if inter
cept has been successful? The Sprint will 
achieve destruction of an adversary warhead 
primarily by producing a large enough neu
tron flux to melt the core of the adversary's 
weapon. There may well be no discernible 
indication of whether or not the intercept has 
been successful until it is time for the adver
sary warhead to detonate-obviously too late 
for a second attempt to destroy it. Thus, de
termination as to whether an intercept has 
been successful will almost certainly have to 
be based simply on estimates of the closeness 
of approach of the two warheads at the time 
the interceptor warhead is detonated, and on 
estimates regarding the construction of the 
adversary warhead. Whether we would have 
enough confidence in such calculations to 
rely on a single Sprint to destroy an adversary 
warhead is probably somewhat questionable, 
particularly if that warhead could knock out 
our radar. But apparently the Administration 
assumes such confidence and the calcula
tions here do too. 

of much use if the Soviet Union should decide 
that it wants to make a determined effort to 
build a counterforce capab111ty against Min
uteman. They support it on the grounds that 
it will form a basis on which to build a 
more effective defense by adding more inter
ceptors and redundant radars. Secretary Laird 
has not yet suggested this, although he has 
made it clear that he considers Phase I "as 
insurance against the possibility that we will 
need the full system in the mid-70's" (p. 85) . 
As the limitations of Safeguard become more 
apparent, we should not be surprised to hear 
arguments that Phases I and II are needed 
as insurance against the possibility that we 
will need a Phase III for the late 1970's. Thus, 
if it appropriates money for Safeguard this 
year, the Congress should be aware of the 
fact that it may be embarking on a venture 
that will cost several times the quoted $10.3 
billion cost. 

Alternatives to Safeguard 
It seems clear that any consideration by 

the Administration of alternatives other than 
Safeguard for reducing the vulnerability of 
our retaliatory forces was an afterthought in
troduced, discussed, and rejected primarily as 
part of the effort to still the critics of ABM. 
Indeed, Mr. Laird admits that "the first ques
tion which had to be answered by the Nixon 
Administration was whether an ABM should 
be deployed at all" (p. 7). The Administra
tion's case would appear stronger if its in
terest in ABM had had its origins in a deter
mination that there was a serious possibility 
of a threat to our retaliatory force rather 
than vice versa. Had it really concluded there 
might be a threat and then systematically, 
and without prejudice, considered alternative 
means for coping with it, it seems clear that 
alternatives other than Safeguard would 
have commanded more attention and would 
almost certainly have been judged prefer
able. 

In its defense of Safeguard, the Adminis
tration rejected further ICBM deployment 
as an alternative means of enhancing our 
retaliatory capability, arguing that such a 
choice by us would be more likely to provoke 
an escalation in the arms race. Yet Mr. Laird 
admits (p. 7) that "it only takes 18 to 24 
months from the start of construction to the 
operational availability of an ICBM in a 
silo." A fully operational Safeguard will, on 
the other hand, not be available until 1976 
(p. 24). Obviously, we could wait until about 
1972 or 1973 before we would have to begin 
deploying additional ICBM's if we elected 
that as a response to a possible mid-70 threat. 
Waiting would save us billions and would 
obviously not be provocative. If it proved 
necessary to do something in, say, 1972, we 
would almost certainly have passed the point 
where we need be very concerned about pro
voking an escalation in the arms race. And 
in buying more ICBM's (or SLBM's or what
ever) we would have a far less expensive, 
much higher confidence, less rapidly obsoles
cent response than Safeguard to any' possible 
Soviet threat. We could certainly at least 
double the size of our ICBM force for the 
price of Safeguard, in which case over a 
thousand Minutemen would survive Mr. 
Laird's hypothesized attack.' 

• Administration spokesmen (e.g. Dr. John 
Foster in an address before the Aviation/ 
Space Writer's Association, Dayton, Ohio, 
May 12, 1969) have suggested that "the 
present cost to the U.S .... for an offensive 
R/ V is in excess of $10 M." It is not clear how 
this figure was derived. It may involve sim
ply dividing the Minuteman program costs 
by the number of Minuteman missiles. If 
so, it is hardly the cocrect cost to use since 
it would include R. & D. costs which are 
"sunk", maintenance costs for a long period 
of time, and replacement of many Minute
man I by Minuteman II missiles. From testi
mony by former Secretary of Defense 
McNamara, House Appropriations Subcom-
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Mr. Laird rejects the possib111ty of an air 

borne alert as a means of insuring survival 
of our bomber force citing a cost of "almost 
$1 billion per year" (p. 45) . That cost seems 
small compared to the costs of Safeguard, 
and particularly as it would probably never 
have to be incurred since in fact it is un
likely that a real threat would develop. 

He argues that super-hardening of Min
uteman is of limited ut111ty because of pos
sible improvements in missile accuracy (p. 
14), and claims "near term and relative costs 
to keep an adequate ABM defense of Minute
man will be less expensive in the initial years 
and probably less expensive overall than oth
er options" (p. 44) citing the cost for super
hardening of 1,000 Minuteman missiles as 
$6 to $7 blllion (p. 48). He is right, super
hardening wlll be of limited utility consid
ering plausible improvements in missile ac
curacy, but so is ABM of limited ut111ty for 
the same reason. Let us compare the two 
alternatives again using Mr. Laird's hypoth
esized 430 88-9 threat. 

We have shown earlier tha-t Safeguard 
phase I at a cost of perhaps $4 billion-($2.1 
billion (p. 26) plus a larger fraction of $2.5 
billion for RDT & E (p. 29) and some inde
terminate amount of AEC costs] will in
crease the number of surviving Minutemen 
from 50 to at most 60 to 65; and that the 
full Safeguard program ($10.3 billion (p. 
29)] will increase the number of surviving 
to at most 100 to 130. If we triple the hard
ness of the Minuteman, which almost cer
tainly should be possible for $6 or $7 billion, 
then the number of surviving Minutemen 
would increase from 50 to at least 185 if the 
Soviet Union continued to rely on three 5 
MT warheads on each 88-9.5 If instead, it 
chose to maintain the same kill probability 
against our Minuteman silos with each war
head, it would have to increase the yield 
from about 5 to about 20 MT in which case 
more than half the Minuteman force would 
survive since each Soviet SB-9 could then 
carry only a single warhead. Obviously we 
would do better to harden Minuteman than 
to buy Safeguard regardless of how the Rus
sians might react to our hardening program. 

The improvement in our posture as a result 
of superhardening could be offset by an im
provement in Soviet missile accuracy from 
Mr. Laird's hypothesized ';4 mile to about Vs 
of a mile. However, if the Russians achieved 
that accuracy, they could reduce their yield 
against a Minuteman with present hardness 

mittee Hearings for FY 1964, part I , p . 115, 
one gets a marginal cost for Minuteman I 
(including silos} of $4 million per missile, 
and from the source for FY 1966, part 3, p. 
44, $6.5 million for Minuteman II, the latter 
figure, however, including 5 years' operating 
costs. It is to be noted that these figures 
were computed after the programs in ques
tion were well along, and can therefore be 
regarded as relatively "hard" figures, unlike 
the estimates for Safeguard, and fo<r that 
matter for super-hardening for Minuteman. 

5 The interpretation of Mr. Laird's 95 % 
probability of destroying a Minuteman silo 
with a 5 MT warhead is open to some am
biguity. One reads a figure very close to that 
from Mr. Laird's chart (p. 34) , but it is in
consistent with more accurate data relating 
probability of destruction to yield and ac
curacy unless one assumes a hardness for 
Minuteman of greater than 500 psi. The 95 % 
can perhaps be interpreted as the product 
of two factors: a kill probability, given that 
the warhead functions properly; and a non
reprogramable reliability factor for the war
head. The figure of 185 surviving Minutemen 
is based on the assumption that the first 
f·actor is 0.99 and the second 0.96. If the first 
factor is less, and the second correspondingly 
larger, then hardening is then more effective 
than the calculation indicates. 

from 5 MT to about 1¥2 MT and still have the 
same kill probability. If the SB-9 can carry 
three 5 MT warheads it could surely carry 
four or five 1¥2 MT warheads; thus 
only % or % as many SS-9's would be re
quired to destroy our Minutemen (using Mr. 
Laird's assumptions), if they were not super
hardened, and the remaining SS-9's would be 
far more than adequate to offset either Phase 
I or the full Safeguard defenses. Indeed, the 
Soviet Union could target enough warheads 
against the radar to exhaust the defenses, 
and have enough left over so that it could 
inflict a very high level of damage against 
Minuteman (see Table I). Thus, it is clear 
that although superhardening could be offset 
by improvements in Soviet missile accuracy, 
so could Safeguard be offset. 

Almost all the obvious alternatives to Safe
guard seem preferable as a means of hedging 
against a possible threat to our retaliatory 
capability. This is certainly true of buying 
more ICBM's (much later on if needed); and 
super-hardening. 

Ta-ble I summarizes some of the relevant 
effectiveness estimates for Safeguard and al
ternatives to it. 

II. SAFEGUARD AND THE CHINESE THREAT 
The Administration continues to argue the 

effectiveness (p. 28) and utility (p. 31 and 
52) of Safeguard against a possible Chinese 
threat. In so doing Mr. Laird raises the spec
tre of American cities being risked on the 
highly questionable assumption that Safe
guard will work: 

"Once Communist China acquires a force 
of medium range bombers and/or ballistic 
missiles, all of her neighbors would be open 
to nuclear blackmail. Should Communist 
China then also acquire an ICBM force with 
which it can threaten our cities, and we have 
no defense against it, the President of the 
United States would have no alternative but 
to back down or risk the destruction of sev
eral of our major cities in any serious con
frontation with Communist China." (p. 31) 

Clearly the implication of this statement 
is that we would be prepared to take a 
tougher line in dealing with the Chinese if 
we had Safeguard than if we did not because 
our cities would then be protected from the 
risk of nuclear attack. After all of the expert 
testimony casting doubt on whether Safe
guard would be effective against a Chinese 
missile attack, it is frightening to hear Mr. 
Laird espousing views that would make sense 
only if we had essentially 100 per cent con
fidence in the system. 
III. SAFEGUARD AND ACCIDENTALLY LAUNCHED 

MISSILES 
Mr. Laird contends that the President will 

be provided "the means to maintain personal 
control of the situation in the event of such 
(a missile) an attack" (p. 73). But he also 
raises the possibility of reduced flight times 
for an adversary missile attack (p. 10), point
ing out that the Soviets could "design their 
SLBM's for depressed trajectory launch, 
which it is not very difficult to do," and 
pointing out that we would then have con
siderably less than 12-15 minutes warning. 
Actually, with such attacks against our 
coastal cities, the warning could be as little 
as 3 to 5 minutes. Mr. Laird does not ex
plain (on the unclassified record) how the 
President could maintain personal control in 
the event of a missile launched against us if 
the warning time should be that short. Does 
he or does he not intend that firing respon
sibility for Safeguard be delegated to low 
echelons of command? If not, does he con
tend that the system will be able to cope 
with accidentally launched missiles if t~1e 
warning time is only a few minutes? 
IV. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT FOR SAFEGUARD 

On the one hand Mr. Laird claims, "I 
believe it is clear from my discussion of the 
st atus of the major components, that the 

system as a whole is ready for production 
and deployment" (p. 23); but on the other 
he states, "I must tell you very frankly that 
if the Congress this year does not approve 
the deployment of Phase I of this system, 
we would not only have to terminate pro
duction, but also drastically revise the R & D 
effort uniquely related to the deployment of 
this particular system" (p. 23), and on page 
29 he estimates that $2.5 billion more will 
be required for "RDT & E costs specifically 
associated with the Safeguard Program." One 

· would hope that if we are ready for deploy
ment, the R & D has largely been done. If so, 
how can there be a possibility of "drastic 
revision in the R & D effort," and a need for 
such large additional RDT & E expenditures? 

Not only do Mr. Laird's remarks make it 
clear that a great deal of RDT & E has yet 
to be done on Safeguard, but also that we 
are considerably further along with produc
tion than had been commonly realized. His 
remark about terminating production (see 
above) makes that clear. In addition, he 
states (p. 23) that $434 million has been ob
ligated for procurement including $146 mil
lion for production facilities, production 
engineering, etc., and that "about 15,000 
employees in the prime and major sub-con
tractor plants, alone, are engaged in this 
ABM development and production effort." 
One cannot but wonder about the wisdom 
of going so far with production while so 
much R & D remains to be done on such a 
complex system, particularly when the threat 
against which it must work is so poorly 
defined. 

Mr. Laird states (p. 26) that "although we 
plan to install an R & D prototype system 
(except for th.e PAR) at Kwajalein, that sys
tem would still not be the one we would 
install at an operational base. We feel it is 
absolutely essential to deploy at an opera
tional site in order to check out the entire 
system under realistic conditions . . .". This 
statement raises a number of questions. 
What can be learned in North Dakota and 
Montana that can't be learned at Kwajalein? 
Possibly, the reaction of a local enfranchised 
populace, but what else? If it is necessary to 
simulate exactly an operational site to check 
out the system, why not install a PAR at 
Kwajalein at a cost of perhaps $150 million 
compared with $2.1 billion cost for the Phase 
I deployment? Mr. Laird rejects a PAR de
ployment as being wasteful (p. 56). It might 
be, but it would give him exactly what he 
demands, "a prototype operational site" (p 
33) at far less cost than starting from scratch 
in North Dakota or Montana. Can one "check 
out" the system under as realistic conditions 
in the northern U.S. as one can at Kwajalein 
considering that ICBM's and SLBM's can be 
fired into Kwajalein and that interceptor 
missiles can be fired from there? It is doubt
ful that either can be done in North Dakota 
or Montana. On this point Mr. Laird is, to 
say the least, confusing. 

"Mr. LIPSCOMB. How will we be able to test 
the deployed Safeguard in the United States 
to assure ourselves that it will work? 

"Secretary LAIRD. Mr. Lipscomb, the prob
lem with testing missiles in the United States 
is not insoluble, as you know. I can tell this 
committee that we are hopeful we can go 
forward with such testing, even of the Min
uteman missile within the United States. We 
are looking at that right now, because we 
feel it is a good idea to make some tests in 
operational sites. But this would have to be 
done, of course, without the warhead, and 
with our computers we can make the cal
culations as to whether the intercept would 
actually have taken place. But I wouldn't 
want anyone to read this record and think 
that we were talking about making any kind 
of tests with nuclear warheads. We can test 
the missiles from operational sites without 
the nuclear warheads." (p. 63-64) 
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It is not at all clear whether Mr. Laird is 

talking here about firing Minuteman from 
North Dakota and Montana or about firing 
Minuteman into those two states, or whether 
he is talking about firing interceptors from 
them. It would be useful to know, and prob
ably very disturbing to the citizens of North 
Dakota and Montana, and possibly Canada as 
well, if he does believe that the same kinds 
of tests can be conducted there that are 
carried out at Kwajalein. 

Mr. Laird rationalizes deployment at two 
sites instead of just one because "they would 
be mutually supporting in an area defense 
role since the PAR and Spartan coverage 
would overlap to some extent" (p. 26) . This 
argument is open to several criticisms. First, 
the only real problem and the only real utility 
in the kind of integration he describes is in 
the event of nuclear blackout of one of the 
PAR's (p. 62), but we will hardly get any 
opportunity to check that assuming we con
tinue to adhere to the nuclear test ban 
treaty. Second, as Mr. Laird clearly implies 
(p. 66 and 67) , we don't count much on PAR's 
and Spartans anyway for defense against a 
Soviet attack; they will be really useful (if 
at all) primarily against a Chinese threat, 
and that is their primary rationale. Consid
ering both Administration statements and 
the decision to deploy the initial defenses 

in North Dakota and Montana, defense 
against China is a low priority objective; so 
why spend large sums to learn about PAR
PAR integration at this time? Third, unless 
Spartans are actually fired from North Da
kota under a control of the PAR in Montana, 
or vice versa, and that seems unlikely, it is 
hard to see how we will get any experience 
at all of the kind which Secretary Laird 
claims is his rationale for a two site initial 
deployment. 

One cannot but wonder if all of the recent 
emphasis on the advantages of the Phase I 
deployment for check-out and R & D pur
poses is an afterthought--an effort to find 
an acceptable rationale for the Safeguard 
decision, arrived at after it had become ap
parent that both the threat to our retaliatory 
force and Safeguard's actual utility as a de
fense for Minuteman had been much over
stated. 

Although informat ive, Mr. Laird 's May 
22nd statement does not instill confidence 
in either Safeguard or in the processes by 
which the decision was reached and by which 
it is being defended. We still see Safeguard 
as a system looking for a convincing rationale. 
Each heroic defense that fails, such as Mr. 
Laird's May 22nd effort , reinforces our con
viction that that rationale is not to be found. 

TABLE I.- SUMMARY OF EFFECTIVENESS CALCULATIONS-MINUTEMEN SURVIVING A SOVIET ATTACK WITH 420 SS- 9's 

Retarget-
Secretary ing-one 

Cost Laird's Full re- replacement No re-
(billions) claims targeting salvo only targeting 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Accuracy for SS- 9's, )4 mile: No defense _________________________________________ _ 
Phase I Safeguard _______________ -- ________ -_- __ _ -----

Phase II Safeguard __ __ -_-_--_--_----------- -- ---- ~ ---

Hardening of Minuteman increased by a factor of 3 __ _____ _ 

0 50 50 75 195 
$4 100-150 60-65 80- 85 200 

(6- 9) ~-10) ~-10) 
10.3 250-300 100- 130 10 145 21 220 

(25-38) (28-44) (28-44) 
6- 8 -- - --------- 185 205 290 

(370) (300) (140) 
Doubling the Minuteman force, no defense, standard 

hardening ______ - ____ --- ___ ------------- -- --------- 4-10 ------------ 1040 1040 1040 
(850) (710) (770) 

Soviet missile accuracy improved to ~ti mile: 
Superhard Minuteman ___________________ -------------
Standard Minuteman: 

No defense ________ _ -----------------------------

6-8 -------- - - - - 50 75 195 

0 ------- -- --- 20-35 20- 40 55-120 
Or phase '- - - -------- ____ ----------------------- 4 ------------ - -- -- ----------- - -------------------

Phase II. ________ ------------------------------ ---- - 10. 3 ----------- - 20-40 25-45 55-140 

Note: Figures in parentheses are number of additional SS- 9's required to offset indicated U.S. expenditu.re. 

coMMENTS far more effective than Safeguard in saving 
1. secretary Laird has described his Minuteman for all sets of Soviet t actics con-

" sidered. 
hypothesized Soviet attack as involving a 6. The Soviet Union could offset the effect 
capability to retarget a second missile for 
those that fail" (p. 9 ) . The results in column of hardening Minuteman by improvements in 
v are based on the assumption that the missile accuracy (that would be modest but 
Soviets can do that, but that they cannot re- probably achie·vable only with considerable 

th d difficulty) . 
target third missiles for those in e secon 7. However, with such accuracy improve-
Salvo that fail , etc. ments super-hardening of Minuteman would 

2. Secretary Laird's results, column III, for still appear to be a far more attractive option 
no defense suggest that in fact he assumed than defense as a means of increasing Min
that a second failure could be replaced by a uteman surviw.bllity. 
third reentry vehicle, a third failure by a a. In fact, Safeguard is so ineffective under 
fourth, etc. Estimates given in column IV these circumstances that the number of 
are computed on that basis. Minutemen that survive with Safeguard 

3. Regardless of what one assumes about phase I is not noticeably larger than with 
Soviet retargeting capab111ty, the Safeguard no defense at all. 
defense appears to be much less effective 9. Doubling the Minuteman force would be 
than Secretary Laird claims. It is least effec- far more effective as a means of increasing 
tive with the Soviet targeting tactics that are the number of surviving ICBM's than either 
probably the most realistic, column VI. defense or superhardening. 

4. In all cases estimates of Safeguard ef- 10. It is to be noted that the estimates of 
fectiveness have been based on highly con- surviving numbers of Minutemen in table I 
servative assumptions. It would in fact un- and in the text differ somewhat from t hose 
doubtedly be far less effective than the fig- we have given elsewhere, e.g. in "ABM: An 
ures in columns IV, V, VI suggest. Evaluation of the Decision to Deploy an Anti-

5. Super-hardening of Minuteman, though ballistic Missile System", and in testimony 
far less expensive than the Phase II Safe- before Congressional Committees. This is be
guard, and probably less costly than even cause somewhat different assumptions about 
Phase I when one takes account of the much both the threat and the U.S . target system 
higher operating costs of an ABM system, is were made in those cases. 

BUDGET BUREAU RIGHT TO SLOW 
DOWN GOVERNMENT INVEST
MENT 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I have 
just received a copy of the Bureau of the 
Budget's new instructions to agencies on 
the application of discounting analysis to 
Government expenditure programs 
which have deferred costs and benefits. 
These new instructions are found in 
Budget Bureau Circular No. A-94, which 
'is effective July 1, 1969. 

As one who has long advocated im
proved procedures in evaluating public 
expenditures, I applaud this decision by 
the Bureau of the Budget to upgrade the 
application of benefit-cost analysis in 
the executive agencies. This new circular 
instructs all agencies to, first use con
sistent procedures for evaluating Federal 
investment; second, use a minimum in
terest rate based on the current yield on 
Government bonds; and third, calculate 
explicitly the uncertainty and risk-tak
ing nature of each investment. Moreover, 
the circular encourages agencies to use 
higher rates of discount and suggests a 
10-percent rate as an illustration. Final
ly, the circular identifies a study now be
ing conducted by the Bureau to measure 
"the interest rate representing oppor
tunities forgone in the private sector" be
cause of public investments. The study 
will be available later this year. It is es
sential that this study develop a sound 
basis for undertaking the on-going esti
mation of the opportunity cost interest 
rate. 

I want to emphasize that these im
proved procedures are in direct response 
to the investigation of my Subcommit
tee on Economy in Government of the 
Joint Economic Committee. Last year, 
my subcommittee held hearings on dis
counting practices in Government agen
cies and heard evidence of substantial 
and unwarranted inconsistencies in dis
counting practices. In September 1968, 
the subcommittee issued its report on 
"Economic Analysis of Public Invest
ment Decisions: Interest Rate Policy 
and Discounting Analysis." This report 
offered the following recommendations: 

First. The Bureau of the Budget 
should undertake to require all agencies 
to develop and implement consistent and 
a'ppropriate discounting procedures on 
all Federal investments entailing future 
costs and benefits. 

Second. The Bureau of the Budget 
should, in conjunction with other appro
priate Government agencies, immedi
ately undertake a study to estimate the 
weighted average opportunity cost of 
private spending which is displaced 
when the Federal Government finances 
its expenditures. 

Third. Some appropriate Federal Gov
ernment agency should estimate and 
'publish on a continuing basis the 
weighted average opportunity cost inter
est rate for guidance to all Federal agen
cies in undertaking the analysis of pub
lic investments. This published rate 
should be adopted by the Bureau of the 
Budget and specified as a guideline for 
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agencies on budget and program sub
missions. 

While I am pleased to report to the 
Congress that this new Bureau of the 
Budget policy moves in the direction of 
the subcommittee recommendations, I 
must emphasize that recent increases in 
interest rates make the new policy out 
of date, even before it is adopted. The 
circular appears to accept the discount 
rate established by the Water Resources 
Council formula. This formula bases the 
discount rate calculation on an average 
of past current yields on Government 
bonds and is less than 5 percent at the 
present time. This should be compared 
with the actual current yield on Gov
ernment bonds of 6% percent. The new 
Budget Bureau procedures, while surely 
a step in the right direction, hardly go 
far enough. I urge Director Mayo of the 
Bureau of the Budget to immediately 
undertake a revision of Circular No. A-
94, now in effect for 1 day, to make it 
consistent with the subcommittee's con
clusion that the minimum rate consist
ent with the opportunity cost of dis
placed private spending is the current 
yield on Government bonds. 

I request that the Bureau of the 
Budget Circular No. A-94 be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

[Circular No. A-94] 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI

DENT, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington , D .C., June 26, 1969. 

To the heads of executive departments and 
establishments. 

Subject: Discount rates and procedures to be 
used in evaluating deferred costs and 
benefits. 

1. Purpose. This Circular prescribes stand
ard discount rates and procedures to be used 
in evaluating the measurable costs, benefits, 
or outputs of programs or projects when 
these costs, benefits, or outputs occur over 
time and when they can be estimated. It is 
prepared to further the continuing efforts 
to improve evaluation of Government activi
ties. 

2. Scope. The discount rates and proce
dures prescribed in this Circular apply to: 

a. All programs or projects whose adoption 
is expected to commit the Government to a 
series of measurable costs extending over 
three or more years; and 

b. All programs or projects resulting in a 
series of measurable benefits or outputs that 
extend three or more years beyond the incep
tion date. 

The techniques used to estimate costs, 
benefits, and outputs often are unique to 
individual programs or projects and are out
side the scope of this Circular. When, how
ever, cost, benefit, and output estimates are 
available and occur over a time period of 
three or more years, they are to be discounted 
and evaluated in accordance with the provi
sions of this Circular. 

3. Agency coverage. The discount rates and 
procedures prescribed in this Circular are to 
be included in: 

a. The internal planning documents of the 
agencies in the executive branch; 

b. Program analyses submitted to the Bu
reau of the Budget in support of legislative 
and budget programs. 

This Circular does not supersede agency 
practices which are prescribed by or pursu-

ant to law, Presidential directive, or Bureau 
of the Budget Circular No. A-76. Except for 
situations covered by Circular A-76, agencies 
should evaluate their programs and projects 
in accordance with existing requirements and 
prepare an additional evaluation performed 
in accordance with the procedures and 
policies prescribed in this Circular. Evalua
tion of programs or projects covered under 
Circular A-76 need not be accompanied with 
an additional evaluation. 

4. Preparation and. presentation. Analytic 
documents submitted to the Bureau of the 
Budget should contain the following infor
mation as needed to evaluate and compare 
programs or projects: 

a. Expected. yearly cost. The expected an
nual dollar value of goods and services re
quired to establish. and carry out a program 
or project. Estimates of expected yearly coots 
will be based on established definitions and 
practices developed by agencies for program 
and project evaluation. 

b. Expected. yearly benefit. The dollar value 
of goods and services expected to result from 
a program or project for each of the years 
it is in operation. Estimates of expected 
yearly benefits will be based on established 
definitions and practices developed by agen
cies for program and project evaluation. 

c. Expected. yearly output. An objective, 
nonmonetary measure of program per
formance expected for each of the years a 
program or project is in operation. When 
dollar value cannot be placed on the per
formance of comparable programs or proj
ects, an objective measure of output may be 
available and useful. For example, the 
pounds of meat and meat products inspected 
could be used as an output measure when 
evaluating alternative Federal meat inspec
tion programs. 

For some programs or projects, estimation 
of expected yearly costs, benefits, or output-:: 
will not be feasible or appropriate. Con
sultation with the Bureau of the Budget is 
recommended in these cases. 

d. Discount rate. The interest rate used in 
calculating the present value of expected 
yearly costs and benefits or outputs. 

e. Discount factor. The coefficient which 
translates expected cost and benefit or out
put in any specific future year under any 
specific discount rate into its present value. 
(The discount factor is more specifically de
fined as 1/ (1 + r) t, where r is the discount 
rate and t is the numbe.r of years since the 
inception date of a program or project.) 

f. Present value cost. Each year's expected 
yearly cost multiplied by its discount factor 
and then summed over all future program 
years. 

g. Present value benefit. Each year's ex
pected yearly benefit multiplied by its dis
count factor and then summed over all fu
ture program years. 

h . Present value output. Each year's ex
pected yearly output multiplied by its dis
count factor and then summed over all fu
ture program years. This information may 
be useful when the performance of com
parable programs or projects cannot be val
ued in dollar terms and when these programs 
or projects have different patterns of output 
distribution over time. Units of expected 
yearly output can be adJusted to reflect 
changes in the value of physical output 
over time. 

1. Present value net benefit. The difference 
between present value benefit (item g) and 
present value cost (item f) . 

j. Benefit-cost ratio. Present value benefit 
(item g) divided by present value cost (item 
f). (For water resource project evaluation, 
the benefit-cost ratio is defined as "annual 
benefits" divided by "annual costs.") 

k. Output-cost ratio. Present value output 

(item h) divided by present value cost (item 
f). Estimation of the output-cost ratio may 
be useful subject to the qualifications in 
item h above. 

1. Internal rate of return. The discount 
rate which equates present value cost and 
present value benefit. Estimation of the in
ternal rate of return is recommended but 
not required. In most instances, ranking of 
alternatives according to internal rate of re
turn will be identical to their ranking ac
cording to benefit-cost ratio. 

Attachment A contains an example which 
illustrates calculation of the present value 
information. 

5. Discount rate policy. a. The discount 
rate used to evaluate programs and projects 
should not be lower than the discount rate 
established by the Water Resources Coun
cil, related to the current yield on Govern
ment bonds. The formula used to compute 
this rate is defined in the December 24, 1968, 
issue of the Federal Register, Volume 33, 
page 19170. 

b. The Bureau of the Budget will request 
specific higher rates for particular projects 
or program evaluation efforts. Agencies 
should include in their analyses present 
value estimates of costs, benefits, and out
puts based on these rates. (A study of the 
interest rate representing opportunities fore
gone in the private sector is being made and 
will be available later in the year.) 

To assist in calculation, Attachment B 
conta.ins discount factors for discount rates 
of 4% percent-the discount rate estab
lished by the Water Resources Council for 
fiscal year 1970, and of 10.0 percent for each 
of the years from one to fifty. 

6. Uncertainty and. risk. Since future 
events cannot be predicted with certainty, 
yearly costs and benefits actually real·ized in 
the future are liable to differ from the values 
expected for them in the present. In some 
cases, the range of variation can be antici
pated and the sensitivity of proposed pro
grams or projects to future contingencies 
can be evaluated. 

a. The "most likely" estimates of expected 
yearly costs and benefits should be supple
mented with minimum and maximum esta
mates. Present value total cost and benefit 
should be calculated for each of these esti
mates. The likelihood that each of the pos
sible benefit and cost estimates will occur 
also should be discussed. 

b. Uncertainty and risk should be treated 
explicity in alternative calculations of ex
pected yearly benefits and costs. Generally, 
uncertainty should not be reflected in the 
discount rate. 

7. Interpretation. Questions concerning 
interpretation of this Circular should be 
addressed to the Assistant Director for Pro
gram Evaluation, Bureau of the Budget. 

8. Effective date. The provisions of this 
Circular are effective July 1, 1969. 

RoBERT P. MAYO, 
Director. 

[Attachment A, Circular No. A-94] 
SAMPLE FORMAT FOR DISCOUNTING DEFERRED 

COSTS AND BENEFITS 

Assume a ten-year program which will 
commit the Government to the stream of ex
penditures appearing in column (2) of the 
table below and which will result in a series 
of benefits appearing in column (3). The 
discount factor for a 10 percent discount rate 
is presented in column (4). Present value cost 
for each of the ten years is calculated by 
multiplying column (2) by column (4); 
present value benefit for each of the ten 
years is calculated by multiplying column 
(3) by oolumn (4). Present value costs and 
benefits are presented in columns (5) and 
(6), respectively. 
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Discount Present value Present value 

Year of operation 
Expected Expected factor for 10 cost (col. benefit (col. 

yearly cost yearly benefit percent (2) X col. (4)) (3) X col. (4)) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

$10 0 0. 909 !_________ ____________________________________ $9.1 0 
20 0 .826 2-------------- --------------- ------ ---------- 16.5 0 
30 $5 • 751 3 ____ _ ------ - -- --- --------------- - ------------ 22. 5 $3. 8 
30 10 .683 4_ ------ -- ---------- -- ------------------------ 20. 5 6. 8 
20 30 • 621 5 __ - ---- -------------------------------------- 12. 4 18. 6 
10 40 .564 6 ____ ------- ------------------------------ -- -- 5. 6 22.6 
5 40 .513 7-------------------------------------- ------- 2. 6 20. 5 
5 40 .467 8------------- ----- --------------------------- 2. 3 18.7 
5 40 . 424 9---------------------- ----------------------- 2.1 17.0 
5 25 .386 10 ____ ------- --------------------------------- 1. 9 9. 7 ------------------------------------------------TotaL __ ------ _________ ----- ____ ___ _____________ ----------------------- ____ ------- 95. 5 117. 7 

The sum of col (5) is present va1ue cost: $95.5. 
The sum of col (6) is present value benefit: $117.7. 
Present value net benefit is the difference between present value total benefit and present value total cost: $117.7-$95.5=$22.2. 
The benefit-cost ration is 117.7/95.5=1.23. 

Note: For more difficult discounting problems, a recommended reference is "Principles of Engineering Economy," by Eugene 
L. Grant and W. G. Ireson, Ronald Press Co., 1960. 

ATIACHMENT 8--CIRCULAR NO. A-94 

DISCOUNT FACTORS 

Discount factors for alternative dis· 
count rates 1 

Year of operation 

l_--- -------------------
2_--- -------------------
3_--- --- - ---------------
4_------ ----------------
5_--- -------------------
6_--- -------------------
7-----------------------
8_ ----------------------
9_-- --------------------
10_- --------------------
1 L ______ -------- __ -- ---
12_------ ---------------
13_-- -------------------
14_-- -------------------
15_-- -------------------
16_------ ---------------
17----------------------
18_--- --- ---------------
19_-- -------------------
20_-- ----- --------------
21_-- ----------------- --
22_- ------------- -------
23----- -----------------
24_-------- -------------
25_-------- -------------
26_------ ---------------
27----------------------
28 __ --------------------
29_-------- ----------- --
30_- ------- -- -----------
31 ___ --------------- ----
32_-- -------------------
33- ---------- -----------
34------ --------------- -
35_-- -------------------
36_-- -------------------
37- -------- -----.------ -
38---- - -----------------
39_--------- ------------
40_-- -------------------
41_- ----- ---------------
42_-- -------------------
43_-- -------------------
44_-- -------------------
45_---- -----------------
46_-- -------------------
47----------------------
48_---- -----------------
49-- --------------------so _________ -------------

4Ys 

0. 953516 
. 909193 
. 866930 
. 826632 
. 788207 
. 751568 
. 716632 
• 683320 
• 651557 
. 621270 
. 592391 
• 564854 
• 538598 
. 513561 
.489689 
• 466926 
• 445222 
. 424526 
. 404793 
• 385976 
• 368035 
• 350927 
• 334614 
• 319060 
• 304229 
• 290087 
. 276603 
• 263745 
• 251485 
. 239795 
. 228649 
• 218020 
• 207886 
.198222 
.189008 
.180222 
.171845 
.163857 
.156240 
• 148978 
.142053 
.135449 
• 129153 
• 123150 
.117425 
.111967 
• 106762 
.101799 
• 097067 
. 092555 

10 

0. 909091 
. 826446 
• 751315 
.683013 
• 620921 
. 564474 
• 513158 
• 466507 
.424098 
• 385543 
. 350494 
• 318631 
.289664 
• 263331 
• 239392 
• 217629 
.197845 
.179859 
.163508 
.148644 
.135131 
• 122846 
.111678 
.101526 
.092296 
• 083905 
• 076278 
.069343 
.063039 
. 057309 
• 052099 
• 047362 
• 043057 
• 039143 
• 035584 
• 032349 
• 029408 
• 026735 
• 024304 
• 022095 
• 020086 
• 018260 
.016600 
• 015091 
• 013719 
• 012472 
• 011338 
• 010307 
• 009370 
• 008519 

SENATOR BYRD OF WEST vm.GINIA 
DISCUSSES NEW MARKETING 
PROSPECTS FOR COAL 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I made a statement for radio broad
cast regarding the magnetohydrody
namics process for producing electricity. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
transcript of that statement be printed 
in the RECORD . 

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

A NEW PROSPECT FOR COAL 

West Virginians have long been hopeful 
that increased markets for coal could be 
found to provide more employment in the 
mines and to provide larger payrolls. A long 
campaign has been carried on to reduce the 
fiow of foreign residual oil into the United 
States. E1forts have been made to win back 
industrial plants from other fuels. And now 
research is being pushed to make the con
version of coal into fuel gas and into gaso
line commercially practical. 

All of these things have merit. The e1forts 
should collltinue, especially those that seek 
to produce fuel gas and gasoline !rom coal. I 
am confident that undertakings such as 
"Project Gasoline," which I have long been 
pushing at Cresap, in Marshall County, 
W.Va., in an e1fort to produce a commercial 
gasoline that is competitive in price with 
petroleum gasoline, hold great promise for 
the future . 

But I am also very much encouraged at 
this point by two developments in the electric 
ut111ty field that I believe augur well for 
coal and its future . 

The first is the fact tha.t the widely-held 
belief of a few years ago that nuclear-powered 
electric generating plants might replace coal
fired plants is fading. It is very difficult to 
dispose of the water that must be used to 
cool such nuclear-powered electric generating 
plants. The cooling water becomes heated to 
temperatures so high thwt returning lt to 

lakes and rivers kills the fish and other 
aquatic life. The number of applications 
from ut111ties to build nuclear power plants 
has decilned, instead of increasing. 

The second development involves the so
called MHD process for producing electricity. 
MHD stands for magnetohydrodynamics
quite a mouthful to say-but it is a word, 
nevertheless, which may become much more 
fam111ar in the next few years. 

The new poosib111ty of producing electricity 
by this method stems from our space-flight 
research--so here is a sort of side benefit of 
America's e1forts to put a man on the moon. 
This research has produced new metals and 
ceramics that can withstand extremely high 
temperatures. 

The MHD process for producing electricity, 
it is believed, could be adapted to present 
steam generating plants, consider~bly in
creasing their efficiency in the use of coal. 
The theory was established by Michael Fara
day, the great electrical pioneer, more than 
a hundred years ago. But it has never been 
practical up to now because there were no 
metals or other materials that could with
stand the very high temperatures that would 
be necessary. 

What is needed now is addi·tional research 
on the practical, commercia.! application of 
the process. A federal study just completed 
favors government fundings of MHD re
search and development. 

It is my intention to press for such re
search. Nearly three billion dollars has al
ready been expended by the federal govern
ment on nuclear research and development, 
and the current annual expenditure for nu
clear research is approximately 290 milllon 
dollars, compared with only twenty million 
dollars for coal research. It is believed that 
only a few mlllion dollars would be needed 
to make the MHD process for producing elec
tricity a reality . 

I shall make every e1fort to open the door 
to this new use for coal. 

LIMITATION ON FARM PAYMENTS 
TO $10,000 PER PRODUCER FOR 
EACH 1970 PROGRAM IN COTTON, 
WHEAT, AND FEED GRAINS 

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, yester
day I submitted an amendment to H.R . 
11612, the Agriculture Appropriations Act 
for 1970, which would limit the price sup
port and acreage diversion payments un
der each of the 1970 price support and 
adjustment programs of upland cotton, 
extra long staple cotton, wheat, and feed 
grains to a single producer to $10,000 . 

For the benefit of my colleagues who 
will be considering this amendment, I 
ask unanimous consent to insert in the 
RECORD a table provided by the Depart
ment of Agriculture which lists by State 
those producers receiving $10,000 or more 
from specifted programs in 1968 . 

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

1 The discount factors presented in the table above implicitly 
assume end-of-year lump-sum costs and returns. When costs 
and returns occur in a steady stream, applying midyear dis
count factors may be more appropriate. Present value cost and 
benefit computed from this table can be converted to a midyear 
discounting basis by multiplying them by the following adJust
ment factors: 

TABLE 2C.-PRODUCERS RECEIVING $10,000 OR MORE FROM SPECIFIED PROGRAMS, 1968 

For a 4Ys percent discount rate: 1.024085. 
For a 10 pe:rcentdiscountra·te: 1.048809. 

For example, it the present value cost of a series of annual 
expenditures computed from the above table at a 10 percent 
discount rate is $1,200, the present value cost on a midyear 
discounting basis is $1,200 x 1.048809 or $1,258.57. 

Note: When applied to both costs and benefits, this adjust
ment does not affect benefit·cost ratios. 

CX:V--1152-Part 14 

All 
programs Cotton 

Feed 
grain Wheat Wool Sugar 

Alabama _________________ -----------________ 900 723 21 _______ -- -- --- ----- -----------------
Arizona_ ___________________ _______ __________ 886 802 38 6 21 . 14 
Arkanc;as__ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ __ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ 1, 612 1, 571 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ 5 _______________________ _ 

g~:~~:~~~~==~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~= 2, ~~~ ------~~~~~- ~~} 3~~ 1~~ 2~} 
Connecticut_ _________ ______ ------ __ ----- _____ -----_-----_-----_-_---------------------------------------------------
Delaware ___________________ ---- ______ --_____ 9 _- ___ - ____ -- 4 -- _ ---- ______ ---------- __ -- __ --- ___ -
Florida---------- ------- ----- ---------------- 152 14 17 ------------------------ 96 
Georgia_ ________________________________ ____ 1, 021 555 100 1 ------------------------
Idaho____________________________________ ___ 532 ------------------------ 310 67 72 
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TABLE 2C.-PRODUCERS RECEIVING $10.000 OR MORE FROM SPECIFIED PROGRAMS. 1968-Continued 

U.S. totaL ______________________ -------

All 
programs 

AMERICANS SHOULD REMEMBER 
ON THIS JULY 4 "THE RUGGED 
ROAD TO INDEPENDENCE" 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President we 

observe again on this July 4 the a'nni
versary of the date on which men of 
ideals and sacrifices formally proclaimed 
our struggle for independence 193 years 
ago in Philadelphia. Those patriots of 
the Continental Congress endorsed the 
principle of the unalienable rights of 
"Life, Liberty, and the Pursuit of Happi
ness." 

What sort of men were the 56 Members 
of the Continental Oongress who pledged 
their "Lives, Fortunes, and Sacred Hon
or," even while a British fleet was at 
anchor in New York Harbor? 

July 4, 1776, Thomas J 'efferson's im
mortal document was adopted without 
a dissenting vote. John Hancock signed 
it as President of Congress. 

Four days later, July 8, 1776, freedom 
was proclaimed throughout the land. 

The Declaration of Independence was 
engrossed on parchment. It can be viewed 
in the National Archives building in 
Wa~ington, D.C. August 2, 1776, was set 
for Its formal signing by the 56· Mem
bers of Congress. 

The actual signing of such a doeu
ment, under British or any other law of 
the time, was an act of treason against 
the Crown. But every Member eventu
ally--some were absent on August 2-yes, 
every Member eventually signed in spite 
of the consequences. 

What happened to the men who signed 
the Declaration of Independence? Few 
people know the terrible penalties that 
many of the signers were made to pay. 

The 56 Membe·rs of Congress who 

Cotton 
Feed 

grain Wheat 

4, 861 

Wool Sugar 

963 883 

signed the Declaration of Independence, 
were an unusual breed. Almost all of 
them had a profusion of the "Lives, For
tunes, and Sacred Honor" they pledged. 

Ben Franklin was the only really old 
man: 18 were under 40, and three in 
their twenties. Twenty-four were jurists 
and lawyers. Eleven were merchants and 
nine were landowners or rich farmers. 
The others were doctors, ministers or 
politicians. ' 

With only a few exceptions, like Sam
uel Adams-whom wellwishers furnished 
a new suit so he might be presentable 
in Congress-the 56 Members of the Con
tinental Congress were men of substan
tial property. 

All but two had families, and the ma
jority were men of education and cul
tural standing. In general, each came 
from what would now be called the "pow
er structure." Actually, the Members of 
that Congress-the signers-had security 
as few men had it in the 18th century. 

Each had more to lose than he had to 
gain--except where principle and honor 
were concerned. It was principle-not 
property-that brought those men to
ge~er. 

John Hancock, who had inherited a 
great fortune and who already had a 
price of 500 pounds on his head signed 
the Declaration in enormous letters, so, 
as he said, "His Majesty could now read 
his name without glasses and could now 
double the reward." 

Benjamin Franklin warned, "Indeed 
we must all hang together. Otherwise, we 
shall most assuredly hang separately" 

The signers knew what they risk~d. 
The penalty for treason was death by 
hanging. 

Stephen Hopkins of Rhode Island was 
past 60 and signed with a shaking hand. 
But he snapped, "My hand trembles, but 
my heart does not." 

Most of the 56 Members who signed 
the Declaration were later called "re
luctant" rebels. Most of them had not 
wanted trouble with the British Crown. 
But they had willingly pledged their 
lives, their fortunes, and their sacred 
honor. 

It was no idle pledge. Of the 56 who 
signed that noble document, nine died of 
wounds or hardships during the Revo
lutionary War . 
. Five were captured and imprisoned, 
m each case with brutal treatment. 

Seve.ral lost wives, sons, or family. One 
l?st his 13 children. All were, at one 
trme or another, the victims of man
hunts, and driven from their homes 

Twelve signers had their ho~ses 
burned. Seventeen lost everything they 
had . 

. No signers defected or went back on 
his pledged word. 

Their honor and the Nation they did 
so m~ch to create, are still intact. Let us 
keep 1t so. 
~r .. President, the July issue of Read

ers Digest contains an excellent article 
by Thomas Fleming, "The Rugged Road 
to. Independence." It is an important re
mmder that the struggle for independ
e~ce and the Declaration by the Con
tme:I?:tal Congress were not embraced im
media~ly and totally by all delegates, as 
one might believe today. There was pro
tracted debate. There was dissension 
~orne participants .had grave reserva~ 
tw~s that words of independence would 
be JUSt tha;t-words-and that the people 
wo~ld not bear up in an all-out war. Dis
unity and division rather than unity 
among the colonies might result. Weeks 
of agonizing preceded the Declaration 
of Independence. 

This is the lesson for us today as we 
look to another July 4. The road to inde
P.endence ~as indeed rugged., As a na
tiOn, we Will do well to remember this 
fact as we continue the struggle to fulfill 
the promise that "all men are created 
equal, that they are endowed by their 
Creator with certain unalienable rights 
that among these are lifef liberty and 
the pursuit of happiness." ' 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous -eon
sent that the article, "Rugged Road to 
Independence," be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

THE RUGGED ROAD TO INDEPENDENCE 

Thomas Jefferson awoke as usual with the 
first faint streaks of dawn. From his second
floor rented rooms, above Seventh and 
Market Streets, the tall, redheaded Virginian 
looked out over the city of Philadelphia with 
foreboding. Today, July 1, 1776, he would 
find out 1f for the last three weeks he had 
wasted his time in the writing and rewriting 
of a document he had titled: "A Declaration 
by the Representatives of the United States 
of Amer~ca, in General Congress assembled." 

Doubtmg the future of the Declaration of 
In~ependence seems almost laughable now. 
W1th comfortable hindsight we ask: Could 
there really have been any question? The fact 
is that history as men experience it is totally 
different from the way those who follow them 
relive it. 
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Again and again, America has found itself 

racked by agonizing decision-making. It is 
so racked today. Thus it may help to realize 
that there was the same kind of agonizing 
over the decision that created our nation. 
Standing at his window that July 1, the 
33-year-old Jefferson could not be sure that 
his Declaration was even going to be read, 
much less ultimately immortalized. The 
Continental Congress had first to decide 
whether the very idea of independence was 
acceptable; only then could the members 
worry about how to phrase it. 

THREAT OF DESTRUCTION 

Down at the City Tavern, 26-year-old Ed
ward Rutledge, of South Carolina, was also 
awakening. His thoughts and feelings were 
dominated by an inflexible detestation of a 
declaration of independence. On June 7, 
when one of Jefferson's fellow Virginians, 
Richard Henry Lee, had introduced a resolu
tion declaring that "these united colonies 
are, and of right ought to be, free and inde
pendent states," Rutledge had leaped to his 
feet to heap scorn on the idea. It was, he 
shrilled, "a blind, precipitous measure." It 
would accomplish only two things, both bad. 
It would reveal America's intentions to the 
enemy, and it would make the unborn nation 
look "ridiculous in the eyes of foreign 
powers." 

In a manor house five miles out.side Phila
delphi.a, an even more powerful foe of in
dependence was arising-43-year-old John 
Dickinson, political leader of Pennsylvwnia. 
A year before, almost single-handed, Dick
inson had beaten back a surge toward inde
pendence, persuad·ing the Congress to present 
instead a petition to George ITI, begging His 
Majesty to redress America's grivances. Al
thiough the king had oallously rejected the 
peti·tion, Dickinson believed, that to make a 
declaration now would be like "destroying 
a hiouse before we have got another, in win
ter, with a small f·amily." 

Thus Dickinson had joined Rutledge in 
vehemently opposing the June 7 resolwtion. 
After three days af wrangling, the Congress 
had oompromised. It ordered Jefferson to be
gin drafting a decl&ration-but there would 
be no vote on independence until July 1. 
By then, perhaps, opinions might be closer 
to una.n!mity. 

Both sides were acutely aW!M'e toot near
unanimtty was called for. John Dickinson 
had already threatened John Adams, of Mas
S!liChusetts, one of the most olllt.spoken in
dependence men, with a weapon that oould 
make a mockery of the whole idea of inde
pendence. "Concur with us," Dickinson had 
snapped, "or we'll break off from New Eng
land." If powerful Pennsylvania made such 
a decis1on, New York, New Jersey, Maryland 
and Delaware might follow suit. Thus, in&tead 
of undting the colonies, independence might 
well de&troy them. 

TEMPERATURE: HIGH 

These and other gloomy thoughtB were in 
the minds of Thomas Jefferson and his fel
low delegates as they made thetr way cLown 
dusty Ches.tnut Street to the handsome red
brick Pennsylvania StaJte House, where Con
gress was sitting. There, as the towe~ clock 
struck nine, taH, el·egant John Hancock 
strode to the President's ohair and gaveled 
the Oon.gress 1n1to session. (Jefferson, wt.th 
his scientist's curiosd!ty, noted that the tem
pEl!l'ature stood at 81.5 degrees.) 

First came reports from Amerioan armies 
in the field. None of them was likely to in
spire a waverer to vote for independence. In 
the North, the once-proud army that had 
invaded Canada was in headlong retreat, 
ridden by disease and dissension. In New 
York, Commander in Chief George Washing
ton's army of 19,000 was desperately short 
of ammunition-and a huge British fleet had 
been sighted off Sandy Hook. In the South, 
a Brttlsh army supported by a naval squad
ron was battering at Charleston. British 

forces attacking from three directions--and 
some men of Congress wanted a vote for in
dependence! 

By noon the tension in the room was al
most unbearable, and the Congressmen 
gratefully escaped into the State House yard 
for an hour's recess. On their return, they 
resolved into "a committee of the whole," 
under the chairmanship of Virginia's Ben
jamin Harrison, so that everything said or 
voted would be unofficial. The purpose was 
to encourage every man to speak his mind. 

ALL-OUT WAR 

Instantly, John Dickinson was on his feet. 
What was there to gain from declaring in
dependence, he asked. Would it add a single 
man to the cause? Would it impress the na
tions of Europe? Or would it make them 
think that the Americans were blustering 
windbags, proclaiming as a fact something 
they had yet to prove against the British 
armies? 

Outside, nature added to the drama of 
Dickinson's powerful speech. Huge clouds had 
formed above the city. Now thunder crashed, 
and lightning streaked the sky. Candles were 
lighted against the room's sudden gloom. 

Dickinson spoke on. A declaration of in
dependence was a declaration of all-out war. 
Did the members know what that meant? 
"The burning of our towns . The setting 
loose of the Indians." War against the 
richest, most powerful emp1re in the world. 
Could America depend on her own people 
to stand firm in a war "rendered more cruel" 
by this declaration? "In bitterness of soul, 
would they not complain against it as mad
ness, rashness?" 

In the momentary stillness that followed 
these ringing words, rain could be heard 
lashing against the windows. John Dickin
son sat down. All eyes in the silent room 
turned to the stumpy, 41-year-old delegate 
from Massachusetts, John Adams. Only he 
could answer Dickinson. 

Wearily, Adams rose to his feet. For months 
he had been living on four hours' sleep a 
night, serving on more committees than any
one else in Congress, writing endless letters 
and reports, battling each day on the floor 
for independence. For a momerut he won
dered if he could go through with another 
repetition of "what had been repeated and 
hackneyed a hundred times, for six months 
past." But .the moment he began, the im
mense importance of the subjeot gripped 
him again, and weariness vanished from his 
voice. In the pounding, vehement style that 
had made him one of the dominant voices 
in Congress, he gave the greatest speech of 
his career. Of that speech, Thomas Jefferson 
would later say that it had "a power of 
thought and expression that moved us from 
our seats." 

How many times, Adams asked, did Amer
icans have to see their humble petitions 
scorned, before they realized that George III 
was an enemy? With armies invading from 
three directions, who could still be deluded 
by rumors of reconcllia tion? The hour had 
come, said Adams, for the people of Amer
ica to decide whether to submit as slaves 
or to fight as free men. At Lexington and 
Bunker Hill, George III had destroyed the 
loyalty of most Americans forever. A dec
laration would tell this to the world, win 
friends, perhaps allies. More important, it 
would rally thousands of men and women 
who were temporizing. As for himself, Adams 
cried, "All that I have, all that I am, and 
all that I hope for in this life, I am now 
ready to stake on this resolution. Live or 
die, survive or perish, I am for the Declara
tion." 

NIGHT OF NEGOTIATION 

Benjamin Harrison called for a vote. 
Around the room the ayes and nays went. 
The results were grim: only nine colonies 
were in favor of a declaration. Pennsylvania 
and South Carolina had followed their lead
ers into opposition. Delaware had split, one 

to one. thereby canceling its vote. New York 
had abstained. Four delegations, almost a 
third of the 13, not voting for independ
ence! Quickly, Edward Rutledge moved that 
an official vote be postponed until the fol
lowing day. 

A night of frantic negotiation and desper
ate action began. Thomas McKean, of Dela
ware, hired an express rider with the fastest 
horse in Philadelphia to cover the 80 miles to 
Dover. There he was to find Caesar Rodney, 
a pro-independence delegate who had gone 
home on business. If he could be got back 
to Philadelphia in time, he would swing 
Delaware's vote. 

At the City Tavern, Edward Rutlege de· 
bated far into the night with his fellow 
Carolinians. He was still against a declaration 
of independence. But he was statesman 
enough to see that a split of even one colony 
could be a first step toward disunion and 
disaster. 

New Yorkers, conferring with pro-inde
pendence men, admitted that they were in 
favor of a declaration. But they were under 
specific instructions from home not to vote 
for independence. They would continue to 
abstain. 

This left Pennsylvania. For sleepless hours, 
John Dickinson struggled with his con
science. One of his chief Pennsylvania sup
porters, Robert Morris, had urged him to sub
mit to the will of the majority. But Dickin
son, Quaker-bred, could not vote war's suf
fering on his people, whatever the majority 
willed. He sent word to Robert Morris that he 
was staying home from Congress on July 2, 
and that perhaps Morris should do the same 
thing. This meant that Pennsylvania's dele
gation would be reduced to five. Two were 
for independence, two opposed; one, John 
Morton, was undecided. 

THROUGH GLOOM TO GLORY 

July 2 dawned rainy and cooler. Through 
the muddy streets the delegates clumped to 
the familiar chamber. The absence of Dick
inson and Morris was instantly noted. But 
the independence men grimly noted another 
absence: Caesar Rodney's. Had the messenger 
failed in his Inission? All morning and into 
the afternoon, President John Hancock de
layed the vote with other business. Finally, 
further delay was impossible. 

Name by name, Secretary Charles Thomson 
called the roll of the delegates. The nine 
yeas of the previous day caused no suspense. 
New York politely declared its abstention. 
Pennsylvania's vote split two-two until John 
Morton rose, weak from the disease that was 
to kill him a few months later. 

Morton shared John Dickinson's dread of 
the impencllng war. Only a month earlier, he 
had said: "The contest is horrid. Parents 
against children, children against parents." 
But now he voted, in a voice tight with 
anguish, for independence. John Adams had 
convinced him. 

And Delaware? Outside, Thomas McKean 
had spent most of the day straining eyes and 
ears for sight or sound of a horseman. As the 
vote rolled away inside, McKean at last saw 
what he was praying for. Covered with mud 
after an all-night ride, Caesar Rodney slid 
off his horse. Minutes later, he arose in the 
meeting room to declare, "The voice of my 
people at home is for independence. I 
concur." 

Now it was South Carolina's turn, and the 
independence men sighed approval when 
Edward Rutledge announced that his state 
was joining their ranks. 

In a voice that trembled with suppressed 
excitement, President John Hancock read 
the result: for independence--12; against
none. The great decision had been made. 

Everyone pr·esent in Congress that day, 
July 2, assumed that thenceforth it would be 
known as Independence Day. "I believe that 
1t wlll be celebrated by succeeding genera
tions as the great anniversary festival," John 
Adams wrote to his wife, Abigail. But he and 
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the others did not reckon with the power 
of the written word. Little of John Adams' 
magnificent speech was recorded. Congress, 
after debating various deletions and addi
tions to Jefferson's Declaration of Inde
pendence, voted approval of the edited 
document on the evening of July 4. And thus 
Jefferson's brilliant prose has been indis
solubly linked 1n American minds with 
independence. 

Yet some of sturdy John Adams' praise of 
independence deserves to be remembered by 
Americans forever. "I am well aware of the 
toil and blood and treasure that it will cost 
us to maintain this declaration," he wrote 
to his wife. "Yet through all the gloom I can 
see the rays of ravishing light and glory. I can 
see that the end is more than worth all the 
means; and that posterity will triumph in 
that day's transactions, even though we 
should rue it, which I trust in God we shall 
not." 

MILWAUKEE JOURNAL DOCUMENTS 
ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY NEEDS 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, just 

this past week, the St. Lawrence Seaway 
observed its lOth anniversary. President 
Nixon journeyed up to the Canadian 
border to commemorate this event, and 
met with Canadian Prime Minister 
Pierre Trudeau. Their meeting is a sym
bol of the cooperation that has helped 
to make the St. Lawrence Seaway one 
of the world's great waterways. 

In the 10 years since the Seaway 
opened on June 26, 1959, enormous 
strides have been made. New locks have 
been built and put into operation. Re
search into methods of combatting ice 
formation has been carried forward. The 
shipping season on the Seaway has been 
extended-last year the Sea way re
mained open for shipping until Decem
ber 15. And, most important of all, com
mercial and governmental traffic on the 
Seaway has climbed steadily, with the 
long-sought goal of 50 million tons now 
just around the corner. 

But as the Seaway enters its second 
decade of operations there are still prob
lems to be solved. Funds are needed to 
widen and deepen the Seaway so that it 
can handle the newer and wider ships 
of the 1970's. Efforts must be made to 
extend the Seaway's shipping season
the Department of Transportation has 
said that it is now feasible to extend 
the season by 4 weeks. Of course.- with 
improved technology, and modern ice
breaking procedures, it should be possible 
in the not too distant future to keep the 
Seaway open on a year-round basis. And, 
something must be done about the Sea
way's present debt structure, which now 
weighs heavily on the Sea way like a 
mighty albatross. 

Mr. President. the Milwaukee Journal 
of June 30, 1969, ran an excellent edi
torial entitled "Helping the Seaway," 
which pinpaints a number or the prob
lems currently facing the Seaway. I ask 
unanimous consent that the editorial be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

HELPING THE SEAWAY 

Since it 1s the only major waterway ex
pected to be self-supporting, measuring the 
St. Lawrence seaway's success or failure on 
the basis of what it puts in the government 
till obviously is unfair. 

True, in its 10 years of operation, the sea
way has failed to pay of! bonds of its de
velopment corporation; the "debt" to the 
United States treasury now stands at $143 
million, $11.4 million more than when the 
deepened channel opened. 

However, the seaway. 1n addition to bring
ing a wave of new shipping to lake ports-in
cluding Milwaukee-made it possible to tap 
Labrador's rich iron fields for United States 
steel mills. And Canada, which stood 63% of 
the cost of the seaway, has become the 
world's largest grain exporter. 

Although he did not suggest as he might 
justifiably have done, that the seaway's 
"debt" be wiped out, Michigan's Represent
ative Ruppe (R) made these good points 
recently: That the United States consider 
allocating funds to widen and deepen the 
seaway, that the problem of discriminatory 
freight rates be resolved, that the develop
ment corporation be allowed to advertise its 
"low cost transportation" and that efforts be 
made to extend the seaway'!> seaeon. 

Clifford H. Mortimer, director of the Cen
ter for Great Lakes Studies of the University 
of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, recently pointed 
up one possible way to a longer season. He 
suggested that the judicious location of 
nuclear power plants, together with im
proved lock design, might utilize waste heat 
to cut down icing. This already is being done, 
with a steam plan, to keep the Erie (Pa.) 
harbor op-en. 

There might be problems with fish and 
other marine life, and the proposal needs 
thorough study. However, it is more practical 
than using the warmed water from nuclear 
plants to improve swimming along the 
beaches, as a federal park official has sug
gested. 

RADIO STATEMENT BY SENATOR 
BYRD, OF WEST VIRGINIA, ON IN
CREASING SOCIAL SECURITY BEN
EFITS 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, on June 19, 1969, I made a state
ment for radio regarding social security 
benefits. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
transcript of that statement be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

SoCIAL SECURITY 

Today, 25 million Americans depend on 
social security. For them, social security ben
efits provide the sole source of income, or a 
major part of it. The benefits now paid to 
our senior citizens under this program are 
somewhat meager at best. The fact is that 
among these 25 million Americans, many, 
depending solely on social security, now live 
below the poverty level. Another fact is that 
social security recipients make up one-fourth 
of all poor Americans. This is the pict~e 
today. 

Furthermore, I have estimates showing 
that by 1970, if no increase 1s made in pay
ments, the number of social security bene
ficiaries with incomes below the poverty 
level will increase to 8.5 mill1on. Why will 
this occur? The reason is this: inflation. 

Inflation, readily seen in the rising cost 
of living, strikes hardest at those living on 
fixed incomes such as social security. While 
this economic sneak-thief robs also the pock
ets of every worker and every businessman, 
its pilfering Is felt even more by those per
sons who are dependent on fixed incomes
incomes that are not going to keep pace 
with inflation's upward spiral. 

Because of inflation, the cost of living has 
increased more than 7 percent since the Con
gress last raised social security benefits a 
year and a half agQ. This means, in effect, 

that before a person receiving social security 
gets his monthly payment, 7 percent of that 
check has been cancelled out by the cost of 
living increase which has occurred during 
the last 18 months. , 

That is why I am urging Congress to en
act an immediate increase in social security 
benefits. As the situation now stands, an in
crease is absolutely necessary as a stopgap
a measure to fill the rut in social security 
payments caused by the continual erosion 
from inflation. I believe that such a step 
should not be put off until next year. Even 
if the Congress agreed to an increase of, say, 
10 percent today. that increase could not get 
to the beneficiaries of social security before 
September or October. By that time, at the 
present rate of inflation, the cost of living 
will have taken still another bite out of any 
new payment. 

Ideally, social security payments should 
be figured on a sliding scale so that as the 
cost of living goes up, payments would keep 
pace. Unfortunately, this is not yet the case, 
and our senior citizens will continue to 
suffer. 

Admittedly, raising social security bene
fits will feed the inflationary trend. But 
halting inflation is a problem in itself, and 
action must be taken to halt and control it. 
A social security increase is needed now
not next year. And while the Federal Gov
ernment must take drastic action to halt 
inflation (in view of the fact that the major 
cause of inflation is excessive federal spend
ing) it remains a fact, nevertheless, that 
our elderly citizens must have an increase in 
social security payments if nothing more 
than to break even with the ever-rising cost 
of living. 

And so, for this reason, I am urging my 
colleagues in the United States Senate to 
join with me in pressing for an immediate 
increase in these social security retirement 
payments now-not next year-for our senior 
citizens. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
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 legislative clerk 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. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADJOURNMENTTOMONDAY,JULY7, 
1969 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, if there be no further business to 
come before the Senate, I move, in ac
cordance with the provisions of House 
Concurrent Resolution 296, that the 
Senate stand in adjournment until Mon
day, July 7, 1969, at 12 o'clock noon. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 
o'clock and 53 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
adjourned until Monday, July 7, 1969, 
at 12 o'clock noon. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate July 2, 1969: 
DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICJ!I 

Eileen R. Donovan, of Massachusetts, a 
Foreign Service otncer of class 2, to be Am
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America to Barbados. 
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Kenneth Franzheim II, of Texas, to be 

Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten
tiary of the United States of America to 
New Zealand. 

HEALT.H, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 
Dr. Roger 0. Egeberg, of California, to be 

an Assistant Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. 

ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION 

The following-named persons to be mem
bers of the advisory board of the St. Lawrence 
Seaway Development Corporation: 

Jacob L . Bernheim, of Wisconsin. 
Foster S. Brown, of New York. 
William W. Knight, Jr., of Ohio. 
Miles F . McKee, of Michigan (Reappoint

ment). 
Joseph N. Thomas, of Indiana. 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 
The following-named (staff noncommis

sioned officers) for temporary appointment 
to the grade of second lieutenant in the Ma
rine Corps, subject to the qualifications 
therefor as provided by law: 
Bishop, Garland S. Howell, Randle H. 
Bryant, Murray W . Hunter, Randolph S. 
Byerly, Harold D. McGuirk, Gordon R. 
Calvin, Donald A. Mills, Dexter 
Cano, Guadalupe L., Ouellette, Donald M. 

Jr. Owens, John L. 
Clardy, Bobbie J., Sr. Quinn, Paul F. 
Class, George N. Slaughter, Thomas L. 
Crooker, CarolS. Stoltz, Kimble 
Dowty, Grady R., Jr. Terrell, Charles A. 
Ehringer, Michael A. Thomas, Wesley L. 
Fales, John E. Thorpe, Joseph 
Francis, George M. Walker, Henry F. 
Grll-ves, James W. Windsor, Bruce M. 
Hemphill, Clive W. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate July 2, 1969: 
EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 

COMMISSION 
Luther Holcomb, of Texas, to be a member 

of the Equal Employment Opportunity Com
mission for the term expiring July 1, 1974. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
James A. Washington, Jr., of the District ~t 

Columbia, to be General Counsel of the De
partment of Transportation. 

IN THE PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 
The nominations beginning Hilary H. Con

nor to be senior surgeon. and ending Edwin 
P. Yarnell, to be senior assistant health serv
ices officer which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD on May 21 , 1969. 

HOUSE OF REPRE;SENTATIVES-Wednesday, July 2, 1969 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch, 

D.O., offered the following prayer: 
The fruit of the spirit is love, joy, 

peace, patience, kindness, goodness and 
/aith/ulness.-Galatians 5: 22. 

Almighty God, Father of all men and 
Ruler of nations, without whom no coun
try can be great and no people can be 
good, we thank Thee for the blessings 
bestowed so abundantly upon us as a na
tion of free people. By our faith in Thee 
and Thy faith in us may we keep the 
spirit of freedom alive in our day realiz
ing that it is a gift to be earned by just 
and good men of every generation. 

Make us as the representatives of our 
Nation more responsive to Thee and more 
responsible to our people that we may 
sincerely seek the good of all and en
deavor to maintain our freedom in 
righteousness and peace. 

Awaken in our citizens a willingness to 
make sacrifices for peace as well as for 
war. To this end we pray that they and 
we may think clearly, plan courageous
ly, decide confidently, and by Thy grace 
achieve creatively for the good of man 
and the glory of Thy holy name. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The Journal of the proceedings of yes

terday was read and approved. 

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

Arrington, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate agrees to the report of 
the committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill <S. 
1011) entitled "An act to authorize ap
propriations for the saline water conver
sion program for fiscal year 1970, and for 
other purposes." 

POLITICS OUT OF LAW 
ENFORCEMENT 

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

Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Speaker, this ad
ministration has instituted a most com
mendable practice of removing partisan
ship from the appointment of postmas
ters, and it is a practice with which I am 
wholeheartedly in agreement. 

I would suggest to the administration 
that another department in the admin
istration, the Department of Justice, has 
not gotten the message that partisan
ship is an undesirable means by which 
departments should be administered, 
and particularly that partisanship in the 
sensitive area of law enforcement is det
rimental to the health of the Nation. 

I have been informed the U.S. mar
shal in my particular area in California 
is to be removed from office though he 
has 3 years of his term to go, because 
his party registration does not fit the 
registration of the party in control. I 
am similarly advised that every other 
U.S. marshal and U.S. attorney in the 
United States whose party registration 
does not meet that of the present admin
istration will be removed from office. 

Mr. Speaker, I can think of nothing 
more deleterious to the proper adminis
tration of justice and law and order 
than to interfere in this manner with 
the proper administration of the De
partment of Justice. 

Mr. Speaker, as a member of theSe
lect Committee on Crime and as a con
cerned citizen of this Nation, I am most 
concerned about the need for effective 
law enforcement. I am concerned about 
any effort to undermine this Nation's 
ability to enforce the law and to admin
ister justice. Mr. Speaker, one of the 
factors contributing to the erosion of 
these abilities is the continuation of the 
practice of basing the appointment of 
U.S. marshals solely on political affilia
tion. I have written a letter to the Presi
dent on this matter and include it in 
the RECORD to reinforce my previous re
marks on this subject: 

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

JUNE 30, 1969, 

DEAR MR. PREsiDENT: I call to your atten
tion what appears to be a serious policy dif
ference between two Departments in your 
Administration. 

Postmaster General Blount has coura-

geously taken a strong position against "poli
tics" in the Postal System. He has recom
mended that Posrtmasters be appointed solely 
on merit and without regard to Political 
Affiliation. I fully support General Blount on 
-this long overdue reform and have sup
ported this pos-1 tion in the past AdminiS!tra
tion. 

On the other hand, the Patronage Commit
tee in the Department of Justice has ap
parently determined to continue "politics as 
usual" in the sensitive appointments involv
ing law enforcement, the U.S. Marshal!>. 

The Department of Jusrtice has recom
mended a successor be appointed in the case 
of the incumbent Marshal of the Northern 
District of California. The incumbent, Mar
shal Lou Martin, is remarkably qualified 
bearing among his distinctions a recent com
mend-ation from the Department of Justice 
as well as a strong endorsement for reap
pointment by the Presiding Federal Judge, 
GeQil'ge B. Harris. 

Yet, I am told by Senatoc Murphy that "all 
MarSihals are to be replaced" by the new 
Administration. 

Surely, if political appointments to liocal 
Postmasterships are destructive Of good 
Postal Administrrution, then most assuredly 
political appointments to Marshal positions 
Me equally, and far mQil'e destructive of good 
Government and of good law enforcement. 

I hope you will be able to respond that 
you have recommended that the Department 
of Justice remove "politics" from their ap
pointments and remove only those Marshals 
whose records so in.dioa.te their inability to 
perform. The fact that they, in turn, were 
political appointments does not seem to me 
to excuse any continuation of that practice. 

I cannot help but believe that Attorney 
General Mi,tchell would be the first to agree 
with this policy. His laudable determination 
to strengthen the professional aspects of law 
enforcement would surely be undermined and 
defeated by a policy of ousting exceptional 
and capable men merely because of their 
political party registration. 

Sincerely yours, 
JEROME R . WALDIE. 

GOON SQUAD BARBARISM 
MUST STOP 

<Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia asked 
and was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, last Saturday night in Sp~ing
field, lll., Joseph A. Yablonski, candidate 
for president of the United Mine Workers 
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