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superiors we have ever heard from a federal
Judge.

Judge West told all school boards that they
should appeal the case to the U.S. Supreme
Court. He said, “I believe a full review of this
entire matter by the Congress and by the
Supreme Court of the United States is long
overdue.”

The issue is clear and serious. The issue
is simply whether or not the federal courts,
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by judicial decree, shall be allowed to con-
tinue to substitute their version of what
they think the law ought to be for what the
legislative branch of the government has
decreed it to be . . .

“I make these observations because I fear
for the very future of the public school sys=
tem in this country if the federal courts, who
have clearly demonstrated their ineptness at
running public school systems, persist in
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their present pollcy of governing school
boards by personal decree rather than simply
requiring them to administer the schools in
accordance with the clear language of the
law enacted by the Congress."

About 100 years ago a very wise Yankee
sald, “The tyranny of the court is the most
terrible tyranny of all. It strikes not only at
the action of man, but at his thoughts as
well.”

SENATE—Thursday, July 17,

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

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

God of our fathers and our God, di-
rect us in all our doings with Thy most
gracious favor, and further us with
Thy continual help; that, in all our
works begun, continued and ended in
Thee, we may glorify Thy holy name,
and finally by Thy mercy obtain ever-
lasting life. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of
Wednesday, July 16, 1969, be dispensed
with.

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

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

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

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

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM
FRIDAY, JULY 18, UNTIL 11 AM,
TUESDAY, JULY 22, 1969

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, there
will be no meeting of the Senate on Mon-
day, in compliance with the President’s
expressed wish. Therefore, I ask unani-
mous consent that when the Senate com-
pletes its business tomorrow, it stand
in adjournment until 11 a.m. on Tuesday,
July 22, 1969.

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

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR MUNDT AND SENATOR
INOUYE ON TUESDAY, JULY 22

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that on Tuesday,
July 22, after the Journal, the distin-
guished Senator from South Dakota (Mr,
MunpT) be recognized for not to exceed
an hour and a half.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I also ask unani-
mous consent that following the remarks
of the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
Mounot), the distinguished Senator from

AUTHENTICATED

U.S. GOVERNMENT

INFORMATION
GPO

Hawaii (Mr. INoUYE) be recognized for
not to exceed 15 minutes.

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

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS ON
TUESDAY, JULY 22, 1969

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at the con-
clusion of the remarks of the distin-
guished Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
InouvE), on Tuesday, July 22, there be
a period for the transaction of routine
morning business with a time limitation
of 3 minutes therein.

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

CLOSED SESSION

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, un-
der rule XXXV, I move that the Senate
doors be closed, and that the Presiding
Officer direct that the galleries be
cleared.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is the motion
seconded?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I second the motion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The motion
having been made and seconded that
the Senate go into closed session, the
Chair, pursuant to rule XXXV, now
directs the Sergeant at Arms to clear
the galleries, close the doors of the
Chamber, and exclude all officials of the
Senate not sworn to secrecy.

(At 12 o’clock and 3 minutes p.m., the
doors of the Chamber were closed.)

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
would the Chair read the names of those
officials who will be allowed, under rule
XXXVI, to be in the Chamber?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under section
2 of rule XXXVI, “When acting upon
confidential or Executive business, unless
the same shall be considered in open
executive session, the Senate Chamber
shall be cleared of all persons except the
Secretary, the Chief Clerk, the principal
legislative clerk, the executive clerk, the
minute and journal clerk, the Sergeant
at Arms, the Assistant Doorkeeper, and
such other officers as the Presiding Of-
ficer shall think necessary; and all such
officers shall be sworn to secrecy.”

The Chair understands from the Par-
liamentarian that “Assistant Doorkeep-
er” has been expanded to include the
minority and majority secretaries.

The Chair would also like to have the
Parliamentarian and Assistant Parlia-
mentarian present.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, indeed. I
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thought the two Parliamentarians were
on the list.

In addition to that, the joint leader-
ship has asked the Parliamentarian for
a memorandum on the question of the
Official Reporters. On the basis of previ-
ous sessions, I should like to make a
unanimous-consent request that the Of-
ficial Reporters be authorized to be pres-
ent to take notes.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
further ask unanimous consent that, at
the conclusion of the closed session, the
transeript of the remarks of each Sen-
ator who participated in the proceedings
be delivered to him by the chief of of-
ficial reporters; that the Senator shall
have the right to revise his own remarks;
that such Senator shall deliver his re-
vised remarks to the Chief Reporter, who
shall then deliver the transeript to the
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS),
as chairman of the Committee on Armed
Services; that the expurgated version of
these proceedings be prepared under the
direction of the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. STENNIS), and that there be deleted
from the transeript anything which
might be classified; that such record of
proceedings be made public by being
printed in the permanent CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp of the date on which they oc-
curred; and that the Chief Reporter turn
the shorthand notes of the Official Re-
porters over to the Secretary of the Sen-
ate, to be kept in secret and not to be
disclosed without leave of the Senate.

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

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, may I ask a question?

I am concerned only with the prepara-
tion that has been made to take care of
these notes when they go through the
process of the reporters handling them,
where they necessarily have to be han-
dled by other people. I assume that that
has been checked into.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Yes, indeed.

Mr. STENNIS. Because some of this
madterial could be very sensitive.

Mr. MANSFIELD, That is right. The
Chief Reporter is personally charged with
the delivering of these transcripts to the
individual Senators concerned and to the
chairman of the committee.

Mr. STENNIS. I was not concerned
about that—just the handling of the raw
notes, for example.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, indeed.

Mr. STENNIS. It is so easy for some-
thing to be lost or misplaced.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object—I do not intend to
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object—the officers named by the Vice
President do not include staffers, let us
say, of either party’s policy committee,
any party instrumentality, any standing
committee of the Senate, or the staffers
of any individual Senator.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, has
the last request been granted?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Yes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for
the further information of the Senate,
under rules XXXV and XXXVI of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, all con-
fidential communications and all re-
marks, votes, and proceedings thereon
shall be kept secret until the Senate shall,
by resolution “take off the injunction of
secrecy. Any Senator or officer of the
Senate who shall disclose the secret or
confidential business or proceedings of
the Senate shall be liable, if a Senator, to
suffer expulsion from the body; and, if
an officer, to dismissal from the service
of the Senate, and to punishment for
contempt.”

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
a quorum. It will be a live quorum.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Briefly. I want to
get going.

Mr. HOLLAND. Does the Senator in-
tend to have a brief recess so that we can
have lunch?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I had not thought
of it. I would suggest Senators might
want to have lunch during the live
quorum. I think we should keep on going.

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

The VICE PRESIDENT, The clerk will
call the roll.

Mr. EENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from Nevada (Mr. Can~von), the
Senator from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH), the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. Jor-
pAN), the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
SparKMAN), the Senator from Texas (Mr.
YARBOROUGH), are necessarily absent.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

[No. 57 Leg.]
Goodell
Gore
Gravel
Grifin
Gurney
Hansen
Harris
Hart
Hartke
Hatfleld
Holland
Hollings
Hruska
Hughes
Inouye
Jackson
Javits
Jordan, Idaho
Eennedy
Long
Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
McCarthy
McClellan
McGee
McGovern
McIntyre
Metealf
Miller

Mondale
Montoya

Alken
Allen
Allott
Anderson
Baker
Bayh
Bellmon

Moss

Mundt
Murphy
Muskie
Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson

Pell

Percy
Prouty
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoff
Russell
Saxbe
Schweiker
Scott

Smith
Spong
Stennis
Stevens
Symington
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Tydings
Williams, N.J.
Williams, Del.
Young, N, Dak.
Young, Ohlo

Bennett
Bible

Boggs
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
Case

Cook
Cooper
Cotton
Cranston
Curtis
Dirksen
Dodd
Dole
Dominick
Eagleton
Eastland
Ellender
Ervin
Fannin
Fong
Fulbright
Goldwater

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present. What is the will of the Senate?

Mr. TOWER obtained the floor.

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

Mr. TOWER. I yield.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR. 1970 FOR
MILITARY PROCUREMENT, RE-
SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, AND
FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF MIS-
SILE TEST FACILITIES AT KWAJ-
ALEIN MISSILE RANGE, AND RE-
SERVE COMPONENT STRENGTH

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the unfin-
ished business be laid before the Sen-
ate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the Chair lays before the Senate
the unfinished business which the clerk
will state.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. S. 2546—to
authorize appropriations during the fis-
cal year 1970 for procurement of aireraft,
missiles, naval vessels, and tracked com-
bat vehicles, and research, development,
test, and evaluation for the Armed
Forces, and to authorize the construc-
tion of test facilities at Kwajalein Mis-
sile Range, and to prescribe the author-
ized personnel strength of the Selected
Reserve of each Reserve component of
the Armed Forces and for other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the Senate will proceed to its
consideration,

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, if we
are to have a closed session, can we not
have close attention? May we have
order?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate
will be in order.

Mr, TOWER. Mr. President, in light
of the discussion of the reliability based
on testing of the Spartan missile, it is
interesting to note that at 11:50 p.m.
eastern daylight time, 16th of July—
that was yesterday—there was a very
successful launch from the Kwajalein
test site and the flight was successful in
all of the test objectives.

We have had to date 10 Spartan flight
tests. Seven have been successful. Two
have been partially successful. There was
one failure.

Mr, President, I suggest the absence of
& quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, in-
asmuch as the distinguished junior Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. BROOKE)
is eager to make a short speech and then
catch a plane, I ask unanimous consent
to yield to him at this time for 10 min-
utes without losing my right to the floor.

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

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, the is-
sues with which we are grappling at the
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moment are the gravest and most com-
plex this body will consider for many
years. I believe it is imperative that the
Senate probe as deeply as possible into
the difficult dilemmas which the arms
race presents.

As other Senators may know, I have
opposed a commitment to deploy an
ABM weapons system at this time, That
remains my position, although I believe
much can be learned from a large-scale
test and evaluation of the electronics
for such a system. I have been impressed
by the argument of such scientists as
Dr. Wolfgang Panofsky, Dr. Hans Bethe,
and Dr. Gordon Macdonald that an ef-
fective hard-point defense of our deter-
rent is probably feasible and is, in prin-
ciple, a sensible response to the possibil-
ity of MIRV deployment by the Soviet
Union. As the distinguished Senator
from California (Mr. CRaNSTON) pointed
out in this Chamber some days ago, if
we cannot stop MIRV, a number of us
may find ourselves more sympathetic to
some kind of ABM deployment.

It is my considered judgment, however,
that we still have time to seek agreed
limitations on strategic weaponry and
that we do not have to make the deci-
sion to deploy the Safeguard weapons
system, or an alternative ABM capabil-
ity, at this time. I believe it wiser to defer
that commitment until we have assessed
more completely Soviet intentions in the
planned SALT talks. In the meantime
it is prudent, I believe, to pursue an ac-
tive research and development program
and to do what is necessary to retain the
option of expeditious deployment of
ABM should it prove necessary.

In that context, I would like to address
one of the most fundamental points
which has arisen in the course of our
national debate over ABM. A number of
individuals, knowledgeable and well in-
tentioned, have suggested that we could
best meet a growing Soviet threat to the
deterrent by increasing our offensive
capabilities. Close analysis of that option
reveals it to be both dubious and dan-
gerous on several scores.

There is probably no better prescrip-
tion for a vastly intensified arms race.

The classified chart I have asked to
be distributed shows why this is so. This
display has been developed by Alton Frye
of my staff, and is largely derived from
the seminal work of the famous mathe-
matician Lewis Richardson and recent
research on strategic stability by George
Pitman of UCLA. However, Dr. Frye has
employed specific and classified data re-
garding the reliabilities and performance
characteristics of particular weapons
systems; namely, the Minuteman III and
the SS-9. Accordingly, this chart is a
reasonably realistic portrayal of the
likely interactions between United
States and Soviet force levels if we enter
another round of offensive weapons com-
petition.

Because the data are sensitive, I hope
that each Senator will return his copy
before leaving the Chamber. I will be
happy to see that any Senator who
wishes to keep a copy has one delivered
to his office for proper safekeeping,

The basic point of the graph is that,
if we rely solely on offensive systems to
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meet the possible MIRV threat, the So-
viet and American requirements for mu-
tual deterrence will be incompatible un-
til we reach extremely high levels of
armaments.

The chart assumes that each side will
feel it must be assured of at least (de-
leted) surviving missiles in order to be
confident that it can deter a first strike
against its forces. In other words each
side must be certain it will always have
a second-strike capability of (deleted)
missiles.

The upper line, or stair-step curve,
shows that if the Soviet Union deploys
500 SS-9's with the assumed capability
of delivering three 5-megaton warheads
with a 1,500-foot CEP, the United States
would have to increase its Minuteman
force to (deleted) to be confident—that
is, better than 99 percent sure—that at
least (deleted) Minutemen would sur-
vive a Soviet counterforce attack. But if
the United States deploys (deleted) Min-
utemen with the described capability of
only one warhead of (deleted) megatons
and an accuracy of (deleted) feet, the
Soviets would have to deploy (deleted)
missiles to maintain a second strike
force of (deleted) missiles.

However, if the Soviets build as many
as 1,000 S8-9's the United States would
have to deploy (deleted) Minutemen fo
assure its deterrent capability in this
manner. Should this occur, however, the
Soviet Union would need (deleted) mis-
siles to keep its deterrent intact.

And the eycle would continue upward.
For 1,500 Soviet missiles, the United
States would have to build (deleted), for
2,500 Soviet missiles, the United States
would require (deleted) ; for 3,000 Soviet
missiles, we would need (deleted). Only
at the extremely high levels of approxi-
mately (deleted) American missiles and
(deleted) Soviet missiles, would a stable
point be reached. At that level the pro-
jected reliability factors involved in a
first strike by either side would not suffice
to reduce either side’s deterrent force be-
low the specified level of (deleted) mis-
siles.

Obviously, this is not a prediction of
what will happen. It is merely an outline
of what could happen if the two powers
seek to meet the impending deployment
of MIRV by continued expansion of of-
fensive force levels. In such a contest
stability is extremely precarious, very
difficult to define, and more costly to
achieve than anything yet contemplated
in our discussions.

The oversimplified presentation in this
graph deals only with possible inter-
actions between the Minuteman forces
and the SS-9’s. It does not take account
of the several hundred SS-11's in the
Soviet inventory or the sizable Polaris
force of the United States. But if the
Polaris and the Minuteman force are
MIRV’ed—and remember this chart only
shows the less provocative configuration
of a single-warhead Minuteman III—
they will exert the same pressures on the
Soviet Union to multiply its missile force
that I have shown a Soviet MIRV to exert
on the United States.

Nor should we readily adopt the fre-
quent suggestion that we can rely en-~
tirely on Polaris and abandon the land-
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based deterrent. We may eventually have
to abandon the fixed-base Minuteman
force, but if international hostilities are
not reduced and the arms race is not
curbed, exclusive reliance on sea-based
weapons would be hazardous. After all,
we should recall that our decision to de-
ploy hardened missiles on land was based
on the expectation that missiles would
never become accurate enough to threat-
en them. The declining survivability of
Minuteman in the face of technological
progress is a caution against any over-
confidence that ballistic-missile subma-
rines will be forever invulnerable. It is
prudent to believe that, with only 50 or
100 or even 200 Polaris boats, a break-
through could make them vulnerable.

The general point holds: The notion of
increasing offensive forces to compensate
for the imminent deployment of MIRV
is extremely ill considered. It is a recipe
for an arms race such as the world has
never seen. We must not entertain the
thought that we have an easy or com-
fortable fallback option of this kind.

I have made this presentation for one
reason only: to indicate as forcefully as
I can where the priorities ought to lie in
our national security policy. We must
have prompt and serious negotiations to
see if it is possible to stabilize the stra-
tegic balance at roughly the present
levels. I have made clear my conclusion
that we should not commit the Nation
to an ABM deployment at this time.
Nevertheless, if the arms race continues,
I think we should be able to agree that
a hard-point deployment of ABM to pro-
tect the deterrent, if that proves neces-
sary and feasible, may well be preferable
to the oftproposed option of increasing
our offensive forces. I understand that
to be the view both of Safeguard op-
ponents such as Dr. Bethe and Dr.
Panofsky, and of Safeguard supporters
such as Dr. MacDonald and Dr. Wohl-
stetter. On this point there is much wider
agreement than the debate may so far
have implied, and, given the intensity of
this controversy, I believe this signifi-
cant consensus should be highlighted.

What all this means, of course, is that
none of the weapons options before us or
the Soviet Union is attractive or econom-
ical. There is unprecedented urgency in
achieving successful arms negotiations
between the two great powers. I hope
that every Member of this body will re-
new his appeal to the President to expe-
dite his efforts in this direction.

Mr. SYMINGTON obtained the floor.

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Missouri yield to the Sen-
ator from Arizona?

Mr, SYMINGTON. Provided I do not
lose my right to the floor, But I would
like to get on with this if I could. The
Senator said he had to catch an airplane.

Mr, GOLDWATER. Mr. President, an
inquiry. Are we to conduct this in the
usual fashion and forgo questioning, or
are we going to be allowed to proceed as
we normally do?

The VICE PRESIDENT. A question is
always in order, the Parliamentarian
advises the Chair, provided the Senator
having the floor yields for that purpose.
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Mr. GOLDWATER. Will the Senator
yield for one question?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Yes, I am glad to
vield.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
find myself in great agreement with most
of what the distinguished Senator from
Massachusetts has talked about, but I
should like to ask him one question.

Excluding the alternative of successful
negotiations, is there any other alterna-
tive than the one of buying more ICBM's
if we do not provide an ABM?

Mr. BROOKE. Excluding negotiations,
I would say that there is no alternative
other than ABM,

Mr. GOLDWATER. Of course, this is
what has disturbed me to a great degree.
We all want to have arms talks with the
Russians. I do not think there is any
argument about that. But I cannot see
any alternative to having to supply this
country—the figures he has used, coming
up to (deleted), coincide pretty much
with the general thinking in the field,
if we do not provide an ABM. If anyone
during the course of the debate can sup-
ply an alternative, I would like to hear it.

I thank the Senator from Massachu-
setts.

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield.

Mr, DIRKSEN. I notice that these are
labeled “Top Secret,” and there are
numbered copies.

Mr. BROOKE, Yes.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I think caution should
be exercised to see that they get into the
hands of Mr. Trice.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I ask
that they be collected, and if any Sen-
ator wants a copy, he may secure it.

Mr, SYMINGTON. Mr, President, it 1s
with some regret that we have requested
this closed session today, and I do hope
that it has not inconvenienced any of my
colleagues.

Because of the nature of the current
problems incident to our national de-
fense, however, and also the logical po-
sition of the Defense Department that
much of the information given various
congressional committees by that De-
partment could only be discussed in
closed session, that is the basis of the
request,

The premise of these remarks this
morning is my conviction that there
must be some limitation to the resources
of the United States, and that is brought
home by the fact that some witnesses
have testified that even though the Viet-
nam war is ended, it would appear doubt-
ful that there could be any appreciable
reduction in the military budget.

Some 20 years ago, when the so-called
cold war was warm indeed—Berlin air-
1ift, Stalin alive, and so forth—our total
defense budget was $13.8 billion. Today
that budget is close to $80 billion.

As we face increasing political and
economic problems, we know only too
well that there are also other great and
growing needs which require increasing
participation of these limited resources.

As mentioned on the Senate floor yes-
terday, we have the problems of crime
and inflation, and we also have problems
incident to education, employment, pov-
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erty, transportation, and clean air and
water.

It is for these reasons that for some
time I have believed we in Congress
should exercise increasing discrimination
with respect to approval of such new
weapons systems as are now requested in
this gigantic military budget.

Accordingly, after studying the matter
to the best of my ability, last year I op-
posed the Sentinel ABM system proposed
by the previous administration; and to-
day, I oppose the Safeguard ABM system
proposed by this administration.

This opposition is based primarily on
the following:

First, the five major component parts,
some of which have not yet been built,
let alone tested, may work properly in
the laboratory and in tests; nevertheless,
and especially because these component
parts were not designed for hard site de-
fense under sudden attack, it is very pos-
sible they will not work satisfactorily
when ultimately joined together.

Second, one of the two radars, designed
for city defense, is admittedly unneces-
sarily expensive as against what the de-
sign would have been if it had been cre-
ated originally for missile site defense;
and it is freely admitted that this radar
is even vulnerable to the smaller SS-11
Soviet missiles, of which the Soviets have
hundreds.

Third, and to me most convincing, the
testimony of the Department of Defense
makes it clear that but a slight addition
in the production of Soviet SS—-9 missiles
would not only nullify any protection re-
sulting from the installaton of phase I
of the proposed Safeguard system—even
if this system worked perfectly—but
would also nullify any effective protec-
tion which would be provided by the in-
stallation of Safeguard phase II.

May I say in concluding this brief in-
troduction that my conclusions have been
reached after giving full consideration
to the thoughts of all those who are pro-
ponents of the Safeguard ABM system;
and therefore I would hope with respect
that everyone would give consideration
to the thinking of some of us who oppose
this system, presented herewith.

Now may I proceed to the classified
presentation?

THE VULNERABILITY OF THE RADARS OF THE
SAFEGUARD ABM SYSTEM

During the hearings and floor debate
regarding the deployment of the Safe-
guard ABM system, there has been con-
siderable discussion about the various
components of this system and whether
they would work as designed when in-
tegrated into “a single functioning unit.”

It is a “well-known fact” that the
components of the Safeguard system—
the Sprint, Spartan, missile site radar
(MSR), and the perimeter acquisition
radar (PAR)—were originally designed
for the Sentinel ABM system, proposed
by the previous administration; and also
that the latter system was designed for
defense of cities, with only incidental
protection of Minuteman sites as part
of an overall area defense.

The present administration, however,
has apparently “ruled out” such a de-
fense of cities as not feasible under cur-
rent missile defense technology; and in
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its place has proposed the Safeguard
system, for hard-point defense of Min-
uteman against a possible all-out Soviet
attack; and an area defense against a
possible future Chinese ICBM threat.

But in spite of this change in config-
uration of the system—from city de-
iense to “missile site” defense—the
components remain the same.

This apparent ‘“mismatch” of com-
ponents to a revised mission has caused
many experts in this field to challenge
whether the Safeguard is really the right
system to defend our deterrent.

In testimony before the Senate Armed
Services Committee on April 22, 1969,
Dr. Wolfgang Panofsky, director of the
Stanford linear accelerator, testified:

An economical and effective hardpoint de-
fense—that is a defense of sites which have
already been hardened to withstand impact
of megaton weapons at relatively close dis-
tances—requires an optimum design greatly
different from a defense of soft targets such
as cities, The Sentinel system was origmally
designed to defend soft targets, but now
the same components have been taken over
for a completely different purpose.

Dr. Panofsky continued:

The only acceptable excuse for deploying
a system as unsuitable as the Safeguard sys-
tem for a hardpoint defense would be ex-
treme urgency to protect Minuteman agalnst
first-strike attack. As discussed earlier, I do
not believe that such urgency exists. More-
over, the Soviets could offset the effect of
the present system, with its relatively small
number of antimissiles, by Increasing their
offensive forces correspondingly; accordingly,
the effect of the proposed Safeguard system
can be nullified by increased enemy firepower
of only a few percent. (pps. 1130-1181—Armed
Services)

As I shall present later, even on Safe-
guard 2 it would be a maximum of only
(deleted) percent.

During this same series of hearings,
Dr. Gordon J. F. MacDonald, former
executive vice president of the Institute
for Defense Analyses, and one of those
witnesses whom Secretary Laird sug-
gested the committee might hear, ex-
pressed concern that the Sentinel com-
ponents adopted for the Safeguard sys-
tem “had been developed for a purpose
very different from that of protecting
relatively low value targets such as mis-
sile sites.”

Dr. MacDonald also voiced his reserva-
tions about the system when he stated:

The technology used in Safeguard is not
optimal for the total job of defending the
deterrent. The cmnponents are EXDEI'].SIVE.
They were designed with high value targets,
cities, in mind. These components may be
what is required for defense of elements of
the command system, but the Minuteman
fields could be better defended with lower
cost, short range radars and Sprints. Re-
search and development need emphasis, so
that new opportunlt.ies for more effective
systems will develop.

Perhaps the most mismatched com-
ponent of the Safeguard system is the
missile site radar in that its transfer
from a role of city defense to missile site
defense makes it highly vulnerable to at-
tack. In recent testimony before the
Committee on Foreign Relations, Secre-
tary Laird acknowledged that ‘“the
radars, both radars, are the most vul-
nerable parts of the system. This is the
most vulnerable component, and that is
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why we deploy the Sprints around the
radars themselves in order to protect the
radar in case the Spartan missiles, with
their area defense capability, should have
a failure.”

The Secretary did not mention in this
open session, however, the number of
Sprints it is planned will be deployed
around these radars, nor the fact that
this number makes it relatively simple for
an attacker to overcome the defense, and
knock out the radar,

The vulnerability of the MSR radar is
particularly crucial because this is the
component which not only operates in
concert with the perimeter acquisition
radar—PAR—Iin tracking the incoming
vehicles, but guides both the Spartan and
Sprint missiles to the point of intercept.

If this MSR is blinded or knocked out,
then the entire missile defense ceases to
function. It does not operate like a rifle,
a case where once the bullet is fired, the
gun is no longer of use in reaching the
target. The MSR must continue to guide
the missile after launching until the in-
coming vehicle has been intercepted.

In other words, if the MSR radar is put
out of commission between the time the
Safeguard missile is launched and the
time it would have been successfully
guided to intercept, there would be little
or no chance of the Spartan or Sprint
reaching target.

Although the actual hardness or P.S.1.
of the MSR radar is classified, public
testimony has already revealed that it is
less than one-tenth of the hardness of
the Minuteman silos it is designed to de-
fend—more on that later.

In this connection, it should be noted
that whereas primary concern has cen-
tered around the threat of the Soviet
S85-9 missile to our Minuteman force, the
MSR radar, because of its relative soft-
ness, is also vulnerable to the smaller So-
viet 8S-11 missile of which they re-
portedly have (deleted).

In effort to explain the background
of the currently proposed Safeguard
ABM system, I would emphasize that
whereas the Minuteman missile program
is an Air Force program, the Safeguard
ABM system is under the direction of the
Army; and it was the latter service which,
beginning in 1956 with the Nike-Zeus
program, was assigned the task of de-
veloping an ABM system for the defense
of cities and an area defense of the con-
tinental United States.

It was to that end that the major por-
tion of anti-ballistic-missile research and
development has been aimed; and which
resulted in the recommendation to de-
ploy the Sentinel ABM system as a de-
fense of population centers; and also a
light defense of the entire Nation.

But because the Air Force was natu-
rally concerned about the future sur-
vivability of its Minuteman force, should
a credible Soviet threat develop, that
service requested a number of studies
concerning hard point defense of the
Minuteman silos.

One of these studies which was re-
cently brought to my attention is a clas-
sified report by the Institute for Defense
Analyses. According to the Institute’s
own definition this report “embodies the
results of a major research project un-
dertaken by IDA and is intended to be
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an authoritative contribution on its
subject.”

Although a considerable portion of this
report is technical, I believe all Sena-
tors would be interested in the comments
and recommendations contained therein,
particularly in view of the fact that the
institute’s recommendations to the Air
Force for a hard-point defense of Min-
utemen are quite different from those
set forth in the proposed Safeguard de-
ployment under the direction of the
Army.

In the opening summary of conclu-
sions, the report states:

As is pointed out in several of the follow-
ing sections, active hard-point defense re-
quirements are much different than those
for urban defense.

With respect to the radar component
of an ABM system, the report makes the
following observation:

A radar for hard-point defense is expected
to meet different requirements than a radar
designed for a large city defense. Its hard-
ness should be comparable to the hardness
of the silo it defends, while its cost should
be low enqugh to make hard-point defense
economically attractive.

Moreover, it is further suggested “that
the number of radars used be approxi-
mately 50 percent of the number of silos
to be protected. The use of a large num-
ber of radars is proposed, so that the
radars do not become particularly attrac-
tive targets for the enemy.”

Now it is extremely important for all
of us to note that this proposed Safe-
guard ABM system does not meet any
of these suggested requirements made
to the Air Force for hard-point defense
of Minutemen.

May I repeat that, Mr. President: Its
hardness should be comparable to the
hardness of the silo it defends.

The hardness of the Minuteman silo
it (deleted) PSI and the hardness of the
MSR radar is (deleted).

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Missouri explain that PSI?

Mr. SYMINGTON. PSI is a term which
I was going to explain later, but actually
it is the resistance strength, based on the
amount of concrete that is located to
defend the target in question.

Mr. GORE. I thank the Senator.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Moreover, it is
further stated: That the number of
radars used be approximately 50 percent
of the number of silos to be protected.
The use of a large number of radars is
proposed so that the radars then become
particularly attractive targets for the
enemy.

We have exactly one radar for every
battery.

Now it is extremely important for all
of us to know that this proposed Safe-
guard ABM system does not meet any
of the suggested requirements made to
the Air Force for hard-point defense
Minuteman—not one.

The hardness or PSI of the MSR radar
is approximately (deleted) PSI or less
than one-tenth of the (deleted) PSI of
the Minuteman site; therefore “not
comparable to the hardness of the silo it
defends.”

More later about cost.

In addition, it is planned that there
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will be 12 MSR's and seven PAR's if
phase II is fully deployed. This is only
19 radars for 1,000 Minutemen, far from
the 500 radars recommended by the re-
port in question; in fact, only four
MSR's would be deployed in the Minute-
man fields in direct defense of those mis-
siles.

Let us note that the organization
which made this report is not headed by
any former Air Force or Navy officer,
many of whom are in strong opposition
to this proposed Army Safeguard system.
It is headed by Gen. Maxwell Taylor.

In its conclusions the authors of this
Institute of Defense Analyses Report
make the point that any ABM which we
might deploy should be deployed to meet
a real threat—and not an imaginary
threat posed by theoretical U.S. tech-
nology.

Mr. President, as this is a closed ses-
sion, I should like to bring up something
that I think is important and, in a way,
distressing.

It is my understanding that this IDA
report is only one of several which were
submitted to the Defense Department;
and that there is also one, entitled
“Radar for Hard Point Defense.” This
latter is by the Aerospace Corp.; and for
many weeks we have been requesting
both these reports, as well as some
others. I have been repeatedly requesting
them and I have now finally received the
one that I am reporting to the Senate on
this afternoon.

The Defense Department tells us, how-
ever, that the only one they can find to
date is the one referred to above, which
we understand from the scientists, is,
nevertheless, the least critical.

There are a number of experts in this
field who have expressed grave concern
that this Safeguard system is a “mis-
match” of components to the purpose
intended; also that the radars could be
far more effective at much less cost; also
that to date it is clear ABM research
and development has been directed pri-
marily toward city defense. I would ear-
nestly hope that the Senate would sup-
port in every way further research and
development as expressed in the Cooper-
Hart amendment rather than agreeing
to deployment at this time.

Mr. President, a friend of mine, Dr.
Edward Teller, whom I have known since
the beginning of missile development,
perhaps longer than any other Member
of the Senate—I have often seen quoted.
He was in my office the other day, and
I said, “Edward, you are on a sticky
wicket on this. You told one of my col-
leagues that you could interlock these
radars, and you know that cannot be
done because there is only one radar.
How can you interlock something into
itself?"

He replied, “But you could redesign
the radar.”

I asked, “If you admit it has to be
redesigned to work, why do you now
want to deploy it?”

So as to present what an Achilles heel
this radar as currently planned for Safe-
guard really is, let me read a summary
of some statements from Dr. Panofsky.
They are clear and concise:

Valid technical criticism relating to the
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Safeguard System derives from the fact that
the highest priority mission of the original
Sentinel System (which in turn was derived
from the earlier Nike-X was defense of
cities; when defense of the deterrent became
the primary mission of Safeguard the origi-
nal components were changed in siting, but
were not redesigned. As a result the weakest
part of the Safeguard System lies in two
areas: (1) the inadequate number of anti-
missiles, and (2) the vulnerability and design
of the MSR radars. As a result of these weak-
nesses the Safeguard System as now conceived
will do very little in protecting Minuteman
even if it works perfectly as designed; and
the Inadequacies of the radar can only be
cured by an alternate radar system which
would be conceptually quite different from
the MSR's.

It simply does not make sense to protect
an entire field of Minuteman missiles costing
a few million dollars each with a single radar
which costs $150 million, and which in terms
of “hardness” or vulnerability is more than
ten times inferior to that of the missiles it
protects. Clearly such a radar would become
the primary target of attack and would itself
have to be heavily defended to survive. There-
fore, any adequate defense of Minuteman
should incorporate a multiplicity of radars—

Which is what Dr. Teller was getting
at—
so that loss of any one of them cannot blind
the total system.

This, of course, is economically disastrous
as long as each radar costs as much as the
MSR. Fortunately the mission of defending
Minuteman is vastly simpler than that of
defending cities, and therefore it is indeed
possible to design cheaper and smaller radars
which could be economically deployed in
considerably larger numbers, possibly one
radar per 1-4 missiles.

He does not say 1 to 2, as the Institute
for Defense Analysis does; he says 1 to
4. We have, as the Senate knows, one ra-
dar per battery, one to (deleted).

I continue to read:

I believe that should a decision be made
now by the Department of Defense to under-
take vigorously the RDT&E of simple radars
specifically adopted to the simple mission of
hardpoint defense, then actually better and
cheaper protection could be bought for Min-
uteman at an earlier date than is possible
with Safeguard.

This is particularly true since it appears
promising that adaptation of simple radars
already developed might well offer a rapid
solution for defending Minuteman against
the SS-9 threat.

Mr. President, I have here one short
page of previous floor statements made,
I am certain, in good faith, with respect
to the position of component parts. In-
asmuch as we sent a staff man to Kwaja-
lein last week, and he was well briefed be-
fore he went, I would read this page of
facts as against statements previously
made in this debate. Those are as follows:

The statement: “All the components
have been tested.”

The facts: the PAR has not even been
built, let alone tested; and the PAR com-~
puter is scheduled for completion in the
first quarter of 1971.

The MSR at Kwajalein has had some
preliminary tests, and is scheduled to
track an ICBM for the first time in (de-
leted) 1969; but the MSR computer does
not yet have its necessary software.

The statement: “Both the radars have
been built in model form" at Bell Labora-
tories.
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The facts: There are no PAR models
at the Bell Laboratories or anywhere else.

The statement: The interceptor mis-
siles of Safeguard have been used suc-
cessfully against missiles sent from Van-
denberg Air Force Base.

The facts: The Spartan and Sprint
have not been tested against targets. The
first Spartan intercept at Kwajalein is
scheduled for 1970. The first Sprint firing
at Kwajalein is scheduled for [deletedl]
1970. The Sprint is being developed at
the White Sands Proving Ground.

The statement: The Safeguard system
has been tested as an integrated unit in
the area of Kwajalein.

The facts: There is no intention to
build the system as an integrated unit in
Kwajalein. The only components which
will be built at Kwajalein are the MSR,
its computer, and Spartan and Sprint
launch cells. Some of these have not yet
been built, much less tested.

COMMENTS RE CLASSIFIED ABM CHART

Now I would like to refer to the chart.

It is a matter of common knowledge
that for months I have been urging the
Defense Department to make public a
chart which they have presented in
executive session to the Armed Services
and Defense Appropriations Subcommit-
tees not only to the Armed Services
Committee, but to many scientists
around the country; and four experts
immediately got in touch with us and
said, “The chart proves our case.” I asked
the Pentagon to declassify the chart.
They said, “No.” I took all numbers off
the chart, all numbers except the num-
bers of missiles. I took off the 5-megaton
estimate, and also the quarter of a mile
CEP. Nevertheless they would not de-
classify, even with all those numbers off.

This chart shows the effectiveness—
or lack of it—presented by Safeguard
aigainst the Soviet threat to Minuteman
sites.

Unfortunately, although the Pentagon
has seen fit to declassify statistics and
other information with respect to said
Soviet threat, this particular chart,
along with vital statistics concerning
Safeguard’s ability to meet the pur-
ported threat, remain classified.

I now welcome the opportunity to pre-
sent this chart and its significance to
the Senate in this closed session; and
only regret that the same information
is unavailable to the American public,
those who are being asked to pay for
this multi-billion-dollar system.

I suggest to the Senator from Tennes-
see (Mr. Gore), who has been so help-
ful, that perhaps the Vice President
could see the chart if we could turn
it another way.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, it was in the best
spot. We decided that long ago.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Will the Senator
from Rhode Island help the Senator
from Tennessee? I suddenly noticed the
Vice President could not see it. I cer-
tainly did not mean to be rude.

This same chart was presented by the
Defense Department to many scientific
experts, including Dr. Wolfgang Pan-
ofsky, director of Stanford linear ac-
celerator; and it is his opinion, as well
as that of many other experts, that the
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Safeguard package the American tax-
payers are being asked to purchase is not
worth this heavy investment.

For example, the first phase of Safe-
guard—that is, deployment at Malm-
strom and Grand Forks—provides vir-
tually no protection for Minuteman, a
fact the Defense Department apparently
now admits. During the recent Armed
Services hearings on Military Procure-
ment, the distinguished senior Senator
from Maine asked:

In the event that Congress approves Phase
I of the Safeguard program, Is 1t not true
that this phase alone would afford no real
protection to our missile force?

Deputy Secretary of Defense Packard
replied:

It is correct that the Phase I deployment
provides very limited protection for the two
Minuteman sites.

Only a short time before, however, Sec-
retary Laird stated that phase I of Safe-
guard would protect about 30 percent, or
350 of the total Minuteman force with
a “thick cover”; and it is this type and
character of discrepancy in the position
as to just what this costly system will
accomplish that reinforces the need for
every Senator to be aware of all the
facts.

Here is something interesting. Despite
the fact the membership of the Foreign
Relations Committee is three less than
the membership of the Armed Services
Committee, after those two committees
were thoroughly briefed on the ABM
system, 17 members of the combined
committees are against the ABM, and
14 for it. One member of each commit-
tee has not yet expressed his position. I
am grateful for this attendance, because
it is my conviction that if and when the
facts become known we will want to
continue with the R.D.T. & E., but not
deploy something obviously wrong for
the job to be done.

With that premise, I now present a
blowup of this chart, reproduced from
the original, except the original did not
have color; the one before us does.

Let me first outline the assumptions
on which the chart is based, as well as
additiona]l assumptions by the Defense
Department with respect to the Soviet
threat.

First. The Soviet intercontinental
ballistic missiles referred to are SS-9’s,
each with three 5-megaton multiple in-
dependently targeted reentry vehicle,
MIRV—not MRV—warheads, with a
quarter of a mile CEP. Circular error
probable is a measurement of the war-
head’s accuracy and means that 50 per-
cent of the arriving warheads will fall
within a specified radius and 50 percent
will fall somewhere outside that radius.

At this point, we should note that the
accuracy which the Pentagon has as-
signed to these SS-9’s on the chart is far
greater than any currently known ac-
curacy of any Soviet missile.

It is also assumed that the Soviets will
have MIRV, not MRV, warheads by the
time frame in question, 1974-75.

Second. Another premise of the chart
is that our Minuteman sites will rema‘n
hardened to the same extent they are
now—(deleted) pounds per square inch.
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No consideration is given to the possibil-
ity of more hardened silos, which is being
researched at this time.

Third. The Defense Department allows
for an 80-percent reliability factor in the
number of arriving Soviet missiles. In
other words, it is estimated that without
any defense, if the Soviets fired a thou-
sand warheads at the U.S. Minuteman
force, approximately 800 would reach
target, and moreover, the Defense De-
partment assumes that the Soviets will
have capability to instantaneously re-
target additional missiles to make up for
those 20 percent which fail at launch.

Mr, President, I have studied that par-
ticular aspect, and have grave reserva-
tions about it; but in any case, it must
be accepted to obtain the 80-percent re-
liability.

Fourth. The Defense Department as-
sumes that at least (deleted) Minutemen
must survive an all-out Soviet nuclear
attack if we are to have adequate second-
strike capability; as we know, second-
strike capability is the ability to respond
with sufficient force so as to inflict un-
acceptable damage on the enemy.

Now let us turn to the chart itself. The
figures on the vertical axis of the graph
show the Minuteman surviving after ar-
rival of the number of warheads that are
represented on the horizontal axis of the
graph. In effect, therefore, if the Soviets
deliver sucecessfully 1,000 warheads, they
would knock out nearly all our 1,000
Minuteman. Only about 50 are estimated
to survive such an attack.

As we look at this chart, please remem-
ber it was submitted to us by the Penta-
gon, The straight diagonal red line on the
chart shows what a Soviet attack under
the ground rules laid down by the De-
fense Department, would do to our Min-
uteman without any Safeguard pro-
tection.

The blue line shows what protection
would be obtained by the phase I de-
ployment of Safeguard, that is, with
(deleted) Spartans and (deleted)
Sprints; and the green line shows what
protection would result from the deploy-
ment of the 12 sites of Safeguard, phase
II, of our Minuteman defense, with
(deleted) Spartans and (deleted)
Sprints.

According to latest intelligence—which
is really interesting—the Soviets have
currently approximately 230 SS-9's. If
they do, with three MIRV warheads on
each, that would give a total of 690 war-
heads. With an 80-percent reliability
factor, 552 of the 690 would reach ef-
fectively the same number of Minuteman
silos—this with no Safeguard protection.

According to this chart, that attack
would leave us some 500 Minutemen in-
tact—far more than enough to provide
what the Defense Department states is
necessary to assure second strike capa-
bility.

By 1974, the year it is estimated phase
I of Safeguard will be deployed, the De-
fense Department estimates that the So-
viets could have 420 SS-9's, which would
mean they would have a total of 1,260
warheads.

Once again, under the same ground
rules, all favorable to the Soviet Union,
1,008 warheads would arrive successfully,
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and all but some 50 of our Minuteman
force would be destroyed—this without
any Safeguard protection.

With phase I of Safeguard, however,
the chart shows that, with 1,000 arriving,
all but 135 to 150 of our Minutemen
would be destroyed. This is far below the
number of Minutemen the Defense De-
partment asserts are needed for an ade-
quate second strike capability.

Under phase II of Safeguard, that is,
full deployment of the now $10 to $11
billion system, again according to their
chart—from (deleted) to (deleted) Min-
utemen would be protected from such
an attack. In other words, under ideal
conditions, the full system as now en-
visaged might protect the minimum
number of surviving Minutemen con-
sidered necessary for second strike capa-
ability.

Therefore, I am sure all Senators will
note with interest that an increase of not
more than a few fens of (deleted) SS-9's,
which would be no problem whatever to
the Soviets within the time frame con-
sidered, would reduce the number of sur-
viving Minutemen well below (deleted).
In other words, that relatively very small
additional production efforts of approxi-
mately (deleted) percent—and all of us
who have had any experience in pro-
duction know the relative simplicity of
just adding on to what is going outgthe
end of the preduction line—would nullify
any Minuteman protection that could
come from the installation of this pro-
posed Safeguard system; and this would
be true even if the full 12 Safeguard sites
were installed.

Referring again to this chart, these
(deleted) additional SS-9’s would give us
a total of (deleted) warheads, with ap-
proximately (deleted) arriving success-
fully. Note that these (deleted) success-
fully arriving warheads would reduce the
number of surviving Minutemen well be-
low (deleted)—that is, well below the
number the Department of Defense esti-
mates as necessary to survive. Again, and
to be sure every Senator understands,
this would be true even after phase II of
Safeguard was deployed. In public testi-
mony, Dr. John Foster, the Director of
Defense Research and Engineering, has
predicted a possible SS-9 force in 1975 of
500, and in 1976 of 600. In this connec-
tion, it is important to note that if the
Soviets did produce this number with
MIRVed warheads, these very facts and
figures from the Defense Department
prove conclusively that all the billions it
is planned to spend on Safeguard, as this
chart so well demonstrates, will have
been wasted.

In addition, these figures on this chart
are presented with the premise that the
Safeguard ABM system will work as de-
signed. Any deviation in its performance
due either to failure of radar or the com-
puters, or in the missiles themselves,
would, of course, further decrease any
possible effectiveness.

Let me emphasize that in this presen-
tation we are accepting the Defense De-
partment’s most favorable assumptions
regarding the capabilities of the Soviet
Union with regard to numbers, accuracy,
and warhead capacity within a particu-
lar time frame.

It is significant to note also that the
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Soviet Union and the United States could
reach a meaningful agreement concern-
ing arms limitation—and every thought-
ful person could only have fervent hope
to that end—then the threat to our
Minuteman force by the present Soviet
58-9 force would not be nearly enough
to threaten our second strike capability.

On the other hand, if the arms race
continues to spiral, and the Soviets do
deploy (deleted) MIRVed SS-9’s, then
our Minuteman force would indeed be
vulnerable without some form of protec-
tion, But this chart reveals conclusively
that this Safeguard ABM is not the right
system to meet this threat, should it
materialize; and that is the chief reason
why some of us oppose its deployment
without further research and develop-
ment to make it right.

No opponent of Safeguard would be
against protecting our deterrent capabil-
ity if in fact that capability was becom-
ing vulnerable. But it is clear to me, and
I have done my best for many months to
understand that Safeguard is not the
right way to accomplish that end.

Those who argue in this case that some
defense is better than no defense, in
effect, are misleading the American peo-
ple, because it could be extremely dan-
gerous to our national security if the
American people were led to believe they
could rely on a defense which later
turned out to be no defense at all.

It is also important to consider whether
or not our current deterrent capability
is really being threatened. In this con-
nection, let us remember that the De-
fense Department chart I am presenting
to the Senate today deals only with one
aspect of our deterrent force; namely, our
land-based ICBM’s. No mention is made
of the 41 Polaris submarines, shortly
very possibly to be multiplied in effec-
tiveness by the Poseidons, our some 650
nuclear armed bombers, our more than
7,000 tactical nuclear weapons located in
Western Europe and on surface ships,
as well as in other locations around the
world.

In this arsenal, the United States has
the capacity to destroy the Soviet Union
many times over; and they, too, can de-
stroy us. This is Mr, Churchill’s “balance
of terror.” As has been pointed out earlier
in this debate, the important point is to
make sure, first, that we do have adeqguate
deterrence; and, second, that this posi-
tion is fully known to any possible ag-
gressor.

Let us note also that the points I have
set forth with respect to this Defense
Department chart are in reference to an
attack by a certain number of SS-9's on
our Minuteman silos.

No mention whatever has been made,
however, about the effects of an attack
by Soviet SS-11's—that smaller missile
of which the Soviets currently have
(deleted) —if the Soviets made what
would appear a logical decision to attack
the extremely wvulnerable missile site
radars which are the key to the Safe-
guard system.

What has worried us as much as any-
thing elise in the debate is that, time and
again, the proponents of the system get
off discussion of the system itself and talk
incessantly about the danger of the So-
viets. I agree there is danger from the
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Soviets, having run the Berlin airlift my-
self, and was at the meeting in the Pen-
tagon in March 1948, when we got a tele-
gram from General Clay.

The Soviets are dangerous, and the
Chinese are dangerous. I am only sorry
we are not closer to the Soviets, because
they are killing Chinese, and the Chi-
nese are killing Soviets.

The proponents always talk to us about
the danger. They come up with a new
danger today and almost every day. It
is like going to one of those famous oil
well dinners designed to promote an oil
company’s interest. With the first course
they say, “A new well was discovered
today.” Then we have dinner. They then
say that two new wells—two new dan-
gers—have been discovered. By the end
of the dinner, there are 10 new oil wells,
and the issue is oversubscribed. I have
been through this, and am sure others
have also.

The proponents say we have a new
Soviet danger, but there are a few dan-
gers also around this country.

A great Missourian, Mark Twain, once
said:

Courage 1s recognition of fear, mastery of
fear; not absence of fear.

The opponents of this system talk
about the fact they do not think the sys-
tem will work; and that, even if it does
work, it does not give any real protection.

I pledge the Senate that I have never
tried to understand anything since I
came to the Government a quarter of a
century ago more than I have tried to
understand this decision.

It is a matter of public record that the
MSR has less than one-tenth of the
hardness of a Minuteman silo—to be ex-
act in this closed session, whereas the
pounds per square inch of the Minute-
man silo is (deleted), the MSR pounds
per square inch is only (deleted) —and
the destruction of this relatively soft
radar would blind the entire system, be-
cause it is this MSR radar which guides
both the Spartan and Sprint to its inter-
cept,

Accordingly, if we charted the results
of an all-out Soviet attack on the radar
by the smaller SS-11's, the effectiveness
of the system would be even less.

Whenever the problem of overriding or
saturating Safeguard is raised, Defense
Department witnesses, as well as other
proponents of this particular ABM sys-
tem—and this is a very important point,
in my opinion—reply that if the Soviet
threat develops further, we could add
more Sprints, Spartans, and radars to
the system.

It would seem to me, therefore, that
proponents of Safeguard actually agree
with the opponents, in the Safeguard is
not really the system they desire; rather
they favor a thicker system, and support
the Safeguard ABM to that end.

If a thicker system is actually what
the adm'nistration is planning, then it
is important for the American taxpayer
to be aware of that thinking; because
the addition of more missiles and radars,
especially as presently designed, would
escalate the cost of the ABM system tens
of billions of dollars beyond the present
estimate of $11 billion for phase I and
rhase II—we had that testimony in




July 17, 1969

commitee from the proponents of the
system—an estimate which all previous
experience demonstrates will be far
lower than actual ultimate cost.

Do not forget, as we go into this ven-
ture, that we had two studies, the details
of which were brought out by the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. PROXMIRE) .

One stated that 12 weapon systems,
taken at random, had an average cost
increase of 220 percent.

Another, later, by the famous Brook-
ings Institution, states that systems
studied showed the cost increases as high
as 300 to 700 percent as against the
original cost estimate.

We are considering a system that even
its greatest advocates will admit could be
improved in design, because it was never
designed to do this particular job.

In summary, it is vitally important that
every Senator knows all the facts about
the type and character of ABM system
the administration is proposing; and I
would respectfully hope that the above
presentation has been useful in pointing
out the limitations of this system, as well
as the need for further research and de-
velopment before actual deployment is
considered.

Mr. President, I seldom take the time
of the Senate on the floor. Let me express
my gratitude first for the attendance and
second for the kind attention paid.

I will be glad to try to answer any
questions.

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I am
glad to yield to the distinguished Senator
from Tennessee.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Tennessee is recognized.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator for an extremely able presenta-
tion,

The Senator from Missouri is the one
Senator who serves on both the Foreign
Relations Committee and the Armed
Services Committee. In this dual ca-
pacity, the Senator has an opportunity
to give double study, so to speak, to the
problem.

Two Senators serve on both the Foreign
Relations Committee and the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy. One Sen-
ator serves on the Armed Services Com-
mittee and the Joint Committee. Of these
four Senators who have heard secret
testimony and have participated in their
analyses on two committees, three op-
pose the deployment of the ABM. And
this includes senior Senators, diligent
Senators. The opposition includes, let me
point out, the ranking minority member
of both the Armed Services Committee
and the Foreign Relations Committee.
So, this is in no sense a partisan issue.

As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Disarmament, I have presided over two
extensive hearings on this issue when
it was previously before Congress. We
decided to hold them in executive session.

The Senator attended nearly all of
them. The subcommittee concluded at
that time—almost unanimously, as I
think the vote was on the floor—that it
was not wise to deploy the Sentinel
model of the ABM.
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But few of us, however, took an active
part in the debate. I did not, and I will
tell the Senator why I did not. I thought
there was some protection in the Sentinel
model of the ABM. That is, it proposed
some possible protection of people in
cities in case of atomic war.

I had doubt that it was needed, that it
would work, enough doubt that I voted
“No.” But I had enough concern that it
just might reduce the loss of life in case
of an all-out attack that I did not take
any active part except to make a very
brief statement.

Now, when was it changed from the
Sentinel model of ABM to the Safeguard
model of ABM? It was changed over-
night—not I believe upon recommenda-
tion of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Why was
it changed from the protection of people
in the cities to the suggested protection
of missile complexes in North Dakota and
Montana? Because of some commotion
around Boston and Chicago and Seattle,
This was & quick decision. But the deci-
sion was not made, as the able senior
Senator from Missouri has so effectively
pointed out, to change the components to
serve a different mission. Indeed, there
is little difference now. I do not know of
any difference. Does the Senator know of
any difference in the components of ABM
in protecting cities and that which is
proposed now?

Mr. SYMINGTON. With the possible
exception of the software that would go
into the computer, I know of no differ-
ence.

Mr. GORE. Which has not yet been
made.

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct. It
has not yet been placed into the com-
puter, and we have letters from some
people working on the system who do
not think that it can be placed in the way
they say it should be.

Mr. GORE. With this very brief back-
ground, I hope the Senate will under-
stand now why the Subcommittee on
Disarmament, which has held extensive
hearings on this—and I think has probed
it to the depths of our capability—has
come out so nearly unanimously, if not
unanimously, in opposition to its deploy-
ment.

We conclude, No. 1, that it is not nec-
essary to protect the integrity of our
deterrents. If it is not necessary, then
who would wish to embark upon this
doubtful but surely expensive mission?
If it is necessary to protect the integrity
of our deterrents, then I respectfully
suggest that far more than the Safe-
guard ABM model would be needed. In-
deed, as the Senator has pointed out,
instead of adding to our security, this
would lessen our security in more ways
than one, but certainly in one important
respect—by giving to the American peo-
ple a false sense of security.

So with this brief analysis of my own
conclusion, I hope at a later time to deal
with the technical phases.

I wish to thank the able Senator for
dealing with the technical questions in a
very expert way.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
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Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
thank the able Senator from Tennessee.

Those of us who have children and
grandchildren do not look at this prob-
lem as one which should be considered
in any political sense. Rather what is best
for our country. Over the years I have
been directly connected with national
defense, I have become convinced that
with the proliferation of nuclear weap-
ons, the one great contribution which our
President could make in the next 3%
years is some meaningful form of arms
agreement with the other super power.

It is a privilege to say, on the floor of
the Senate, that no one has worked to
that end more consistently and in a more
dedicated fashion than the distinguished
Senator from Tennessee,

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

Mr, SYMINGTON. I am glad to yleld
to the chairman of the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. First, I wish to
compliment the Senator. I think he has
made a magnificent presentation of the
case as he has seen it, as already has
been remarked, from both the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations and the Com-
mittee on Armed Services; and likewise
the Senator from Tennessee, who is
chairman of the subcommittee which
held the hearings in the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

The Senator has done a thorough job,
in my opinion.

I have a great many secret documents
taken in our committee, particularly
from the CIA, which are available; and
at a later time, if there seems to be in-
terest in them, I should like to present
them.

I should like to throw out this sug-
gestion, because it is very unusual to
have a meeting such as we now have, I
do not recall seeing so many Senators on
the floor of the Senate, listening atten-
tively, and with such conditions in which
they could hear, as I have seen here to-
day. It is a great compliment to the Sen-
ate as well as to the Senator from Mis-
souri that he has had this attention.

This is an important matter, and I do
not wish to presume to dictate any pro-
cedure; but since the Senator from Mis-
souri has made, in my view, such a com-
plete statement, I would, with all def-
erence, suggest that I should like very
much, before I engage in debate, to hear
from the chairman of the Committee on
Armed Services, if he does not object to
that. I simply wanted to put this matter
in perspective, so that I and other Mem-
bers of the Senate could then address our
questions with the background of both
of them, because we will not have other
days like this, I assume. I do not remem-
ber having a day like this in my 25 years
as a Member of the Senate.

If that meets with the Senators’ ap-
proval—I do not wish to cut anybody
off —I should like to hear the other side;
in other words, to join issue.

Mr. SYMINGTON. In reply to my dis-
tinguished colleague, I have already
talked with the able and distinguished
Senator from Mississippi and told him
that under no circumstances would I in-
terfere with anything he would like to
say.
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Some of us have worked hard on this
matter. It is known that at least the top
of the Pentagon, top to bottom, is strong
for the system, although some of the
others are not so strong.

I should like to yield to twr Senators
who rose, and then I would be glad to
yield to him all the time he would like.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield.

Mr STENNIS. Mr. President, I think
the Senator from Arkansas has made an
excellent suggestion—to get this matier
in issue on the scientific or technical
points involved.

My remarks on the AB!T never have
been intended to include those features
of it. We have on the Committee on
Armed Services a gentleman who has
been a member of the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy, also, for a number of
years—the Senator from Washington
(Mr. Jackson). I have asked him, as
well as other Senators who so desired, to
prepare on this phase of it. He is pre-
pared, as are other Senators.

The Senator, without losing his right
to the floor, wishes to yield to Senators
who can help him, and I think that is
fine.

We had an understanding, and after
the Senator from Missouri has yielded to
those who have helped him, I think that
would be the time to let the Senator from
Washington give the other side of the
matter. I hope that will be agreeable to
the Senator.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, as
we all know, the leading advocate in
the Senate for the Sentinel system was
the Senator from Washington; and the
leading advocate in the Senate, certainly,
on this side of the aisle and in commit-
tee and in the scientific fraternity is the
Senator from Washington. I am anxious
to hear anything he has to say on this
vital matter.

The Senator from Mississippi an-
nounced he would like to have a closed
session. I said, “When would you like to
have the closed session? After we have
debated the issue in open session or im-
mediately after your statement?”

He said he would like to have it im-
mediately thereafter. I said, “Reserving
the right to object, I would not object
if we may have a second closed session.”

Then the Senator from Mississippi de-
cided he did not want a closed session.
But I began to think about it. In spite
of all the propaganda flowing through
the biggest organization in the world, the
biggest business in the world, and an
organization which represents the big-
gest manufacturers in the world—fine
and able people; I mean no criticism of
any kind—but in spite of that of the two
committees which have been given all the
facts, one committee being the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations which has three
members less than the Armed Services
Committee, 17 members of the com-
bined committees are against deployment
of this system and 14 members are for it.
When that thought occurred, I thought,
“A closed session might persuade a ma-
jority of the Senate, which has the abil-
ity to reduce the dreadful albatross of
taxation we are saddling around the neck
of the people of the United States.”
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Every Member of this body wants the
right defense, whatever the cost, but
nobody wants a defense that is not neces-
sary, because if we do not have credit
problems in this country and currency
problems abroad, I do not know my own
name.

Following that thinking, it is my privi-
lege to yield to the Senator from Wash-
ington. In order that there may be no
misunderstanding, I am glad to yield to
floor.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator.
I think that will serve the purpose.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I think we
have had a most valuable session this
afternoon and I hope all Senators can
stay to the conclusion of the comments
of the Senator from Mississippi and the
Senator from Washington because it is
important that we all get both the pros
and cons on this important issue.

There is only one point I would like
to make that requires this executive or
secret session. I have tried, as has the
distinguished Senator from Missouri, to
spend as much time as I possibly could
on this particular issue of the ABM.

I have looked at this matter from the
perspective of a naval officer, which I
was 25 years ago here in Washington.
I was in charge of production control for
aviation fire control instruments for the
Navy, and after the war a defense con-
tractor for 20 years. It is that back-
ground that I hold in common with the
Senator from Missouri.

I know that in all those years of pro-
duction the greatest mistakes I ever
made were when organizations, whether
they be Navy or civilian, rushed me into
production before the design or system
involved was really ready for production.

In fact, almost without exception when
I did so against my better judgment and
because some proponents said we had to
go into production—or in this case de-
ployment—we have actually lost time be-
cause the very same people in design,
development and research departments,
once production is begun, are not in-
stalled from the problems production,
The work of design, development, test-
ing, and evaluation is impaired because
you are over here now producing and
you have been frozen into a design which,
if it is not ready for production, can end
up in a countless grief.

If we take the simplest problemrs in
production and compare them with the
highly complex system here involved,
we can visualize the kind of grief we
might have.

The information on which I base my
judgment is I believe sound. It was ar-
rived at quite independently from the
testimony, some of which is brand new
to me, that we have had this afterncon.

The information I have on the MSR,
missile site radar, is that many people in
the Department of Defense itself know
that the MSR is too vulnerable and
much too expensive—$150 to 8165 mil-
lion now estimated, for one single in-
stallation—and not designed essentially
for the job of point defense. It is de-
signed also for area defense and in fact
it was designed primarily for that pur-
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pose. It is unwise to rush into deploy-
ment of this system, which has now
been moved back to Montana and South
Dakota in its first phase. It has not been
publicly revealed, and that is why I have
never commented on it, but I can assure
Senators in this session that from every
source I have been able to check with,
the Department of Defense has now es-
tablished a panel of technicians and
scientists, and they have been directed,
on what might be called a crash basis,
to do something about redesign of the
MSR.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad the able
Senator brought this out.

Mr. PERCY. Highly qualified scien-
tists tell me that the MSR should be
redesigned for this new mission of Safe-
guard. What is needed is a multiplicity
of more precise, more easily hardened,
and invulnerable radars.

This is not to mean that we must start
all over again, and this was what con-
cerned me so much originally. If we had
to start all over again, it would take
years to do it. I think there is now an in-
sight into the problem indicating that
the existing air defense radars provide a
point of independence for the develop-
ment of such new type radars that might
be required. Maybe we need 500 such
guidance radars, not just 12.

I would like to ask——

Mr. SYMINGTON. Before the Senator
asks his question, I would like to relate
one story, very short about why, even if
the units worked perfectly separately,
they might not work when put together.

For many years I was in the electrical
business. The company had a license
from the Radio Corporation of America
in the days of the ascendency of David
Sarnoff. It was a tough license. We paid
them a heavy minimum and 7 percent of
sales; and in addition RCA kept the best
circuit of the time—the superhetero-
dyne circuit. We were only allowed to
build an inferior circuit, the neutrodyne.
We had to sue for a license. He compro-
mised the suit and we obtained the su-
perheterodyne. As everybody knows, a
radio consists of two circuits, a radio
cireuit and an audio circuit. In an effort
to meet Christmas trade with the new
circuit, we took the radio circuit just re-
leased and put it with the audio ecircuit.
The trouble was that, when put together,
the superheterodyne circuit destroyed
the tone quality of the audio circuit. So
we were in deep trouble. Both worked
well apart. Neither worked when joined.

All this ABM business has to work in-
stantaneously, in case of a sudden attack
remotely comparable to December T,
1941,

Mr. PERCY. The Senator from Mis-
souri’s experience is s'milar to mine.
Could I ask the Senator this question:
A great deal has been said about the
8S-9 and its tremendous power and the
number of SS5-9's which the Soviets
have. But, would it even be mecessary
for them to use the SS-9 to knock out in
effect this whole ABM Safeguard sys-
tem? Could they not use (deleted) per-
cent of the existing store of S5-11's, or
(deleted) SS-11's which have (deleted)
each, to knock out all 12 MSR’s without
anywhere near the degree of sophistica-
tion and accuracy needed to knock out
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the ICMB’s bordering missile cities and
not even touch their store of S5-9's?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I have not extrap-
olated, as he has on (deleted), but why
would anyone want to use a weapon of
the size, type, and character of the SS-9
to destroy the Safeguard system, when
they could use a much smaller and
much less powerful weapon, of which
they have many more, to destroy Safe-
guard. According to testimony, they
could do so without difficulty because of
the lack of almost any PSI incident to
the MSR?

Naturally they would attack and de-
stroy the radar to blind the effective-
ness of the Safeguard missiles.

Mr. PERCY. In effect, what we are
being asked to do is go into production
and deployment on the Safeguard sys-
tem and to say thereby that the design
is certified and is ready for production
without feeling that it is.

My own independent analyses indicate
that this system is not ready for produc-
tion. I think that when I saw some of
this information for the first time this
afternoon, and heard about the expert
testimony we now have from Kwajalein,
that they are not even scheduling tests
until 1970 or 1971 on certain parts of it,
I am reaffirmed in my thinking, as I was
when I saw the $400 million requested
in this authorization bill for research.
Many of us opposed to deployment and
going into production have been quite
willing to say, “Do not cut 1 penny out
of the authorization. We are not asking
for it to be an expense-reduced item.
If they can find other places to spend
money for research and development,
evaluation and testing and redesign,
spend even more than is being asked to
accelerate that end of it, but do not go
into production until, (A) we see whether
we can both go out of business, as the
President and the Secretary of State
have said, or, (B) we know that we have
a sound design.”

I would ask Senators to take into ac-
count the grief all of us have witnessed
in our past experience in going into pro-
duetion on military designs when we were
not ready for them.

Take the M-16 rifle. When they
jammed at Vietnam, many young men
were killed as a result. We suffered a
great deal of difficulty trying to produce
that rifle. Yet we have been making rifles
for many, many years. We also remember
the grief we suffered trying to correct
the difficulties once we were in produec-
tion on the M-16 rifle, because the pro-
duction line was going, and only one
source of supply was available at the
time.

The Sheridan reconnaissance vehicle
was sent out to Vietnam to go into com-
bat, and the first one that went out was
split up the belly by a 20-pound mine,
killing its commander. The repeated fail-
ures of the vehicle and its fantastically
expensive modifications were revealed to
the House of Representatives in an in-
vestigation it carried on, on a design
put into production before it was really
fully tested, evaluated and ready for pro-
duction.

Of course, I do not have to remind Sen-
ators about the F-111. All members of
the Armed Services Committee now in
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the Chamber know all about that. But
that airplane was produced and deployed
even though the avionics and the wing
pivot section had not been perfected. If
we had waited until that design was ready
and not let someone rush us into it, men
would not have been needlessly killed and
we would have saved months and prob-
ably hundreds of millions of dollars.

The Cheyenne helicopter was put into
production even though the rotary blades
did not work properly. After crashes,
production was ended, and the system is
now back in research and development.

The Minuteman II ICBM was actually
produced and deployed before the guid-
ance system was perfected. For months,
this country had less deterrent and sec-
ond-strike capability because nonfunc-
tioning Minuteman II missiles had
replaced many effective Minuteman I
missiles. After months and many modifi-
cations of the deployed missiles, the
problems were finally overcome.

Then there was the Navy’'s subsonic
plane, the A-T, which was put into pro-
duetion with guidance systems and avi-
onies problems still unsolved. Extensive
modifications caused the plane’s price
to skyrocket. Many people really would
like to see it absolutely canceled.

Talking about a defense system, I hap-
pened to be at NORAD a few years ago
when I was in business, at the very mo-
ment that NORAD sensed on its radar
screen what it thought was a missile com-
ing into this country. The coincidence of
my visit and that occurrence would not
have happened in many years. I was
there with a group of industrialists—five
of us in there, and we witnessed the con-
fusion and chaos that reigned. I certainly
witnessed the imperfections of our
NORAD system at that time. We won-
dered later whether it would not be bet-
ter to remove the NORAD defense estab-
lishment which was in Colorado, housed
in frame buildings. The control building
was in an above-ground building. Any
saboteur could have thrown a bomb over
the fence and hit it. Would it not have
been better, we thought, to put the whole
system somewhere else and make it im-
pregnable and test it properly before de-
pending upon it. We know it has now
been buried in the mountains and that
the system has been vastly improved. I
think it would have been better to have
improved it more in the first place.

That is all I would urge in this case.
We know we need to have the technology.
We do not want to shortchange one bit
the development of this system, But we
want the right system. I do not see how,
today, we can say that we have the right
system. Certainly I would hope that while
we perfect it and use that time to perhaps
gain time by getting the right system,
perhaps we can find out whether the
Soviet Union has a community of interest
with us in trying to cut out this kind of
weapon.

I take the President and the Secretary
of State at their word, verified by the
distinguished Senator from Washington,
when he said on the floor of the Senate
a few days ago—and wisely so—that he
would like to see negotiations go ahead
and get underway.

I cannot perceive that not going ahead
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right now will in any way shackle the
President’s hand in negotiations.

I keep wondering why the Russians do
not seem very much concerned about our
ABM’s. I do not think they really are.
It is no secret to them. Most of the
scientists in this country think it is not
worth very much. The Russians know
they can knock it out. They know they
do not have to use SS-9's to knock it out
when they see its vulnerability, and we
see the vulnerability of what they have
got around Moscow right now.

I went out in a Polaris submarine sev-
eral months ago and talked with the crew
to see what they would do to get through
the Russian ABM system. Admiral Smith
is the head of the missile section there,
and he was with us, and they were not
impressed by the Russians ABM system.
They told me it was no problem, that
they could penetrate it or saturate it, and
they could use one more missile than
they possessed.

I thank the distinguished Senator from
Missouri. He has made a very valuable
contribution here. I know that all of us
who have made up our minds to date will
continually try to keep our minds open
as we listen to the evidence from men
whose judgment is respected. We have
in this Chamber 100 men who honestly
have different points of view and are
earnestly seeking the right answer.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the able
Senator from Illinois.

Mr. President, I now yield to the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin and then will yield
to the Senator from Washington.

Mr. NELSON. I just have a brief ques-
tion: Is this the chart that the Senator
referred to in his nationwide television
broadcast when he said to the American
people that if they could see the chart,
they would be overwhelmingly opposed
to deployment?

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is the chart,
yes.

Mr. NELSON. Do I understand my
mathematics correctly that with all the
assumptions the Department of Defense
makes, when they deliver 1,000 warheads
we will have only 50 to 100 surviving
ICBM's? Is that correct?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Let us put it this
way. The figure of futures which they
used on Monday, which they say is the
right figure, is 420. Multiplying that by 3
gives 1,260. Eighty percent of that for
reliability gives 1,008. If we had 30 addi-
tional missiles we would have a net addi-
tion of 72 warheads on target, which
would give us 1,080. If we go to 1,080 there
is no question, based on the chart, that
the Soviets would destroy more than the
(deleted) Minutemen considered neces-
sary to maintain deterrence. We would
not have anything like (deleted).

Mr. NELSON. When I said “1,000,” I
meant targets for 1,000, whether they
were of warheads of one kind or another.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The figures of
1,000 and 1,080 are presented.

Mr. NELSON. If the Soviets have de-
ployed them and they bring 1,450—is
that the number?

Mr. SYMINGTON. It would be 1,400
on the chart.

Mr. NELSON. If they bring them in,
we reduce our deterrent to practically
the same level.
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Mr. SYMINGTON. If they go far
enough. If they added 500, or 600 SS-
9’s, which Dr. Foster said they might do,
there would be no protection whatever.

Mr. NELSON. So we would be back to
what it would be without an ABM at
all?

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is right.

Mr. NELSON. Upon this matter of
manufacturing sufficient warheads?

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is right. No-
body has ever said up to now that this
system could not be saturated. What I
have tried this afternoon is to show how
easily it could be saturated.

I yield to the Senator from Kentucky
(Mr. COOPER).

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, Members
of the Senate, our purpose today is to se-
cure information which has not been
heretofore available, particularly clas-
sified information. I will not make an ex-
clusive argument on the ABM system, but
I want to present some classified in-
formation.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator speak a little louder?

Mr. COOPER. I said that I want to pre-
sent classified information, before the
proponents of the system speak. The
Senator from Missouri has referred to
the chart as posed by the Department of
Defense. In the words of Secretary Laird,
referring to page 27 of the report, with a
force of 420 of S8-9 missiles, with an as-
sumed failure rate of 20 percent, the So-
viets could place on the Minuteman
fields about 1,000 warheads. He estimates
a failure of only 20 percent, although
many scientists have testified that the
failure rate would be much higher, and
I believe the Senator from Missouri would
agree.

The Secretary of Defense—and I say
this with respect—has presented rather
firm estimates of the capabilities of the
Soviet Union and has been very precise
about the number of warheads which
could be delivered upon Minuteman
fields. There is an element missing from
his presentation. If it is assumed that one
warhead from an SS5-9 can destroy one
Minuteman, a rate of 20-percent failure,
then we have to assume that at least one
interceptor, a Sprint or a Spartan, must
be available to destroy an incoming S5-9
warhead, if the Safeguard is to be effec-
tive to protect the Minuteman.

I heard a scientist testify yesterday,
and others have testified previously, that
the first phase of this system is a re-
search and development demonstration;
they have testified that if Sprint and
Spartan are to be successful as inter-
ceptors, it would regquire more than
a 1-to-1 ratio. The command posts also
must be protected: the radars, if they
can be defended; and the city of Wash-
ington. One would have to assume that
a large number of Sprints and Spartans
is required.

If T am wrong in my next statement,
I will expect the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr, SteENNIS) or the Senator from
Washington (Mr. JacksoN) to contradict
me. I have searched the record, I have
read the report and the testimony in
volume II of the hearings on Safeguard.
I cannot find any information regarding
the number of Sprints or Spartans which
will be deployed to intercept incoming
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warheads. Yet the number of Sprints
and Spartans bears not only upon the
effectiveness of the Safeguard system but
its cost. I have said that, if an ABM
should cost $100 billion and would pro-
tect our country, I would vote for it; but
we have the duty to examine its cost if
it is not effective.

The administration provides the esti-
mated cost on page 27 of the report. The
first-phase $26.5 million is allocated for
Sprint; $76.6 million for Spartan and
about $250 million for ground equip-
ment, and $300 million a year will be
required for its operation. Additional
funds are requested for research and de-
velopment because it is admitted that
the system is not ready for deployment.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point?

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The figures I have
given have to do only with defense of the
missile sites. We know that full deploy-
ment will include (deleted) interceptors,
(deleted) Spartans and (deleted)
Sprints. The Spartans would have to be
discounted for hardened site defense, be-
cause they would be used for area de-
fense. Of the (deleted) Sprints, only
(deleted) will be deployed in defiense of
Minuteman missiles. The remaining
number will be around the MSR’s and at
other locations around the United States,
in defense of bomber fields, or the com-
mand and control center in Washington.
This is to say, it is only for the defense of
the Minuteman. Therefore, only those
designated for that specific defense were
included in the chart submitted to the
Armed Services Committee and to the
scientists.

If the Defense Department has
changed its mind and intends to deploy
a greater number of Sprints and Spar-
tans and radars, then, as I said, it should
inform the American people that the
system will actually be more expensive
than originally estimated. If they have
added to a poor system, why not redesign
it so as to have a system specifically de-
signed to do the job intended? I men-
tion that because the Senator has raised
the point.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, that is
the point, I will read classified material
furnished me. If the system is to be ef-
fective, additional missiles will be re-
quired to intercept the incoming war-
heads, as the Senator from Missouri has
demonstrated. As I could not find any
evidence in the record about the number
of Sprints and Spartans planned, I wrote
the Secretary of Defense. I will place his
answers in the Recorb. It is unclassified,
except for one question.

I asked, “How many Spartans and
Sprints are to be deployed?”

His letter gives the number for phase I,
that would be deployed in 1974.

The letter is dated June 23, 1969. I
ask the chairman of the Committee on
Armed Services, if it is proper to read
and place in the REcorp?

Mr., STENNIS. I expect it is; this is a
closed session.

Mr, COOPER, I believe so.

The letter reads as follows:

DeArR SENATOR CooPER: Enclosed are an-
swers to the 10 questions posed In your letter
of 12 June with regard to the Safeguard ABM
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system. These pertain just to the Phase I
system which is all that the President has
requested.

The letter did not provide information
about the number of Sprints and Spar-
tans that would be needed if the full
system should be deployed.

To go on with the letter:

The attached material is unclassified but,
to do this, I found it necessary to omit the
following classified information from the an-

swer to question one regarding the produc-
tion schedule:

The classified material deals with the
Intercept missiles.

Spartan and Sprint missiles, quantity,
January 1974 and July 1977
Spartan missile:
January 1974

July 1974__
Sprint missile:

January 1974_ {Deleted)

July 1974 (Deleted)

The total of Intercept missiles by July
1974 is (deleted) and of Sprint missiles
(deleted) .

I hope this information will be helpful.
Sincerely,

(Deleted)
(Deleted )

JoHN 8. FosTER, Jr.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
letter printed in the Recorp. I make the
point that the number of Spartan and
Sprint missiles to be deployed is an es-
sential factor bearing upon the effective-
ness and cost of the Safeguard system.
Yet no public information has been pro-
vided on this subject.

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

(DELETED)
Direcror oF DEFENSE RESEARCH
AND ENGINEERING,
Washington, D.C., (deleted).
Hon. JoHN SHERMAN COOPER,
U.8. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SEnATOR CoopPER: Enclosed are an-
swers to the 10 questions posed in your let-
ter of 12 June with regard to the Safeguard
ABM system. These pertain just to the Phase
1 system which is all that the President has
requested. The attached material is unclas-
sified but, to do this, I found it necessary to
omit the following classified information from
the answer to question one regarding the
production schedule:

Sprint Missile:
January 1974
July 1974

Spartan Missile:
January 1974
July 1974

I hope this information will be helpful.
Sincerely,

Quantity
(Deleted.)
(Deleted.)

(Deleted.)

JoHN S. FOSTER, Jr.

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. With the approval
of the Senator from Washington, I yield
to the Senator from Tennessee.

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield.

Mr. STENNIS. As I understand, the
Senator from Washington will come
next?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Yes. I asked the
Senator from Tennessee to get permis-
sion from the Senator from Washing-
ton, or I could not yield to him.
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Mr. GORE, I asked the Senator to
yield only because this has a direct bear-
ing upon the conclusion which he and
many of his colleagues have reached,
that even if deployed, the ABM's would
be easily saturated.

I now wish to read to the Senator the
testimony—I was conducting the exam-
ination at the time—of Mr: Richard
Helms of the CIA, who says the So-
viets reached the same conclusion about
their ABM's around Moscow that the
senior Senator from Missouri has reached
about this proposed deployment.

A lot of people ask me, when I am
home, “Well, why have the Russians
built an ABM, if it is no good?” One
might as well ask why the French built
the maginot line.

But anyway, to make it brief, I should
like to read. This is Mr. Helms:

(Deleted) .

Senator Gore. (Deleted).
Mr. HELms. Yes, sir.
Senator Gore. OK.

Mr, HeLms. (Deleted).

I read that to show that according to
the CIA, the Soviets reached the same
conclusion about the limitations of their
ABM's that the Senator has reached
about this proposal.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
thank the able Senator from Tennessee;
and yield the floor to the Senator from
Washington,

Mr. JACKSON., Mr. President, do I cor-
rectly understand I am recognized in my
own right?

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I think
the sensible thing to do at this point
is to follow .through on the chart, the
so-called Panofsky chart, that has been
presented here by Senator SymiINcTON
and discussed here this afternoon. I
should like to present the chart with
some supplementary follow-on overlays.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, while
we are waiting, if the Senator will yield,
I do not know why the chart is called
the Panofsky chart, because the chart
was submitted to the committee by Dr.
Foster, and it was also submitted to the
Armed Services Committee by Secretary
Packard.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I re-
fer to it as the Panofsky chart for the
reason that he himself has made an issue
of that chart, and the able Senator from
Missouri has discussed Dr. Panofsky in
relation to it.

I think the controversy, basically, gets
down to this chart and I should like to
talk to the Members of the Senate here
very informally about the real meaning
of the chart.

Now, looking at this chart, gentlemen,
it is quite clear that the real problem
represented here is the possibility, in the
mid-1970's—1974 or 1975—that the So-
viets will be able to lay down what we
commonly refer to as about 1,000 RV’s—
meaning reentry vehicles—whether they
come from a single propulsion system,
or whether they come from one missile
with three reentry vehicles. So we are
talking about warheads or reentry ve-
hicles, for which the common parlance
is RV's.
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What this chart says is that if the
Soviets continue to build up their SS-9
missile force and we do nothing, then we
will get into trouble. That is not surpris-
ing, we have been saying that all along.
If we do not do anything now and the
threat continues to grow we will be in
trouble.

If you stop with just this initial chart,
it gives the impression that we could
never maintain the minimum require-
ment of (deleted) surviving Minutemen.
The point is that if the threat continues
to grow we are going to have to meet it.
We cannot allow the Russians to get us
down below the (deleted) Minutemen.

Let me just turn now to a follow-on
overlay. This puts in perspective, with
this overlay bar across the chart, the
minimum requirement on a survivable
Minuteman force.

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

Mr. JACKSON. I yvield.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The figure the Sen-
ator has is (deleted). We had (deleted).
Am1Iinerror?

Mr. JACKSON. Well, there is argu-
ment as to whether it is (deleted) or
(deleted) .

I think, however, the able Senator
from Missouri would want also to
put this into its full proper con-
text, and that is, this is the minimum
requirement of Minutemen only. This re-
quirement takes into consideration that
there will be some survival of both B-52's
and Polaris.

Let us understand that point very
clearly. Let us not get the idea that if
there are (deleted) Minutemen, or (de-
leted), we can deter the Soviets with the
force, and that force alone.

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

Mr. JACKSON. I yield.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, we
were told (deleted). Has that now been
changed to (deleted) ?

Mr, JACKSON. This is the figure I
have been using. As I understand, it is
(deleted). Some say it is (deleted) to
(deleted). This is the figure that was
given to me. And this is what this overlay
to the chart is based on.

So that we know where we are with
reference to the 88-9, I think it is well
to point out that the Soviets have ex-
ceeded the NIE—that is the National In-
telligence Estimate—of last year as to
what we thought they would have at this
time in the way of SS-9's deployed or
under construction.

That estimate was 250 S8-9's by cal-
endar year 1969. What we find is that
right now the Soviets already have (de-
leted) S85-9's either deployed or under
construction on site. So, they have a ca-
pability on the way right now—using the
same general factors that the Senator
from Missouri referred to, allowing for
80 percent reliability—it could be 75 or
80 percent reliability—(deleted) to have
about 600 reentry vehicles. It would be
80 or 75 percent of (deleted) times 3.

There is a big argument as to whether
it is a 75 percent or 80 percent reliabil-
ity. But 80 percent is a pretty high figure.
Let us say 75 percent. The total, there-
fore, is around 600 reentry vehicles.
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The time period we are basically con-
cerned about is 1974-75. The big argu-
ment has been whether the Russians will
be willing to go to 420 SS-9's. The Sec-
retary of Defense has referred to that
number of SS-9's which could give the
Soviets as many as 1,260 RVS.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
took the figure not only of 420, which
would be 1,260, but also the figure of 500,
which would be 1,500, and 600, which
would be 1,800 RV's into consideration.
So my extrapolation actually embraced
a greater Soviet potential.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, to make
it simple, we must talk about the number
of reentry vehicles. The figure for RV's
used in the so-called Panofsky chart is
1,000. So this is the basis on which we
are discussing the issues at this moment.
Now, we can see that with phase I of
Safeguard, if the threat grows as pic-
tured, we have about 120 to 150 surviv-
ing Minutemen. Without Safeguard, that
is, with no protection, we would have
just 50 Minutemen surviving.

I take it that all Senators would agree
that when the Soviets see we are going
ahead to protect our deterrent, they
may be discouraged from spending the
money to go to 420 SS-9's. S8-9's cost
in terms of dollars about $30 million
apiece. And 400 of them would cost $12
billion. We are hoping—and I take it
that we are all hoping—that the Soviets
will be interested in connection with the
SALT talks to reach an agreement to
limit the number of SS-9's.

Let us get something very clear. We
are trying to protect a second-strike
force.

If the threat continues to mount we
will have to meet it. If the Soviets elect
to develop the capability to go after that
second-strike force continuously, then
we have to respond by providing that
added protection.

The chart presented by the Senator
from Missouri, without this overlay,
leaves the impression that we cannot do
more to protect our deterrent. The point
is that if we go to phase II of Safeguard,
we have a capability of providing protec-
tion, and we will be able to help save
again (deleted) Minutemen.

Then, if the decision is made by the
Soviets to keep on producing SS-9’s, or
some follow-on missile, we can increase
our protective response. I assume that all
Senators are determined to protect the
credibility of our Minuteman retaliatory
force and do not wish to let the Russians
get us below (deleted) survivable Min-
utemen.

Bear in mind that the Soviets are al-
ready going beyond what we anticipated
with the SS-9's. If they keep building up,
what do we do about it?

I suggest that we have two alterna-
tives at this time—perhaps three.

One is to go ahead and add protection
of Minuteman by the ABM.

The other is to go ahead with more of-
fensive Minutemen and Polaris. The fig-
ures will show, if we increase our offen-
sive systems, that the cost will run al-
most 2 to 1, Minutemen versus ABM, to
provide the survivable numbers.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr, President, does
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that include the cost of the necessary
new radar?

Mr. JACKSON. Yes; I have those fig-
ures. If we go ahead with Minuteman
and build up to about 2,000 missiles and
silos for survivability the cost would be
about $9.3 billion. If, on the other hand,
we go ahead with Safeguard and include
the additional MSR's, the cost would run
about $5.2 billion. Those are the figures
that are available.

I mentioned the Minuteman.

Another approach is to go to a hard
rock silo.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I want to be sure
that we are talking about the same thing.
Does that include new radars, a new de-
sign, or just one radar, as it is now?

Mr. JACKSON. I believe it is based on
the same philosophy that we are apply-
ing now.

One alternative to ABM is to go to the
hard rock silo. What we would do instead
of relying on (deleted) PSI is that we
would go to (deleted) PSI. However, with
respect to the (deleted) PSI's, or hard
rock silos, as accuracy of adversary mis-
siles improves, violence is done to the
hardening. Hardening can be overcome
by improving accuracy.

It seems to me when we get down to
the fundamental question, that it is bet-
ter to provide for a defensive system that
will still give us a credible deterrent,
rather than substantially augment our
offensive systems which move, I am sure,
will be treated by the Russians as pro-
vocative and more destabilizing than our
defensive ABM. If we are interested in
successful SALT talks we should favor
the defense alternative at this stage,
rather than more nuclear offensive capa-
bility.

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

Mr. JACKSON. I yield to the distin-
guished Senator from Arkansas.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Arkansas is recognized.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, yes-
terday in nonclassified testimony, Dr.
Herbert York and Dr. Ruina, both of
whom have had a long association with
this policy, testified that they believed
the improved accuracy of the vehicle—
that is the reentry vehicle—would in-
crease to the point where our silo or any
fixed Minutemen was obsolescent; and
they believed that none of the Senator’s
alternatives was proper, even if it were
hardened. I believe they agree with what
the Senator has said. The alternative
that seemed to be in their minds was to
make this mobile—either mobile in the
sea, as with additional Polaris or similar
to that, or mobile on land, on something
like railroad cars. In other words, what
they were saying is that what you are
doing in putting in a Safeguard is to try
to protect an obsolescent system, and
they thought this was a very bad invest-
ment.

Mr. JACKSON., That is interesting, be-
cause when Dr. York was before the
Committee on Armed Services—and I
think Senators who were present will
corroborate it—a month or two ago, his
position was that if we have to do some-
thing about the S8S-9 and if the Soviets
go on to these projected figures, then it
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would be better to have more Minute-
man, more Polaris.

I think the effect of what he had to
say is that what you need is an active
defense,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Dr. York?

Mr. JACKSON. That is the burden
of his argument.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not understand
that.

Mr, JACKSON, It is very simple. It is
that you cannot provide security solely
and simply by hardening. If you rely
solely on digging a hole big enough for
protection, you would not get it. That is
what I am saying.

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

Mr. JACKSON. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. When the Senator
talks about protection, this point about
the hardening, are we assuming that the
premise is that we have to take the first
blow? Is that what we are talking about?
Or are we talking about hardening of
our silos, of our own offensive missiles?

Mr. JACKSON. We are talking about
providing protection for our offensive
missiles.

Mr. PASTORE. In other words, the
opposition is anticipating that the best
kind of defense is our offense and wait
to be hit first?

Mr. JACKSON. No. I think that what
we are saying, as the able Senator from
Vermont (Mr. ProuTy) so ably stated
on the day before yesterday, is that the
President should have the additional op-
tion of being able to protect our deter-
rent by having an active defense.

For example, he should not be in the
position, if a couple of missiles come
over, that he must shoot the works at
whoever is shooting the missiles at us.
The missiles might be coming from some
secondary nuclear power—not the Soviet
Union.

We want to give the President that
additional option, which he should have,
and which, in fact, should be of some
reassurance to the Soviet Union itself.

So we continue to address ourselves
now to the basic question of what we do
about this growing adversary nuclear
missile threat in the time frame of the
mid-1970’s and beyond. I think it is
quite clear that the sensible move here
is an act of defense—to add protection
of Minuteman. This is precisely what is
proposed in Safeguard Phase I.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for some questions?

Mr. JACKSON. If I may just finish
this presentation, I shall try to be gen-
erous about yielding time.

Now, suppose the Soviets continue to
increase the RV threat. If they build up
beyond 1,100 and go up to almost 1,400
reentry vehicles, we could then add four
more missile site radars, which would
cost $700 million—still maintaining the
200 minimum survivable Minutemen.

Now, here is an interesting point. If the
Russians continued to pursue their three
warhead configuration of 5 megatons
each it would cost the Soviets $3.6 bil-
lion to neutralize this step of defense

which we could make at a cost of $700
million.
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Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JACKSON. I yield.

Mr. SYMINGTON. To be sure we un-
derstand, I went as high as 600 SS-9's
in my extrapolation. The weakest testi-
mony Dr., Foster gave was his effort to
justify the SS-9 cost. We have no idea
of what is the missile cost to the Rus-
sians. As the Senator from Wisconsin
has pointed out, we do not know the de-
tails. There is great difference of opin-
ion about it. Actually, they can sell $10
billion worth of oil for 10 percent less,
and can charge it off as a political ex-
pense. So I challenge anything about
what they would do that has to do with
the dollar value of a ruble under their
system.

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

Mr. JACKSON. I yield.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, we had
the privilege of hearing the Senator
from Missouri without interruption, and
I think that under the circumstances we
should have the same privilege with re-
spect to the Senator from Washington.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I respect what the
able Senator from Utah has stated. I
asked if I could keep the floor, and then
agreed not to keep the floor,

This is the first and only time I have
been engaged in this debate. The Senator
from Washington was not present all the
time I spoke. If he does not object, I do
not see why the Senator from Utah ob-
jects. But I will not interrupt again.

Mr. BENNETT. May I say, as a Mem-~
ber of the Senate who has not partici-
pated in these discussions in those two
special committees, we become more con-
fused by interruptions. It is much easier
for us to hear the story out.

Mr. JACKSON. Let me just say that
if the Soviets go on building up the
threat, electing to take that course, we
will have to add to the Safeguard system.
But what I am pointing out is that in
terms of dollars and in terms of relative
resources, they are going to have to pay
a very dear price. I do not care whether
at any given stage it is measured as $3
billion versus our $700 million. The key
point is that it costs much less to add
protection to Minuteman by an ABM
than it costs the Russians to try to offset
the ABM. Moreover, the Soviet GNP is
one-half of ours.

If I correctly understand the oppo-
nents of the ABM system, the big argu-
ment that was made before one com-
mittee, the committee of the Senator
from Wisconsin (Mr. ProxMIRE), is that
the Soviets simply do not have the re-
sources that we have and that there is
a real need in the Soviet Union to cut
back on some of these costs in the mili-
tary area; that, therefore, there is a good
chance to reach an agreement to reduce
or limit nuclear weapons.

I would hope that is true. In any event,
the Safeguard ABM is a signal to the
Russians that the prospect is poor that
they can ever remove our second-strike
capabllity. For we can offset their big
offense investments with relatively
cheaper defense arrangements. That is
the real meaning of the so-called
Panofsky chart, which I hope the over-
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lays I have provided have helped make
clear.

The basic question that the Senate has
to decide is what means we are going to
recommend to protect the minimum
number of survivable Minutemen we
must have to assure deterrence and pre-
vent a thermonuclear holocaust. That is
the issue.

I submit that it is far better to provide
for an active defense—at least at this
point in history—than to go to more of-
fensive weapons or to rely on hardening
at this time. That is really the nub of
the issue.

The big argument is made, “Let us
research the ABM some more.” Well, if
we were not deploying the ABM at the
present time, if the President had not
recommended it, the argument almost
certainly would be that “We have been
researching this since 1956; when are we
going to deploy it?” Would that not be
the argument?

The suggestion is that we go out and
do some more research—put Phase I of
Safeguard at Kwajalein. It will cost—
check this figure carefully, because this
gets to the heart of the Senate’s deci-
sion—$2,165,000,000 to go to Kwajalein.
We can go to the two sites in North Da-
kota and Montana—which is part of a
continuing R. & D. effort—for $2.1 bil-
lion. Bear in mind that after we have
invested all that money at Kwajalein, if
we decide to go ahead with Safeguard,
we will then have to spend $2.1 billion
all over again here in the States.

In addition, by reverting to R. & D.,
we are going to incur a nonrecoverable
loss of over $300 million in termination
of production of components that were
authorized for fiscal year 1969.

I want to make clear what we are talk-
ing about.

The proposal to limit the Safeguard
program to research and development
and testing on Kwajalein is not a com-
promise. It is a defeat for the program.
Obviously, after all of that is gotten into
place out there in the Pacific it would
hardly be defending strategic sites. It
would be defending those atolls which
have no strategic importance at this
point of time.

On the other hand, by going ahead
with Phase I as recommended by the
President, we would be providing protec-
tion for two sites, one at Malstrom and
the other at Grand Fork, with 150
Minuteman missiles in each wing, a total
of 300 Minuteman missiles.

What sense does it make to pay such
a high price simply for the symbolism of
taking Safeguard out of the country?
This step would also delay deployment
of Safeguard for at least 2 years.

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

Mr. JACKSON. I yield.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, Admiral
Rickover said that after all the R. & D. in
the final analysis the only way to find out
if something will work is to haul off and
make one of them. We talk about R. & D.
but the T. & E., testing and evaluation,
have been left out. I do not see how any-
body can argue logically that we can do it
better than in place at the sites.

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator has made
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a very good point. I wish to follow that
up. This is not the first time we have had
this argument. I have been involved in
national security since I was in the House
of Representatives, when I was on the
Joint Atomic Energy Committee. In 1949
we had to make a decision on whether or
not to go ahead with the hydrogen bomb.
I was one of five men on the subcommit-
tee appointed by the late Brien McMa-~
hon to make a recommendation. We were
operating in an environment where every
member of the prestigious General Ad-
visory Committee to the Atomic Energy
Commission—the only one absent was
Dr. Glenn Seaborg—recommended that
we not go ahead with the hydrogen bomb,
and for the same kind of reason heard
now in opposing going forward with the
ABM.

I need not repeat the story. Our sub-
committee recommended that we go
ahead with the hydrogen bomb. The
gentlemen who were opposed were a
“Who's Who of American Scientists.”
As things turned out, the Soviet H-bomb
test came about the same time as ours at
Eniwetok and was also a successful one.

I do not get excited when scientists
recommend this or that. One can find
distinguished scientists on all sides of a
question. I find them more reliable when
their opinions are on matters of their
own disciplines, rather than on morals
or theology.

The argument is made we should re-
search the ABM more. What we have
done historically for certain key weapons
systems is to move concurrently with re-
search and development on the one
hand, and to start production on the
other.

That is what we did with the success-
ful Polaris system. I was one of the
movers on the Polaris system to get the
program going. We were told it would not
work., We heard that argument over and
over again, the same argument now be-
ing made against the ABM. I must say
it was a little embarrassing to find that
shot after shot of the Polaris missile
they were firing from that special ship
that was rigged up, proved to be one dud
after another.

I suppose it is pertinent on this day to
remark that we were not exacily proud
of Vanguard because of its blowing up
on the launch pad—our first effort in
space. But did that mean we would not
launch a rocket? If we listened to the
timid ones, we would have abandoned
the effort. I remember that period after
the Russians successfully orbited sput-
nik in October 1957. Then, in December,
we had a total failure and could not get
off the launch pad. We had the same
thing with Polaris. Do we want to talk
about Titan? It was one failure after
another at the start.

With respect to Polaris and Titan we
undertook research and development and
testing at the same time as we manu-
factured and commenced to deploy these
strategic systems. That is what is now
called for with the ABM.

Do Senators want to do research and
development and have a weapons sys-
tem deployed in the Kwajalein Islands
where it has no strategic value, or, do the
research and build the PAR and put it
in at those two sites in North Dakota
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and Montana where we can help defend
300 Minuteman missiles?

I submit that the Ewajalein proposal
does not make sense if you are interested
in saving time and/or money. You are
going to spend the $2.1 billion in Kwaj-
alein in research and development and
have nothing to show for it.

I wish to touch on one or two other
matters. All this talk about the MSR
and how vulnerable it is, is completely
understandable. It has an overpressure
limit of (deleted) PSI as against (de-
leted) PSI. But what the critics are not
saying to you is that we have those radars
heavily guarded and that while we have
an 85-percent reliability with Sprint, the
system is going to be designed so that
interceptors which fail will be replaced
immediately by other interceptors. When
one Sprint fails, another comes in after-
ward. This tactic is known as shoot-
look-shoot. With 118 Sprints you should
have a capability of intercepting 100
warheads.

One thing that is not usually men-
tioned by the opponents of ABM and
explains why the numbers are so classi-
fied is that the enemy does not know
which of our MSR’s we are going to de-
fend. He would have to shoot at all of
our MSR's. He has to shoot at all of them
because he does not know which ones are
going to be defended. That gives us
added capability of being able to knock
down the adversary warheads coming in.

Obviously, as I have pointed out, the
problem of defending our cities against
any large attack is well-nigh impossible.
All the opponent has to do is get one
warhead through on a city and they
have got it. We are talking about defend-
ing cities and hard-point sites. We are
not talking about apples and apples; we
are talking about apples and oranges.

What we are talking about in defend-
ing Minuteman sites is not knocking
down all of the adversary’s incoming
missiles or warheads, but to have enough
missiles and warheads intercepted so
that we could expect a minimum sur-
vivable force of (deleted) Minuteman.

If one listens to all the scientists he
will get as many answers as there are
questions. But I have no doubt about the
effectiveness of this ABM system to give
us this minimum deterrent figure of (de-
leted) Minutemen during the time frame
we are talking about.

Of course, it is very important that we
recognize the crucial problem of lead-
time in developing an ABM system. We
are talking about 5 years. If we fool
around and delay until 1976 or 1977 we
are going to be in a serious situation.

Personally, I am confident that the
President is going to be in a lot stronger
position when he, through his represent-
atives, gits down with the Soviet nego-
tiators on arms control, if the Senate has
voted to give him the authority to move
ahead with Safeguard phase I.

Negotiations on arms control are going
to be a long, drawn-out affair. Let us not
kid ourselves.

Some people have said that there has
been a heavy emphasis in the ABM dis-
cussion on the nature of the Russian
leaders, and that it is old hat to talk
about Soviet leadership.
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Well, I have spent a lot of time study-
ing Soviet leadership. I think that a good
lawyer or & good businessman would
want to know something about his ad-
versary. He would want to know what he
is up to. I submit to the Senate that if
we read carefully into the reports from
outstanding Western analysts of Soviet
developments, we will find that the men
in control of the Soviet Union are a
hard-boiled, unpredictable bunch, know-
ing little of foreign reality. They are not
sure of themselves. Anything can hap-
pen, If Senators have any doubts about
it, ask Marshal Tito, or Luigi Longo,
Secretary of the Communist Party in
Italy. I think we are in a very dangerous
period with that sort of leadership in the
Soviet politburo.

That is why many experts missed the
boat on the intervention by Russia into
Czechoslovakia. We cannot find any
basis for the Brezhnev doctrine in any-
thing written by Marx or Lenin. In fact,
Stalin’s Foreign Minister, Litvinov, in
1937, denounced the idea of unilateral
intervention on the part of the Soviet
Union in these matters.

Now there is the situation along the
Sino-Soviet frontier, where the Russians
have deployed their grounds forces more
and more along that frontier.

We face a critical situation in central
Europe, with the Soviet occupation of
Czechoslovakia and the pressures on Yu-
goslavia and Rumania. We also face a
potentially explosive situation in the
Middle East. I think it is fair to assume
that the Israelis, in the defense of their
area, may be turning out nuclear weap-
ons.

The point I am making is that there
can be a blowup in any of those regions,
and others I have not mentioned, spilling
over into a wider area, and involving us
more directly.

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

Mr, JACKSON. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Is the Senator going
to comment on the observation made by
the Senator from Missouri that many
essential components have not been
tested?

Mr. JACKSON. Yes; I shall do that, as
soon as I finish this point.

I do not want my country or the Presi-
dent, should there be a blowup in any
of the areas I have mentioned, to be
faced with the situation where the op-
tions would be limited to doing nothing
or to launching offensive weapons, I
want to be sure that we take the precau-
tionary steps to provide protection for a
second-strike force, and to give our Pres-
ident what Senator Proury so well de-
scribed as the third option.

Now to answer the question of the
Senator from Rhode Island about full-
scale tests, first of all, going back, we
have had the intercepts with Nike-Zeus.
We have not had intercepts with the
follow-on Spartan but we have had, I
think, six out of 10 firings of Spartan
which were successful and

Mr. TOWER. Seven out of 10 counted
successfully through yesterday.

Mr, JACKSON, Yes; with the events
of yesterday, seven have been successful
But these did not involve intercepts.
Contrary to some statements made re-
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cently, an MSR has been built and oper-
ated successfully at Kwajalein, We can-
not have a full-scale, integrated test for
the full system until probably about 1971
or 1972, I believe.

The question is, Do we wait until we
complete the full integrated testing or
move concurrently with testing and pro-
duction as we did with Polaris and Ti-
tan, and as we move with every impor-
tant weapon? The Sprint tests at White
Sands, N. Mex., have been highly success-
ful. Thus we have to take certain risks,
just as our astronauts on Apollo 11 are
taking risks on their way to the moon
at this very moment.

If we wait until we have a full test,
then we will be doing the very thing we
seem to object to, we will be deploying
a system that is not up to date. What
we are aiming at is 1974 or 1975 when
we see the possibility, based now, not on
speculation but on undisputed Central
Intelligence Agency estimates, that our
adversary, the Soviet Union, will have
(deleted) SS-9's with a capability of a
little over 1,000 reentry vehicles.

That is not dreamed up out of thin
air by the President or the Secretary of
Defense. Those are Central Intelligence
Agency estimates.

Mr. THURMOND. If the Senator would
yield, is it not a fact that all components
of the system have been tested except
the perimeter acquisition radar?

Mr. JACKSON. That is correct. But
that was not the question posed by the
Senator from Rhode Island. The Senator
from Rhode Island asked if it had been
tested on an integrated basis. That has
not been done yet, and cannot be com-
pleted until 1972.

Mr. STENNIS, Mr. President, will the
Senator from Washington yield?

Mr, JACKSON. I yield.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from
Washington will recall that even before
this, he knew it, but we had four prom-
inent scientists before the committee,
two for the ABM and two against. The
Senator will remember that all four ex-
pressly asked and all four agreed that of
all the possible ABM systems we could
consider now, this was by far the one
that was more developed and the best
one. The Senator recalls that?

Mr, JACKSON. That is right.

Mr. STENNIS. Does the Senator agree,
based on his experience from the stand-
point of a legislator, with that?

Mr. JACKSON. Yes. I am like the Sen-
ator from Mississippi. I opposed going
ahead with the old Nike-Zeus. I stated
to the Senator that I was not satisfied
that enough had been done, but I am
convineced in light of the work that has
been completed and the outstanding re-
search effort made and the tests made,
prudence tells me that we should go
ahead with the Safeguard ABM system.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator will re-
call—I mention this for the benefit of
those who have arrived in the Chamber
lately—that a few years ago there was a
closed session, when the Senator from
Georgia was chairman of the Armed
Services Committee, and we had a very
fine debate which was aided by knowl-
edgeable Senators on both sides of the
aisle, on each side of the question, of a
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deployment earlier than now. The Sena-
tor recalls that he and I were both op-
posed, at the time, solely on the ground
of the stage of development in which it
was then——

Mr. JACKSON. The
correct.

Mr. STENNIS. Following through on
that, with the Senator's vast experience,
does he consider the Safeguard ABM
system we are now discussing to be as
far along in the progressive field they all
have to pass through—and bear in mind,
too, the objective; namely, the date of
need, which means the 1970's—is this as
far along now, relatively, as was Polaris
or any of the others that the Senator
is familiar with? What is the
comparison?

Mr. JACKSON. The best way I can
respond to that question is that we have
spent much more time and effort——

Mr, RUSSELL. And money.

Mr. JACKSON. And money on the
ABM than we did on Polaris and on the
ICBM preograms in general.

I am convinced that in light of all the
factors, and we have to consider every-
thing, prudence tells me, as I look at this
chart and the Central Intelligence
Agency estimates, that we have to do
something to assure an adequate deter-
rent in this 1974-75 time frame. As I
look at it, at this point in time, we either
build more offensive weapons or pro-
vide for an active defense. I must submit
that active defense makes sense to me,
and it is the moderate, less provocative
path,

In this connection, let me emphasize
that the Russians have had a lot of ex-
perience in this area of missile defense,
They were able to get data that we were
not able to get.

The Soviets broke a voluntary nuclear
test ban moratorium in September of
1961 by setting off a 60-megaton bomb.
We are not dealing with an adversary
that plays under ordinary rules.

The information that the Soviets re-
ceived from that test has been invalu-
able to them in designing an ABM sys-
tem, because of the information they
obtained on effects. Shortly after that,
in the fall of 1961, they proceeded to
use live warheads in connection with
the testing of one of their first ABM’s,
and they undertook a follow-up test in
1962. Right after that, they started de-
ploying their ABM system, which is called
the Galosh system.

The inference is commonly made that
the Russians have stopped working on
their ABM system. The intelligence in-
formation, as of yesterday, is that they
have a vigorous program. They have
done what we are trying to do now. They
did their R. & D. right on the sites. They
got invaluable information through de-
ployment at the Moscow sites.

What did they pause for? They are
in the process of developing a follow-
on system to the Galosh. We do not
know the details of it, but, in all proba-
bility, it will provide not only area de-
fense, which the Galosh does, but it
will involve point defense, as the Sprint
system does. So they have a very vigor-
ous program in this field.

In short, the Russians had all this

Senator is
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valuable information from breaking the
test moratorium, which we cannot ob-
tain because of the nuclear test ban and
the prohibition against the testing of
nuclear warbeads in the atmosphere.
They have all that added information.

I wanted to emphasize the point be-
cause the Senate should not get the idea
that they have abandoned their missile
defense program. On the contrary, there
is a pause while they are approaching
their follow-on system. I was advised,
as of yesterday, that the Soviets have
a very vigorous ABM program under
way.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, one or
two other questions. This is also my
comment at this point. The Senator from
Washington has measured this matter
and considered it a long time, I know.
The Senator says it is safe to do this
as others have had a considerable start.
What is in the bill for the ABM is really
an intermediate step between what we
ordinarily call research and develop-
ment and actual, full deployment. Does
not that characterize it?

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is ab-
solutely right. It is a phased approach.

Mr. STENNIS. A phased approach to
actual deployment, before we reach the
point where it is almost that interme-
diate step now or nothing, as far as
getting results is concerned?

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is cor-
rect.

"I want to emphasize the fundamental
point that more research and develop-
ment is needed in order to fully integrate
the components, and that we can do that
in Montana and the Dakotas. Why
should we waste that money in Kwajalein
when we know that with Safeguard de-
ployment there we are not in a position
to defend any part of America’s deter-
rent, the Minuteman?

Mr. STENNIS. This will be my last
question on this point. If I may put it
this way, based on my observation of this
matter over the years, I believe we have
reached the point, with reference to the
deterrence of large missiles and the So-
viet potential, with respect to which I
am disappointed as compared with 3
years ago, where we had better get
ready. We pray the time will not come,
but we had better get ready for the worst
in the mid-1970’s. This is the best sys-
tem we have. All of them are faulty. If
is in the intermediate stage now. We
must move forward or more or less just
stop it in its tracks.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is correct.

I have not discussed the Soviet threats
to other elements of our deterrent. I
have not discussed the threat to our B-52
force and the threat to our Polaris force.

I mention this for the benefit of Mem-
bers of the Senate. We now find, through
estimates of the CIA, that the Soviets
have operational or under construection,
(deleted) class submarines, meaning
Polaris-type submarines with 16 launch-
ers. According to official estimates, we
must assume that by the 1974-75 time
period the Soviets will have more than
the 41 Polaris-type submarines which we
will have. The threat on the part of their
Polaris to our SAC bomber sites is
obvious.
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I also want to remind you of the letter
from Admiral Rickover, in which he
warns about the threat to the Polaris in
the mid-1970's.

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

Mr. JACKSON. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE How many Polaris sub-
marines do we have under construetion?

Mr. JACKSON. None. We have no Po-
laris submarines under construction or
planned. In 1968, we put out six sub-
marines all of one nuclear-attack class.
In the same year the Soviets put out
about three times as many submarines
including a new type ballistic-missile
submarine as well as several new types
of nuclear attack submarines. They are
now experimenting with six new classes
of submarines.

Admiral Rickover pointed out this
problem and the seriousness of it.

So what do we see here as we look at
the record? I wish I did not have to men-
tion these things. I want to reach an
agreement with the Soviet Union to limit
arms. But we need to know the facts.
The threat, as we look into the 1970’s, is
not just to the Minuteman, but the So-
viets are moving ahead on capabilities
which threaten the other elements of our
deterrent, the Polaris and the B-52.

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

Mr. JACKSON. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. Has the Senator any in-
formation as to why, on June 21, 1968,
Dr. John Foster came before the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy and, in
effect, recommended slowing up on the
Polaris submarine program until 1974, at
which time he said we would be able to
build good ones, whereas at the same time
classified evidence showed the Russians
were building (deleted) a year as com-
pared with our five or six? I wonder why
the Defense Department took that atti-
tude when the Polaris has been our major
deterrent to any war. A deterrent is a far
greater defense. I would rather prevent
an enemy missile from starting it than
try to stop it after it gets here.

Mr, JACKSON. I cannot speak for Dr.
Foster, but I can point out that in June
1968 we did not have the estimates I ob-
tained as of yesterday.

Mr. AIKEN. They are in print.

Mr. JACKSON. But we do not discover
all these submarines at once. The Senator
has followed these intelligence estimates,
and he knows it is a very difficult thing.
(Deleted.)

Let me further respond to the Senator
by saying I do not know whether at this
point in time it is advisable to go ahead
with more Polaris submarines or whether
it is advisable to provide more attack-
type submarines. I am not advocating
more offensive systems at this stage; I
am suggesting that we protect our de-
terrent. As I understand strategy, one
of the steps proposed is to provide more
attack submarines to prevent the enemy
from going after us.

It does not follow that we need, nec-
%ssarﬂy. more Polaris submarines at this

me,

Mr. ATKEN. It seems to me that David
Harum’s philosophy was as practical as
that of Dr. John Foster. David Harum
said:
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Do unto others as they would do unto you,
and do it first.

Dr. Foster says:

Let them knock the daylights out of us,
and then, if we have any retallatory power
left, we will do what we can with it.

That is stupid and unsound philosophy.

Mr. JACKSON. I must say, the accusa-
tion has been made that by going ahead
with the ABM, you accelerate the arms
race. On the contrary, even the Russians
do not agree with that.

Mr. AIKEN, No——

Mr. JACKSON. I do not say the Sen-
ator said that, I am saying that certainly
it is far less provocative to take defen-
sive steps to protect key parts of your
deterrent. I think this is the sensible
course. It is the first course, in any event,
to take, to give protection to your de-
terrent. This is less provocative than to
keep adding on and on to your offensive
systems,

Mr. ATKEN. I do not think that the
ABM disturbs the Russians particularly,
at this time.

Mr. JACKSON. That is not the view
of a lot of the ABM opponents, as the
Senator knows.

Mr. ATKEN. The Defense Department
is also trying to stop the development of
the noiseless atomic submarine.

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator knows we
have recently taken care of that.

Mr. AIKEN. Well, they will not release
the money. They will do as they have
done before when we have instructed
them to do something to improve the
Polaris submarine—they have held up
anywhere from 18 to 22 months before
they let it get started.

Mr. JACKSON. We have had fights,
and we have won those fights. We got
the money released that Admiral Rick-
over needed. It will be interesting to see
if someone tries to knock out the sub-
marines we have in this bill,

Mr, ATKEN. They will.

Mr. JACKSON. At this point, I am
worried about the U.S. Senate, not the
Defense Department. I am concerned
about what Congress will do.

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

Mr. JACKSON. I yield to the Senator
from Texas.

Mr. TOWER. I think it should be
made clear to the Senator from Vermont
that it was not the professional Navy
men who opposed this sub; it was the
civilian leadership, and there has been a
change in the civilian leadership. In any
case, we have always been sympathetie,
as the Senator knows.

I wanted to expand on what the Sena-
tor said on projecting what the Russian
capabilities can be; and I think we must
always think not in terms of what we
think they might do, but what we know
darin well they can do if they choose to
do it.

Based on that, we are either going to
have to have a defensive system by the
midseventies, or have more offensive mis-
siles.

If nothing else, the cost exchange
should make Senators want to opt for the
defensive system, and also because it is
the system least provocative, Talking
about escalation of the arms race, if, in
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the course of the arms race, in order to
stay secure we have to start ordering
more offensive missiles, is every Senator
going to object to that, too, on the
grounds that it might escalate the arms
race?

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

Mr. JACKSON, I yield.

Mr. COOPER. I desire to ask a question
on the subject of submarines, because I
think we all want to get the facts.

I heard the Senator say that (deleted)
Y-class submarines——

Mr. JACKSON. (Deleted) Y-class, re-
ferring to Polaris-type submarines.

Mr. COOPER. Did the Senator say they
had been launched?

Mr. JACKSON. I said—let me state it
very clearly—the Soviet Union has opera-
tional or under construction——

Mr. COOPER. How many?

Mr. JACKSON. (Deleted) Y-class sub-
marines.

Mr. COOPER. Has there been a change
since May 22?

Mr. JACKSON. Yes. This is informa-
tion I obtained yesterday.

Mr. COOPER. The testimony given by
Secretary Laird on May 22, not quite 2
months ago, and I from page 9——

Mr. JACKSON. Well, I have given the
new figures. That is what concerns some
of us.

Mr. COOPER. Has intelligence dis-
covered this in 2 months?

Secretary Laird talking about Y-class
submarines, said:

We now know this submarine ... s in
full scale production, at a very large facility
near Archangel——

Mr. JACKSON. Will the Senator speak
a little louder?

Mr. COOPER. I will.

We now know this submarine designated
the Y class is in full scale production at a
very large facility near Archangel, and pos-
sibly at another smaller yard. These two fa-
cilities can accommodate a total of 12 com-
plete hulls.

Two facilities.

The Intelligence community estimates that
the two facilities can produce somewhere
around elght submarines a year.

The two.

I think that as production experience is
gathered, the rate of output from these two
facilities might very well increase signifi-
cantly.

This is Secretary Laird’s testimony of
May 22:

Eight or nine Y-class submarines have al-
ready been launched, and several are belleved
to be operational.

That is all he said.

Mr. JACKSON. All right, I will give
it to the Senator straight, right out of the
book. Here it is: ¥-class submarines,
meaning Polaris, under construction,
(deleted). Operational, (deleted). Total,
(deleted) .

Does the Senator want me to continue,
and give all the other figures? This is
from the CIA.

Mr. COOPER. Are you talking about
Y-class submarines?

Mr. JACKSON. Yes.

Mr, COOPER. Why did not Secretary
Laird say this on May 22?
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Mr. JACKSON. I do not think he had
the total figures. He did not say any-
thing inconsistent with that, just that
he did not give the total.

Mr. COOPER. He said “Our intelli-
gence tells us,” and this is all we got.
He talked about the capacity of produc-
tion as 12 a year.

Mr. JACKSON. Exactly.

Mr. COOPER. And that eight or nine
have been launched. I do not under-
stand; if their capacity is only 12 a
year, and they had only launched eight
or nine on May 22, where did the addi-
tional submarines come from?

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator must
know we do not have an exact means of
determining the output. We get into
some very sensitive information here,
and I do not want to go into further
detail, other than to say that we have
been able, through going back and ex-
trapolating the information, to tell how
many are under construction and about
how many they can produce.

Now, the point is, we have known for
a long time they were going for the
Polaris, but here are the hard figures,
and that is my responsibility, I guess, to
try to respond to the Senator’s question.
The Soviets have under construction
(deleted) Polaris-type submarines and
(deleted) operational. I cannot speak
for Dr. Foster.

Mr. COOPER. What date was this in-
formation given?

Mr. JACKSON., July 17. That is yes-
terday.

Mr. COOPER. It was not Dr. Foster;
it was Secretary Laird testifying.

“Mr. JACKSON. I asked them to sup-
ply me the information as of last night.

Mr., COOPER. Since that time, I
remember, in briefings by intelligence,
the same facts provided by Secretary
Laird were given somewhat later. It is
amazing that in a month the figures can
change from eight to nine to (deleted).

Mr. JACKSON. In all deference, I do
not think he gave the Senator the total
of submarines operational or under con-
struction. He gave him the production
rate. Frankly, I try to ask the $64 ques-
tion in these matters.

Mr. COOPER. But it is amazing to me
that at the time the Secretary was pos-
ing the threat against this country—and
I must say he posed a very grim threat;
and he made many extrapolations of
weapons systems, but, curiously enough,
with respect to submarines, he said, “This
is our intelligence as of May 22."” It seems
to me he would have pointed out that
the Soviets had several more under con-
struction.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield to me?

Mr. JACKSON, I yield.

Mr. DOMINICK. I wish to say that I
was present with the Senator trom
Washington when we were briefed on
this very situation, and we were told
that our intelligence evaluators went
back over the informational sources from
which they had made their estimates,
and they found out that there were more
under construction than they had pre-
viously thought. I heard that myself,
from the intelligence sources that were
briefing us.
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This conforms very closely to infor-
mation which I was given prior to this
time, and information which was given
to the committee as a whole in some ses-
sions when we had briefings by intel-
ligence agencies to show what the pro-
gressive threat was going to be.

One thing we have been most con-
cerned about has been the increase in
the Soviet submarine force.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, on that
point, just to show how these things
work, we should bear this in mind. Just
a few months ago, what was the figure
on Soviet starts of SS-9 missiles?

Mr. COOPER. As I recall, it was about
230.

Mr. JACKSON. It was 232. Now they
have found new sites, and the Soviet
starts of SS-9 missiles are up to (de-
leted). And that has only been since the
date in May that the Senator mentioned.

This has been discovered in the last
30 days. They are up to (deleted)
confirmed SS-9 launcher sites.

This is why I am concerned about the
whole trend of strategic weapon deploy-
ment by the Soviets—not only the SS-9’s,
but also the Polaris.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, for clari-
fication, testimony was given discussing
several types of submarines that the
Russians were producing, differentiating
the Y-1, which was described as a
Polaris.

Mr. JACKSON. It is just plain Y.

Mr. COOPER. Other types of subma-
rines which bear missiles were described,
but was testified that they posed no
threat to the United States.

Is the Senator speaking only of the
Polaris type which could carry Polaris
type missiles, or the smaller type?

Mr. JACKSON. Let us be very clear. I
am talking about the Polaris type sub-
marine with 16 launchers for nuclear
missiles,

In addition, the Soviets have some 60
air-breathing missile submarines and
also some ballistic missiles on other nu-
clear powered submarines with three to
six launchers. Air breathers with a range
of about 250 nautical miles could be
used against SAC sites, command, and
control positions, or against cities.

Mr. COOPER. The Senator is speaking
now of the Soviet threat and its develon-
ment. Is it not a fact that in addition to
the proposed anti-ballistic-missile sys-
tem, there are funds in the pending bill
to carry out a program of refitting 31 of
our Polaris submarines to Poseidon?
And is it not also a fact that money is
contained in the bill to carry out the
program of arming Minutemen with
MIRV, and also a program to build at-
tack submarines to protect our Polaris
submarine?

The question has been asked whether
opponents support offensive systems as
an alternative.

But the Senator knows all of these pro-
grams I have just mentioned are in the
bill—and they are offensive weapons.

Mr. JACKSON. I was going to say that
we do have in the bill money for MIRVing
both the Polaris missile, which we call
the Poseidon, and the MIRVing of the
Minuteman, which is Minuteman III.

This is not new, It is being done. Money
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was authorized last year, as I recall.
Money is in the measure for fiscal year
1969. There was money earlier for re-
search and development.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a clarification?

Mr. JACKSON. 1 yield.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I had
the same colloquy with the Senator from
Kentucky just the other day. All of it is
contained in the RECORD.

We are not making more in terms of
missiles. We may be increasing the num-
ber of warheads on a missile, but if some-
one knocks out the missile to begin with,
it does not make any difference what
we have on top of it. It is dead. The
same thing is true with the nuclear
submarines, whether they armed with
the Poseidon or the Polaris. It does not
make any difference if the submarine is
destroyed before the missiles are fired.

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is correct.

Mr. COTTON. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield to the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, regarding
an inference I have derived from the Sen-
ator's answer: The able Senator from
Missouri raised the point that the com-
ponents of the proposed ABM missile sys-
tem which were pointed to the defense
of cities included radar and other com-
ponents that were inapplicable for the
new version and the new purpose of con-
centrating on the defense of our strik-
ing power.

I did not quite get the Senator's
answer.

Mr. JACKSON. I do not agree with
that. As I pointed out at the outset, the
problem in trying to defend a city is en-
tirely different than in trying to defend
a strategic site of Minutemen missiles.

The point is that when Sentinel was
considered, the suggestion was that there
would be this threat in the midseventies
of 50 to 70 Chinese missiles coming at our
cities and that they could hold us hos-
tage with that limited number of mis-
siles and that we could save many mil-
lions of people by the utilization of the
Sentinel system.

Since that time, two things have hap-
pened.

First, the Chinese nuclear weapons pro-
gram is off schedule. They have not yet
deployed their IRBM, although they have
that capability. And they have not yet
deployed an ICBM.

Second, we have learned that the So-
viets are moving much faster than had
been anticipated in numbers of SS-9's
which pose a threat to the Minuteman.

When I defended the Sentinel system
on the Senate floor last June—and it is
good to recall this—I made the point—
and the able Senator from Georgia made
a similar point—that the Sentinel sys-
tem being designed was not only for
cities but also included the option to deal
with the Minuteman problem.

The Senator from Georgia went into
some detail, as I recall his position. It is
much easier from the standpoint of de-
signing an ABM system and providing a
number of survivable Minutemen to have
the ABM deployed in connection with the
Minuteman sites. And the reason is very
simple, If adversary missiles get through
and knock out some of our Minutemen,
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we can still save enough of our missiles
to save the site. That is not true, however,
with respect to a city. If we have one
ICBM get through to a city, the city has
had it.

The adversary's problem with missiles
targeted on a Minuteman site is to get
a very large number through.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I am
afraid I did not make my question quite
clear. I understand the new purpose of
the Safeguard is o defend our silos and
our striking power. However, if I under-
stood it correctly, the distinguished
Senator from Missouri indicated or as-
serted or at least suggested that the re-
search that we have gone through and
the components we have developed, de-
signed for an antiballistic missile for the
protection of cities, would not apply to
the needs of an antiballistic missile con-
centrated on protecting our missile sites
and that it would require new research
and development before we could start.
Was that correct?

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, we are
using money authorized and funded in
fiscal year 1969 for the Spartans and
Sprints, as I recall, which we are going
to use in the Safeguard system.

Mr, SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield since my name came
into the discussion?

Mr. JACKSON. Iyield.

Mr. SYMINGTON. It is clear we may
have to have another closed session, so
as to develop some of the points now
brought up.

The Senator is correct. I know of no
one with expertise knowledge who would
design the Spartans this way to defend
hard missile sites. Second, and as men-
tioned in my statement, one of the tech-
nological reports created by our orga-
nization headed by that famous Army
missile man, Gen. Maxwell Taylor,
pointed out conclusively that this over-
all system was wrong for the defense of
missile sites.

That report is available to us now.
We had been trying to get it for weeks.
There are others. We are going to ana-
lyze all the reports we can obtain, all of
them paid for by the taxpayer, in detail.
Regardless of how this vote goes, I would
hope we could ultimately present that in-
formation to the Senate.

It seems the more we get into such
discussions, we end up by asserting, “So-
and-so said.”

I am ready, at a certain point, to use
my own judgment, and not be influenced
by new information given very recently
to only a few. “Yesterday we found this
out; the day before yesterday we received
this new information; that of last week
is obsolete.” If we go along this way, dis-
covering a new danger to make every
new point, we are going to bankrupt this
country with this type of steadily rising
Defense budget.

Mr. COTTON. I had hoped that is ex-
actly the way the Senator would respond.
I got the idea that it was asserted that
much of the research has been wasted,
with the object in mind to defend cities,
and that we have to start over again. I
wanted an answer to that.

Mr. JACKSON, There was a big pro-
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test because production was continuing
on Spartans and Sprints.

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

Mr. JACKSON. Please let me just fin-
ish this point.

It was said that this continuing pro-
duction is not fair, because Congress had
not approved. Yet Congress had author-
ized this production earlier, and the
Sprints and the Spartans will knock
down Russian missiles, whether these
missiles are going into a Minuteman site
or to a city.

If anyone can say on the floor of the
Senate that you have to change a Spar-
tan as an area defense because the ad-
versary's missile is headed for a Minute-
man site rather than a ecity, I would like
to hear about it. It is silly.

Mr, SYMINGTON, Is the Senator ask-
ing me?

Mr. JACKSON. Yes.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Spartan op-
erates outside the atmosphere——

Mr. JACKSON. That is right.

Mr. SYMINGTON. And cannot dis-
cern between such things as balloons and
chaff. The Spartan, long-range, was de-
signed for area defense. It is far better
for the defense of a hard missile site to
have more Sprints than it is to have
more Spartans.

Not one expert I know in this field,
but who agrees that if we are going to
defend the hard missile sites, we would
need many less Spartans and many more
Sprints.

l\f_{r. JACKSON. What the Senator is
saying now is entirely different. Tell me
what changes must be made in a
Spartan, in the production and research.

Mr, SYMINGTON. No change is the
answer, rather more Sprints. I want to
put the Pentagon chart up at the next
closed session, because that is not the
chart I presented; and I would like to
talk from the chart I did present.

The Spartan is a missile designed for
area defense. It is not a missile designed
for a hard missile site defense.

I am truly astonished if the Senator
glor:i Washington does not agree with

at.

Mr. JACKSON. This is not the point.

Mr. SYMINGTON. It was the question
asked by the Senator from New Hamp-
shire,

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator from New
Hampshire wanted to know whether the
Spartans and other elements that had
been produced had been wasted. Am I
correct?

Mr. COTTON. That is correct.

Mr., JACKSON. The Senator from
Missouri had said that you would have
to change the main elements and the
overall system, that you could not use it.
Obviously, you change your tactics when
you are planning to defend a different
kind of defense point. No one disputes
that.

Mr. COTTON. But you do not have to
start over.

Mr. JACKSON. Of course not. The
production is under way, and you do not
have to change those elements. You will
change configurations as to numbers.
That was not the impression given by
the arguments of the Senator from
Missouri.
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Mr, SYMINGTON. All I say is that if
you had originally designed this ABM
system for defense of a hard missile site,
you would not design it this way. You
would have a lot more radars and a lot
less expensive radars, and you would
have a lot more Sprints and a lot less
Spartans.

It is just not the right system if we
had started off with the idea we wanted
to defend a hard missile site, That is the
firm opinion of every objective expert 1
know.

Mr. JACKSON. That is not what the
discussion was about. The discussion
was whether or not we are wasting what
has been authorized. I submit that we
are not,

I agree in many respects with the
Senator from Missouri when he talks
about configuration, with regard to the
number of Spartans and Sprints in con-
nection with defending hard sites and
cities.

Speaking of waste, I submit, as I
pointed out earlier, that if we shut down
the production lines, as some opponents
of ABM advocate, we will have incurred
a nonrecoverable loss of over $300 mil-
lion.

I yield to the distinguished Senator
from Tennessee.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, on that
point, I should like respectfully to dis-
agree with the Senator from Missouri.
The Spartan is designed and essential
to the present concept of anti-ballistic-
missile defense.

I ask the Senator from Washington if
it is not a fact that especially in view of
the development of MIRV—the multiple
independent reentry—and even with
MIRYV, we have only two ways of trying
to successfully defend against this mul-
tiple attack from one rocket; first, with
a long-range effort such as Spartan,
which will try to intercept and destroy
the missile before it separates and before
the warheads are directed to multiple
target, and, second, with the larger
charge of Spartan which will create a
sufficiently large X-radiation bombard-
ment envelope to deform all the outcom-
ing missiles sufficient to destroy them
on reentry.

It seems to me that the inclusion of
Spartan, essentially in its present posture
and essentially for the original purpose,
is absolutely necessary if we are to cope
successfully with the idea of multiple
reentry vehicles. Does the Senator agree?

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator has out-
lined the matter beautifully. That is ex-
actly the point. I was not able to get to
that particular aspect in my discussion.
But this is critical, because the Spartan
operates outside of the atmosphere. It
has a high yield—I think of about (de-
leted) —and' outside of the atmosphere it
emits X-rays. It creates a situation in
which within many, many miles—it does
not have to come close to the adversary
missile—it can invalidate the effective-
ness of the warheads in an incoming
MIRV missile. By getting the missile, it
gets all the warheads in it. It is an area
defense. It is the same use you would
make of it if you were defending a city
or a hard point. This is a defense in
depth, and the point defense comes in
with the Sprint.
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Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, JACKSON. I yield.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I should
like to ask a question which I think is a
little more basic, with all respect.

We have been war-gaming here most
of the time, which is legitimate; but is it
not a fact that all that the opponents of
the ABM and this bill contend for is de-
lay—a year? That is all for which they
contend, They are not necessarily in op-
position to the war-gaming. It may be
right or it may be wrong. The Senator,
himself, has said that the whole station-
ary defense may be invalidated. There-
fore, as the ABM is defending a defense
which may be invalidated in a year the
ABM may be similarly invalidated.

Mr. JACKSON. Let me correct one
thing.

Mr. JAVITS. Let me get to my ques-
tion.

With all respect, what the Senator, in
my judgment, needs to address himself
to is what will be the effect upon the im-
pending negotiations for control of ar-
maments by our decision “Yes" or “No”
on the ABM now. If it has no effect, then
the “Noes” win, Why spend $8 billion if
it is going to have no effect? If the Sen-
ator claims an effect for it, what is it?

I think that is the key question which
in a secret session should be buttressed.

I think the Senator has given a bril-
liant performance; he really has. He
knows his subject, and he is terrific on it.
I ask him to tell us, therefore, what he
thinks will be the effect upon the dis-
armament negotiations of the decision to
deploy the ABM in two sites, based upon
all the secret information he knows.

Mr, JACKSON. That is a very good
question. I will try to give a simple and
straightforward answer to it. I cannot
conceive of the Soviet Union agreeing
to dismantle its ABM’s in light of the
present situation that they face with
Communist China. We now know that
they have reoriented certain of their ra-
dar to cover missiles that might be sent
in from Communist China. I think this
is a very significant point, I submit it
does not make sense to me that the So-
viet Union would agree at an arms con-
trol conference to give up their ABM's
when we do not have any.

What I am hoping for, if we help
steady the hand of the President and
through him the hand of the negotiators,
that we will be able to get an agreement
with the Russians to limit the number of
ABM's on both sides. I believe very
strongly in the need to end the arms
buildups, but it does not make sense at
all to me, none whatever, to expect the
Soviets to sit down and really talk in se-
rious terms about giving up their ABM
when we do not have one and when we
have taken a vote in the Senate to deny
the President the right to go ahead.

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

Mr. JACKSON. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. I asked this eategori-
cally of President Nixon and his answer
to me categorically was “The ABM would
strengthen my hand in negotiations and
not weaken it.”

Mr. JAVITS. I think that is what the
Senate has to decide, whether it will or
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will not make more likely a disarmament
agreement.

I would like to ask the converse of that
question. If the deployment of the ABM
will cause the Russians to increase the
number of their SS-9's is it not likely
they would be less willing to agree to
arms control if we gave them the im-
petus for increasing that number by de-
ploying the ABM?

Mr. JACKSON. I do not agree with the
Senator. One must look at the history of
the Russians. The Russian people have
had a strong predilection toward defen-
sive measures. After World War II the
first thing they did was to turn out thou-
sands of Mig-15's, followed by Mig-17's,
before they moved to offensive weapons,
They were working hard on nuclear
weapons and it made no sense to put the
main delivery effort into manned bomb-
ers with missiles coming along. They
went for fighters. The Soviets are both
defense oriented and offense oriented.

When we first undertook hearings on
the ABM in 1967, we asked three scholars
to come before the committee: Dr. Philip
E. Mosely, of Columbia University, who
is tops in the field of Soviet studies: Alice
Hsieh, an expert on China; and Dr.
Thomas Wolf, an expert in weapons
and the Soviet Union., There was general
agreement that by moving forward with
our ABM system, it would not have the
kind of adverse impact the Senator is
talking about. Multiplying our offensive
missiles might be considered provocative,
but an ABM, designed to help protect our
second strike capability, cannot be inter-
preted by our adversaries as provocative,

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if the
Senator will permit me to complete my
remarks, that is not the burden of proof.

Can the Senator from Washington
and those who espouse his point of view
demonstrate not only that the Russians
are not going to care if we deploy, but
can they demonstrate materially and ob-
jectively that it will help us in negotia-
tions? Otherwise, why place the new
$10 billion chip on the table?

Mr. JACKSON. In June 1968, we had a
week’s debate on the military construe-
tion bill which involved the question of
the deployment of our ABM. Senators
who oppose the ABM generally made the
argument that if we went ahead with
the ABM, the Russians would not talk
with us. We had been trying for 18
months to get them to talk on the limita-
tion and reduction of offensive and de-
fensive nuclear weapons.

I took the position that the best way
to get them to talk would be to go ahead
with our ABM. We took the vote on a
Monday and on Thursday Gromyko
asked for talks. As I said at the time,
I did not claim that Gromyko's state-
ment was only the result of our ABM
vote; but I did say that Gromyko’s posi-
tion refuted the arguments that had been
made that if we voted for the ABM the
Russians would refuse to talk.

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator has not an-
swered my question.

Mr., JACKSON. Why have I not an-
swered the Senator’s question?

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator has not an-
swered my question because I am not
saying that in order to induce the Rus-
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sians to talk you have to deploy the ABM.
1 say they have agreed to talk, that they
are not going to be discouraged from
talking because the ABM system is de-
ployed; therefore, why deploy until you
have an opportunity to see in the SALT
negotiations if you do not have to do it
at all?

Mr., JACKSON. Why change the
ground rules? They must think we are
made of mush over here. Gromyko asked
that we go ahead. The Soviets asked for
talks. They asked us to have those talks.
I wonder what they must think of us.
One year we authorize the ABM system
and the next year——

Mr. JAVITS. They may think that we
finally have gotten a lot of brains and
do not have our feet fixed in concrete,
that we are not playing positions but
doing what is substantively correct.

The matter has been debated enough
to bring out all the doubt on this matter.
If it is not going to make or break the
SALT discussions why move forward and
deploy?

I have one other specific question. The
Senator said something about leadtime
items being the big disadvantage in delay
of deployment. That is an important
point. It goes to the time question. I
notice in the committee report it is
stated:

(8) Procurement of hardware in the
amount of a total of $600,000 for long lead
time components of the Sprint and Spartan
missiles.

Have we a right to assume that is
about the order of magnitude in respect
of long leadtime items.

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is talk-
ing about hardware. We are talking about
the entire family of components in the
Safeguard ABM. It is a 5-year leadtime.

We don't have extra time on this one
now. I wish to point out to the Senator
that right now, with what the Soviets
have under construction with the SS-9
(and other ICBM's) they have over 1,200
against our 1,054—1,000 Minuteman and
54 Titans. In addition, I point out that
they have more megatonnage in their
land-based missiles than we have.

Mr. JAVITS. Is the Senator contend-
ing the Russians have decisive superior-
ity over us today in nuclear weaponry?

Mr. JACKSON. No, sir. I am talking
about 1975. We have leadtime and we
must take prudent steps.

Mr. JAVITS. Until 1975, we would be
alive and able to move. The Senator
speaks as if we would sit still, and we
would not.

Mr. TOWER. What we are talking
about is not what we can do versus what
they can do now; but what that situa-
tion is likely to be in the mid-1970's.

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. TOWER. If we should determine,
for example, that the Soviets had not
only a first strike policy, but had so de-
ployed and aimed their ICBM's to carry
out that first strike policy by going for
our Minuteman missiles, I think we
would be a little foolish to stand around
here wondering if we should be develop-
ing the ABM. Because they had com-
mitted an additional provocation by aim-
ing their missiles at our Minuteman
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that would require & response on our
part, and we would achieve some degree
of safety in defending our retaliatory
power.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. JACKSON. I yield to the Senator
from Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from New York raises a very hasic
question.

Are we arguing a maneuver in the
negotiations with the Russians, or are
we arguing the basic defense of the
United States? I think we are arguing
the basic defense of the United States.

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is cor-
rect. I am a small-town boy, but I must
admit that it does not make sense to me
that the Russians will really talk serious-
ly about dismantling or eliminating their
ABM's when they have them, and we do
not. I do not think we have to be sophis-
ticated experts to know that. That is just
plain horsesense. Every man in Amer-
ica endowed with commonsense would
agree to that.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Washington yield?

Mr. JACKSON. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. First, I should like
to inquire as to procedure. I have a num-
ber of classified documents which I
thought Senators would be interested in,
primarily from the written testimony
taken by the committee with Mr. Helms.
It has not been made public. Of course,
Senators individually could see it, but
have not the time, I am sure, to come
down there.

I intended to be able to read part of it
to Senators. I have some here particu-
larly of Mr. Helm's specific observations
about the Galosh system and I was
wondering whether the Senator would
allow me to do that now, or if he will
yield, or yield the floor, and then I will
do so on my own time.

Mr. JACKSON. I want to be as fair as
possible. I should like to respond to ques-
tions and then I will yield the floor. I do
not know that I would care to have the
Senator get into a long detail about
something right now. I should like to
respond first to questions asked by Sen-
ators.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If the Senator pro-
poses to do that——

Mr. JACKSON. I am ready to yield the
floor, except for questions.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I would be willing
to do this in the form of a question, if the
Senator does not mind.

Mr. JACKSON. How long will the
predicate be?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is rather long. I
would rather do that on my own time.
I should like to make available to Sena-
tors, not on either the Armed Services
Committee or the Foreign Relations
Committee, the specific statements made
by the Director of the CIA. The Senator
several times in this debate has stated
“as of yesterday.” He did not say, “as of
yesterday” that “Mr. Helms told me
X¥YZ." Am I correct in that impression?

Mr. JACKSON. The information I
read, with reference to the Soviet Y class
of submarine, and with reference to the
number of SS-9's, came directly from his
office——
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. Just those two
items?

Mr. JACKSON. From Carl Duckett.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. That is right.

h Mr. JACKSON. Does the Senator know

im?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do.

Mr. JACKSON. This is specific.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Let me give the
Senator one example, an example of
what I had in mind about the Galosh
system. It will take only a minute or two.
I am sure this is what Senators are in-
terested in at the moment concerning
the Russian ABM. This is an interroga-
tory that the committee——

Mr. JACKSON. How long will it run?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. This particular
statement is about a minute.

Mr. JACKSON. OK.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. But of course I have
a number of others which I think are
equally pertinent. They were written in
order to be specific. I also have the hear-
ings here. They are classified. Mr. Helms
appeared before the committee and was
very cooperative and responsive. But this
is a short one on the Galosh system:

Sovier ABM PrOGRAM

1. When was development of the Galosh
system begun? When was deployment begun?

Research and development on the large
radars now assoclated with the Galosh sys-
tem began in the late 1950s. Construction of
the large ABM radars began at field sites in
late 1962. Construction of launchers for
flight testing the Galosh missile began in
1961 at the Sary Shagan test range. Con-
struction of Galosh launch sites around Mos-
cow began in late 1862.

2. How many missile launchers did the
Gualosh system contemplate originally? How
many missile launchers have been deployed?

The original deployment of the Galosh sys-
tem was to consist of [deleted] launchers at
[deleted] locations around Moscow. This de-
ployment has now been cut back to [de-
leted] launchers at [deleted] locations. Some
[deleted] launchers are now belleved to be
operational.

3. Why has there been a slowdown over the
past year?

We belleve that the Soviets cut back the
deployment around Moscow mainly because
they recognized that thelr present system
cannot cope adequately with existing or pro-
posed US strategic attack systems. The So-
viets apparently are trylng to lmprove the
Moscow system, however, and the logical
first step in any future ABM deployment
would be to augment the defenses of Mos-
COW,

Notice he says “defenses of Moscow."
He never says “of my missile site.”

4. What US weapons system does the
Galosh system most closely resemble?

The Nike Zeus.

5. Do you still believe that the Tallinn
system is designed against aircraft and air
breathing cruise missiles only?

It is unlikely that the Tallinn system now
has an ABM capabllity, and we doubt that
the system will be modified for an ABM role.

6. What kind of sophisticated simulated
ABM defense systems have the Soviets set up?

We are unaware of any sophisticated ABM
system which the Soviets may be simulating
for purposes of defining design goals for fur-
ther research and development.

That is only one example of specific
answers of the CIA. I have a number of
others on other subjects.

Mr. JACKSON. Then what is the Sen-
ator’s specific question?
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. Well, I was asking,
the Senator does not dispute that as
being CIA's——

Mr. JACKSON. No, but suppose the
Senator explains what else is going on.
I pointed out to the Senator earlier that
the information shows the (deleted)
launchers, with some (deleted) opera-
tional, and that the Soviets are under-
taking extensive research and develop-
ment (deleted).

Mr. FULBRIGHT. This is all in here.
There is no mystery about that. But
they themselves are doing research and
development which we are proposing we
do. But they are not deploying, which
the Senator is wanting us to do.

Mr. JACKSON. Indeed, the Soviets
have been deploying and they are learn-
ing a lot and they are getting research
and development advantages through
operational undertakings in missile de-
fense. We have had no such deployment,
cperational experience.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senavor from Washington yield right
there?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. They are not using
sites around Moscow for experimental
research. They are doing their research
at their center in Siberia which is simi-
lar to Kwajalein. That is where they
are doing research. Certainly there is no
evidence that they are using the sites
around Moscow for research purposes.

Mr. JACKSON. T am not going to yield
any further. I will point out——

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I wonder whether
the Senator

Mr. JACKSON, That their research
and development draws on the knowl-
edge they get from deployment of the
radars and the operation of the com-
puters and the launchers around Mos-
cow. This is all part of research and
development,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I wonder whether
the Senator would yield to me to ask a
question on another subject.

Mr. JACKSON. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. He stated a moment
ago in very dramatic terms about the
dangerous times we are living in.

Mr. JACKSON. What?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator a mo-
ment ago stated in very dramatic terms
about what dangerous times we are living
in. He cited troops along the Sino-Soviet
border, and the difficulties in the Middle
East which have been accumulating for
a long time. This is certainly nothing
new in the Middle East. There is also the
trouble in Honduras and El Salvador—
in fact, troubles all over the world. Right
at this moment Columbia University and
the University of California are gquiet, I
hear, but does the Senator mean to leave
an impression to frighten us. How does
the Senator evaluate Gromyko’s speech
last week? Does not the Senator give
credence to the idea that the Russians
are interested and now want to negoti-
ate. I thought the Senator’s comments
were not very conciliatory with respect
to the directors of the Russian Govern-
ment last week when he referred to some
of them as “butchers” I believe—‘“bloody
butchers” it was, or something to that
effect.

Mr. JACKSON. I did not use the term
“bloody butchers.”
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Mr,
term?

Mr. JACKSON. My statements are in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is right.

Mr. JACKSON. I am amazed that the
Senator would think that we should not
discuss the nature of our adversary.

Let me respond to his question on
Gromyko, and then I want to yield to the
Senator from Michigan and then I shall
conclude.

The Senator brought up Mr. Gromyko.
I do not know what is on Mr. Gromyko’s
mind. I can point out what he did to the
late President John F. Kennedy in his
office. He walked into his office on that
fateful day in October 1962 and told the
President of the United States that the
Soviets did not have any missiles in Cuba.
But that very morning Mr. John McCone
had brought in pictures to President
Kennedy showing exactly where the Rus-
sian missiles were located in Cuba.

I do not know how to take Mr.
Gromyko, except I am going to be pretty
tough and pretty prudent, and not rely
on just what he says. I just hope the
Kremlin is serious about these arms con-
trol talks, but I also have in mind the
perfidious nature of many of its policies.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think the Senator
from Washington has demonstrated that
l_w has not the slightest idea that there
1s any possibility of agreement with the
Russians. There is nothing I have heard
the Senator say which indicates that he
believes it is possible to make any kind of
agreement with the Russians. He has
demonstrated that, and if that is to be
the procedure——

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I call for
the regular order.

Mr. JACKSON. I supported the limited
nuclear test ban treaty, but I am not
going to enter into a treaty with the
Russians based only on words and pious
assurances. I want to be sure that such
a treaty is verifiable—that it can bhe
monitored. If we have an agreement with
the Russians under which we do not
know where we are, it will destabilize
rather than stabilize the world situation.
If we can get a rascal-proof treaty on
arms control that can be monitored and
verified, I will support it. I have sup-
ported the series of treaties, inecluding
the nuclear nonproliferation treaty, but
I am not going to be so naive as to be-
lieve that what the Soviets say verbally
can be relied on to the degree that we can
count on our allies in the Western World.

I yield to the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I know the
Senator has been on his feet a long time.
Mine is not a question that has to be
asked in secret session, yet, because it has
to be dressed up in 17 different kinds of
laudatory comments on both sides——

Mr. JACKSON. Why do we not mu-
tually agree that we love everybody?

Mr. HART. Fine, and with the under-
standing that it is in the family.

Let us turn our minds back to about a
year ago. We sat here, and some of us
said we were not ready to deploy the
Sentinel system. The Senator from
Washington (Mr. Jackson) said we were
ready to deploy it and that this system
would save 20 million or 30 million lives.

FULBRIGHT. What was the
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It was not perfect, but he thought we
should deploy it. We were defeated in
our effort to stop it.

All of us now understand that the Sen-
tinel system would not work in that
fashion. The Senator from Washington
today said it is well nigh impossible to
defend those cities——

Mr. JACKSON. I made my comments
in the context of a massive missile
attack.

Mr,. HART. The ReEcorp will speak.

In any event, we have abandoned the
proposal of a year ago that we save those
20 or 30 million lives. Let us be sure the
representations and assurances we get
this year with respect to the readiness to
deploy this Safeguard system this year
is 100 percent better than it was last year,
because last year they were wrong.

Mr. JACKSON. I can respond to that.

Mr. HART. I know that is a blunt way
to put it.

Mr. JACKSON. Let me respond. I
think that is the only question the Sen-
ator has. Last year we were talking about
the threat of the Chinese Communists
with missiles in the 1970’s. I pointed cut
at that time—and it still pertains to
what we can do—that with 50 to 70 mis-
siles incoming, we could not stop all of
them, but we would stop the bulk of
them, and we would save x million
lives——

Mr. HART. Twenty to 30 million.

Mr. JACKSON. Whatever the figures
are. Those figures still stand, in that
kind of environment. The truth is that as
we deploy the Spartan, we provide some
population protection, because it is an
area defense system.

What has happened since that time?
I want to emphasize that I did not buy
the idea last year—and the Recorp will
so disclose—that our ABM system was
oriented chiefly to providing population
defense. Rather, I pointed out its capa-
bility to deal with the threat to the
Minuteman. But, at the same time, that
ABM system design was based on in-
telligence estimates at that time that
the Chinese would have intercontinental
ballistic missiles in the numbers of 50 to
70 in the mid-1970's. We were dealing
with that timetable. Also, the informa-
tion was given us that the Soviets would
be expected to level off with their SS-9's
at the maximum of 250.

Since that time both situations have
changed. The Chinese are behind in their
ICBM development, probably due to their
cultural revolution and possibly other
problems. They have not deployed even
an IRBM, let alone an ICBM. What has
developed is a new Soviet threat to our
deterrent force and our second-strike
retaliatory system, that we are talking
about here today. But it would be wrong
to say the ABM dces not provide some
population protection. Because of the
way it will be deployed, it will have that
necessary result. I did want to empha-
size that there is a logical reascn for the
reorientation.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me for just one question?

Mr. JACKSON, I yield.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator has made
a fine statement, showing a tremendous
knowledge and full analysis of this mat-
ter. When we talk about the cities and
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missile sites, is the Senator not fully
convinced that the aiming, to use an
ordinary term, of the 8S-9's are on a bee-
line with our missile bases, to the exclu-
sion of the cities, one might say? Is the
Senator convinced of that?

Mr. JACKSON. Yes; I am convinced
of that, based on the information made
available. We find the orientation of the
Soviet S5-9’s—the way they have been
oriented—gives us every reason to believe
that they are—shall we use the term—
not just aiming, but zeroing in on our
Minuteman sites.

Mr. STENNIS. So what was once an
inference is almost now a certainty?

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is correct,
based on the information I have received.

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

Mr. JACKSON. I yield.

Mr. TOWER. Of course, this indi-
cates——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington has the floor.

Mr, JACKSON. Mr. President, 1
yielded to the Senator from Texas, I am
ready to yield the floor. I have had the
floor for some time now.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
was going to take a very brief period.
I understand we are going to have an-
other session. I was going to take only
10 or 15 minutes.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr, President, I yield
to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, if this is
the plain inference and it appears that
they are zeroed in on our missile sites,
does it not mean that the Soviets have
a first-strike policy that they intend to
launch the first blow? Therefore, we have
to have some defense to retaliate. Cer-
tainly, their ABM is going to be deployed
to defend the cities. Again, this is a first-
strike policy. One tries to knock out his
opponent first. If he does not succeed, he
has to have defenses against his cities,
because the enemy is going to retaliate
against his cities. This should be obvious.

Mr, JACKSON. I am convinced that
the Soviets are building toward a first-
strike capability. I do not know what
their intentions will be with respect to
the use of that capability. But if I am a
prudent Senator, I have to ask what they
can do with that sort of capability. I can
only say they are building toward a ca-
pability, and whether they intend to use
it, I do not know. But I know what pru-
dence tells me to do. I want the United
States to be in a position to deal with
Soviet capability, and Soviet actions
point toward the building of a first-strike
capability. They do not have a first-strike
force now.

Mr. TOWER. Therefore, the only way
we can provide a credible deterrent to
that first strike would be to convince
them that there would always be enough
missiles left over to retaliate.

Mr. JACKSON. This is the prudent
thing to do.

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

Mr. JACKSON. I yield for a question
to the Senator from Arizona.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator has
yvielded to me for a question.
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Mr. SYMINGTON. I thought the Sen-
ator yielded to me.

Mr, JACKSON. I yield first to the Sen-
ator from Missouri; then I shall yield to
the Senator from Arizona.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
have done my best, over a period of
weeks, to obtain as much information as
possible in the shortest possible time. Be-
cause the combined committees I am
on—Armed Services and Foreign Rela-
tions—as mentioned before, upon being
thoroughly briefed on this ABM, had a
combined vote of 17 to 14 against going
ahead with the deployment of this sys-
tem, it occurred to me we should have
a closed session to develop the facts to
the entire Senate.

I have the greatest respect for those
who have spoken for the system, but do
not believe in the accuracy of some of
the information presented here today.

Mr. President, I am somewhat over a
barrel, because, although a member of
the Armed Services Committee, the Mili-
tary Appropriations Subcommittee of
the Appropriations Committee, the CIA
Subcommittee, and the Committee on
Foreign Relations, and have tried to do
my homework, much information has
been given here this afternoon of which
I am ignorant,

One reason no doubt is that appar-
ently some information was received
only yesterday. One Senator, according
to the ticker, received new information
only this morning. Again, I go back to
my oil well promotion dinner analogy, a
new well every course.

Therefore, I believe it best to take all
this information, put our staffs to work,
digest it, and then answer what I think
are some very important inaccuracies
presented today.

I thank the able Senator from Wash-
ington for yielding to me.

Then we can again discuss it. One
favorable aspect of this debate is that,
this time, many Senators will decide
how much we appropriate for national
security, with close to $80 billion of the
already overburdened taxpayers’ money
involved.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, let me
just observe there is nothing mysterious
about the intelligence information that I
got. All of us tried to work hard on this.
I will say that I asked the Central In-
telligence Agency, as of yesterday, “I
want all the latest information, right up
to date, on Soviet capabilities.”

I got it. I do not think there is any
secret about it. I do not know; is there
a Senator on this floor who asked for in-
formation yesterday, who did not get this
information, or was denied the informa-
tion? I do this quite regularly.

I just wish to say that this is the first
time we have disagreed on a weapons
system. We may get a little heated here;
we are in closed session. I have nothing
but the greatest admiration and respect
for him, and I am just sorry we dis-
agree. But I have tried to do, as I think
every other Senator has done, what I
think is best for the country.

I just want to point out, lest any oth-
er Senator have any suspicious ideas,
that there is not a bolt or a nut of the
ABM system made in the State of Wash-
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ington. I have been arguing against Min-
uteman, and I think Senators know who
makes Minuteman.

I will say, for the Senator from Mis-
souri, that he is in an even more diffi-
cult situation, because one of the major
components for the ABM system is made
by one of the largest defense contractors
in his State. I say this to show him how
objective he has been.

But I wish to conclude by saying I have
not walked onto this floor to pretend
to any special knowledge relating to in-
telligence information. The information
I got was what I requested as of yes-
terday. I will say that the reason I asked
for it was that I have had a hunch right
along as to the direction of the Soviet
effort, and I wanted to find out whether
they were constructing 232 SS-9's, or
whether they had gone beyond that. So
I asked for that information.

I was also suspicious as to the direction
they are moving with the Polaris-type
submarines, because I have worked with
Admiral Rickover for over 20 years. I
must say that that man, as much as one
might disagree with him on some issues,
has been uncannily correct in his esti-
mates of the Soviet Union. Perhaps he
has a way of knowing; he was born in
Russia.

So I simply wish to say to my friend,
the information I received in this regard
is available to every Senator. I did not
try to pull any surprises, and did not get
any information not available to any
other Senator.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, the
Senator knows of my deep respect and
affection for him. I may be wrong, but
I do not believe I have a better friend
in the Senate. It is always a privilege to
listen to him; he is articulate, intelligent,
and sympathetic to one’s problems. He
is a great Senator and a great American,
and the Sentinel system of last year and
the Safeguard now is our first disagree-
ment in 17 years.

I do believe, and so told him yester-
day while we were talking informally,
that one aspect which is beginning to
separate us some on the military budget
is the financial problem, When he and I
first came together on it, this country
had some $24.6 billion in gold, and owed
$7 billion abroad. Now we have $10.8 bil-
lion in gold, and owe $35 billion abroad
in current liabilities redeemable in our
gold. I am more apprehensive about cur-
rent credit and currency problems, per-
haps, than he. But together, we have
worked for and voted for, since the end
of World War II, $953 billion for mili-
tary defense. The question, as I see it,
is fairly simple: Is there anyway or any-
where we can cut this strangling budget?
If there is not, in my judgment, this Na-
tion is going bankrupt one way or the
other.

Second, if we can reduce, where is the
best place to cut at minimum cost to our
security?

I noticed on the ticker that one Sen-
ator—and I am not talking about the
Senator from Washington—says he has
just recelved new information about sub-
;tm;erlnes and greatly increased Russian

I say again, there is no one on this
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floor more apprehensive about the plans
and ambitions of the Soviet Union than
I. I do not believe any nation has real
and certain long-term friends. Who
would have thought, a quarter of a cen-
tury ago, shortly after I came into Gov-
ernment, that today probably the best
friends the United States has in the
world, aside from Britain, would be Ger-
many and Japan? And who could have
guessed that our two worst potential
enemies would be Russia and China; and
we have had grave difficulties with the
French.

I think a country primarily has inter-
ests as against friends or enemies. And,
based on the future of the United States
and the future of the children we want
to have the same opportunities we have
had, I would hope that ultimately we
could make some form of meaningful
arms control deal with the Soviets; be-
cause the Soviets are people having
many of the problems in their own bloc
and their own parts of the world as are
we; and I think it would be wise for the
future of the United States to if possible
make some meaningful arrangement
with them.

One other point: We have jumped this
defense budget, as I mentioned, from
about $10 billion shortly after World
War II—and I think the dollar has de-
creased in value about half during that
time—some eight times, to some $80 bil-
lion. So now I am convinced that to
avoid economic tragedy something has
to give somewhere. It occurred to me
suddenly, when they started coming
around last March a year ago to tell us
we had to spend new billions in worry
about protecting our children against
the Red Chinese, but not to worry too
much about the Soviet Union, that I had
had it.

I said then I would not go for any of
that. In my opinion even though it was
the previous administration that Chi-
nese business was strictly a political de-
cision and not a military decision.

Inasmuch as I felt that way, and in-
asmuch as the people without any en-
tangling alliances I respect most in the
scientific fraternity say this system is
better in theory—the defending of hard
missile sites—but the wrong design to
defend such sites, I cannot be for its
deployment now.

In any case, what we should do is to
study the record. We have had a fine
presentation on the part of the propo-
nents of the system.

Let us study the record and let us
have another session before we have a
vote, so that those of us who do not agree
with statements made on the floor this
afternoon can analyze them and present
our opinions in rebuttal to the entire
Senate.

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. Iyield.

Mr. MAN . Mr. President, for
the information of the Senate, it is to
be understood perfectly that this record
is not to be gone into by any attachés or
any administrative assistants.

The record is to be gone into only by
Senators. If the laws are violated, a
Senator is subject to expulsion.

If an attaché gets in there somewhere,
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he is subject not only to expulsion, but
punishment in the courts as well.

No attachés, but only Senators, can
study the record.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I yield
briefly to the Senator from Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida is recognized.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator. I will be brief. I am not a
member of the Armed Services Commit-
tee or the Foreign Relations Committee.
I am like most of the other Senators who
are members of other committees.

I have been in the Senate a good long
time. I know that we are talking about
an authorization hill and not an appro-
priation bill—nor the spending of the
money after the appropriation is made,
but an authorization merely.

And we are doing it just before what
is probably the most important confer-
ence that our President will ever enter
into is about to begin, and that confer-
ence is on the question of the control of
armaments.

Insofar as I am concerned, I have a
good, long memory. I remember what the
Russians did to keep their promises about
our having access to Berlin.

I remember what the Russians did
about their promises about nuclear ex-
plosions in outer space.

I remember what Gromyko said to our
late beloved President John F. Kennedy
at the time of the Cuban missile crisis.

For us to take a position of refusing an
authorization in an important matter
which affects this most eritical confron-
tation between our President and the
Russians—a position which would leave
him in the situation of not being able
to say that his Congress stands back of
him—and for me to cast a vote of that
kind, I am not, about to do it.

I am certainly going to vote for this
particular authorization project, in its
beginning stage just now procedurally,
so that the President will not find the
ground cut out from under him as he en-
ters into this important confrontation
with the Russians.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. JACKSON, Mr, President, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished Senator
from Wyoming.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming is recognized for 1
minute,

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, the sen-
ior Senator from Washington has made a
very fine contribution here this after-
noon. I am not a technician or a scientist.
But what the Senator has said makes
good sense to me,

It seems to me that he has clarified
what the Russian intention is. I know
that there is a great debate going on as
to whether this is the perfect system.

My distinguished colleague, the Sena-
tor from Illinois, pointed out the diffi-
culty with the M-16 rifles and NORAD.

I ask my distinguished colleague, the
BSenator from Illinois, who won World
War II?

I join the distinguished Senator from
Washington in the belief that we should
take all the steps we can take now on
the basis of our best judgment to protect
the security of our country.
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Mr, JACKSON. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, just
for the information of Senators, I pro-
pose to read a few excerpts from the clas-
sified hearings before my committee.
Primarily about 90 percent of it is ex-
pressions of statements by the CIA Di-
rector, Mr. Helms.

The reason why I do it is that a number
of Senators are not members of the
committee. It would be more troublesome
to go to the room and read it there.
However, the record will be available to
read there if Senators desire.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator mentioned
the bits of classified testimony before the
two committees. Are they available to us
at any time?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. They are available
only to those Senators who go to the
room and personally read them. They
are not available to assistants. Senators
cannot send for the records.

That is why I said it would be more
convenient to have it read now. If a
Senator personally goes to the director
of our staff and asks for it, he will make
them available to the Senator personally.
However, the Senator cannot take them
out of the room. He can read them there,
That is a rule of the committee for pre-
serving the classification of this kind of
document.

That is the reason that I presume to
take the time of the Senate to read some
of them.

These are fairly recent, although they
were not as of yesterday.

The one item the Senator mentioned
on the SS-9's is something on which we
had the same figure as that given by the
Senator from Washington. We had it
2 weeks ago.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I will yield in a mo-
ment.

The Senator called attention to the fact
that this is the first time the Senate has
ever discussed the weapons system. I
think he is quite correct. For that rea-
son, I congratulate the Senator from
Tennessee and the Senator from Missouri
for precipitating it.

I think one of the great problems that
has arisen in recent years has been the
proliferation of weapons systems in the
Pentagon which have proved to be in-
effectual. This has been written up at
length. I think, as one Senator that the
Senate has neglected to inquire into these
matters in the past and that if we had
engaged in a discussion in the past such
as we have had recently, and done so
more often, it might have saved the
country $10 billion or $20 billion. What-
ever the outcome, I think it is a very
worthwhile operation.

I think it is one that the Senate ought
to engage in every year. I refer to sub-
jecting the Pentagon requests for money
to scrutiny.

I have never seen it before. I have been
here in Congress for 27 years. I have been
in the Senate for 25 years.

Many times appropriation bills, re-
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quests, and authorizations for amounts
of from $10 billion to $50 billion have
been submitted to the Senate, and a very
perfunctory statement has been made
about them. There has been literally no
debate, but only a few congratulatory
statements about what a fine job had
been done. Usually the votes on some
bills in the past have been unanimous.
Perhaps two or three people voted
against them. We used to have one mav-
erick who used to vote against them
as a matter of principle.

I do not believe that I ever voted
against one in my life. I rarely read one.
I rarely tried to cut one. It was utterly
unthinkable that one would succeed.

Whatever else might have happened,
under the leadership of the Senator
from Tennessee and the Senator from
Missouri, I think that the Senate has
made great progress in undertaking to
discuss a problem which is a very im-
portant one.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield first to the
Senator from Tennessee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee is recognized.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I do not
know whether we will have another
closed session tomorrow. Because of the
death of a relative, I cannot be present
tomorrow.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator from
Missouri said not. He said he would ask
for one later. There will be an open ses-
sion tomorrow.

Mr. GORE. I rise to point out that with
reference to the so-called overnight in-
formation about the number of 88-9's, if
one comes to the chairman's desk, he will
see that Mr. Helms gave us this testi-
mony on June 23. Let me make sure of
the date. Yes, it was in June.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. June 23.

Mr. GORE. June 23.

I want to advert to one other thing. I
was really astounded to hear the junior
Senator from Washington and the Sen-
ator from Texas refer to the Russians’
intention of going for a first-strike ca-
pability. It seemed to impress the able
junior Senator from Wyoming, because
he said that now the Senator from
Washington has clarified the Soviet in-
tentions.

Well, Mr. President, Secretary Laird
based his whole case, in his first testi-
mony, on an assertion, to quote him, that
the Soviets are going for a first-strike
capability; there is no question about
that. Well, we found there was a great
deal of question about it; and if Senators
will come to the desk and read, they will
find that the National Intelligence Board
did not support that conclusion and the
CIA does not support that conclusion.
The committee heard no such estimate
of the Russians’ intentions from anyone
else.

Therefore, it comes somewhat as a
surprise that it is asserted on the floor
of the Senate, after Secretary Laird
backed away from that. We spent a whole
day examining this question. He backed
completely away from that justification
of ABM,

Mr, FULBRIGHT. I would say that is
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correct. The Senator from Tennessee
developed it, and it is in the record.

What Secretary Laird finally came to,
it seemed to me, was that the SS-9 itself
was the kind of weapon that could be
used to destroy other weapons and in
that sense perform part of the function
of a first strike weapon. But he did not
mean they were going for a first strike
capability. I think that is a fair inter-
pretation of what he said.

I yield to the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
for yielding.

Mr. President, I should like to com-
ment briefly upon the inferences about
information that might be available to
some and not to others, I get my infor-
mation by digging hard and getting into
those estimates and comparing and try-
ing to find what I want, and getting the
assistance of people who write it up. It
is a long, hard chore.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is.

Mr. STENNIS. I do not have an ad-
vantage over any other Senator, even
though I am chairman of the committee.

I say to the Senator from Arkansas
that many appropriation and authoriza-
tion bills for the military have come to
the floor of the Senate which already had
quite large reductions. I recall that one
year over $1 billion was taken out of an
appropriation bill.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. On the floor?

Mr. STENNIS. No, by the committee.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I was talking about
on the floor.

Mr. STENNIS. A good deal has been
said about just nodding one’s head and
giving the Pentagon what they wanted.
But that is over a period of years.

The bill to which I referred was a big
bill, handled by the Senator from Geor-
gia. I handled the military construction.

I have just decided that I should
bring this up about reductions. For ap-
proximately 10 years, and every year
except one, we showed reductions of from
5 to 10, 15, 20, and 22 percent. I am
satisfied that we did not hurt the bone
and muscle. But my point is that we
went over everything,

A few years ago, I handled the appro-
priation bill for the Department of De-
fense and complained on the floor of the
Senate because not enough money was
in it. I knew that not enough money was
in it, because a war was going on. They
had not asked for enough. I said so here,
and I asked them to send in some real
estimates so that we could be more real-
istie. They did not send them in, and in
January we had a deficit of $12.6 billion
because of the war.

That is a kind of two-way street and
a two-sided matter. My point is that the
committees have tried to cope with these
things.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think the Senator,
in all fairness, misunderstood what I
said. I certainly did not say the com-
mittee had never dealt with these. I was
talking about on the floor of the Senate.
It is the first time we have had a debate
on a missile system.

I think the record will show that is
what I said. I was not criticizing the
Senator from Mississippi, and every word
he has said is true. I do say that on the
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floor of the Senate I cannot recall a
serious debate about a military appro-
priation or authorization, and I do not
recall any serious cuts ever having been
proposed and put into effect on the floor
of the Senate.

I am not on the committee, and obvi-
ously I was not talking about the Sen-
ator's committee.

Mr. STENNIS. I welcome debate.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I certainly did not
mean to criticize the Senator from Mis-
sissippi and his committee. I was talk-
ing about my own function as a Senator
and not a member of the Senator's
committee.

I have never really seriously debated
nor considered nor had anything to do
with a matter similar to the one we are
debating today. I think the Senator will
agree with that, and I do not think he
can recall any comparable debate on any
item in an authorization or appropria-
tion bill for the Military Establishment.

Mr. President, I should like to read a
few relatively short excerpts from some
of these hearings. I have tried to pick out
some of them that are pertinent to the
debate.

I point out that the record I hold in
my hand was taken on June 23, which
was not very long ago, with Director
Helms and Mr. Laird. It contains 235
pages, so obviously I cannot read it all.

On the matter of the SS-9, which has
occupied so much time here today, I am
not sure it is all that important, but I do
this just for the record. I will make a
few citations. On page 62, I read a quo-
tation from the testimony of Mr. Helms,
and I shall only read those areas which
I think are especially pertinent:

(Deleted.)

This is what I meant—what the Sen-
ator from Tennessee mentioned a mo-
ment ago.

(Deleted.)

I submit that these are exactly the
same figures the Senator from Washing-
ton gave, and they are not new in the
sense that they discovered it yesterday,
because this was said on June 23.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. 1 yield.

Mr. DOMINICK. I think that what
the Senator from Washington said—and
I thought the inference was plain—was
that when the Safeguard system was de-
cided upon, it was done on the basis
that the intelligence in 1967 and 1968 as
to the number of Soviet ICM's estimate
had shown less than the (deleted) in
place or under construction as of the first
of the year, when the new administra-
tion came in. They found out that in-
stead of leveling off at 250, which had
been expected, it had gone up to (de-
leted), which indicated that the Soviets
were going to go forward with their pro-
duction instead of leveling off as had
been originally estimated last November.

Mr. FULBRIGHT, The only difference
between June 23 and the previous meet-
ing with Mr. Helms, which was—it was
(deleted). That was in the previous
meeting, In the interrogatory of May 7,
he had, in 1969, one (deleted) known to
have been started so far,

Since that time he added these (de-
leted) new groups, which I just read.
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Mr. DOMINICK.
groups?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes. I am just try-
ing to straighten this out. This is not my
opinion. I am only trying to put this in
the record.

Mr. DOMINICE. I understand.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. On page 65 of this
same record Mr. Helms, talking about
MIRV or MRV, said:

The intelligence community—

This is the community because the
CIA is the chairman of that commu-
nity—

(Deleted.)

This is what surprised me:
(Deleted.)

In other words what he said is that if
they put three in it, it will not be as reli-
able as with one. The implication is clear.
There is nothing to fear from having
three instead of one.

(Deleted.)

He is saying that the Pentagon says
it is deliberate and the community does
not. That is one of the differences that
occurred. Much was said in the press
about the differences without specifying
what it was.

Then, on page 102, this has to do with
the PAR radar. There has been some
apparent difference also on some of these
other reports. This is Mr. Laird and this
is the meeting when Mr. Laird and Mr.
Helms appeared before the committee.
I am reading from page 102 of the same
record:

Secretary Lamp. MSR, is in place and has
been constructed at Kwajalein, A PAR radar
has never been constructed at any site, but
the components have all been tested, and I
am confident it will work.

Secretary Laird testified on page 103:

We have not built the computer. The com=
puter is within the state of the art, however.

Then, on page 201 the following ap-
pears. I am not reading all of these be-
cause of the time. I might use them later
if we get into another session when there
is more time, but the hour is late. This
is on page 202 and this was when we
were discussing the question of the find-
ing with regard to Soviet capability for
a first strike. Secretary Laird said:

The answer is it has not been considered.

The CHAIRMAN. The answer is, no, they
have made no such findings.

Senator Gore. All right.

Has the National Intelligence Board made
a finding that the Soviets are going for a
first strike capability with any other mean-
ing of that term in mind?

Mr. HeLms. (Deleted.)

The only reason I cite that is on the
specific question that the Defense Intel-
ligence Agency and the intelligence com-
munity never made a finding that they
are going for first strike capability.

Mr. DOMINICK. Is the Senator dis-
tinguishing between capability and in-
tent?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. They made no
finding of intent and they made no find-
ing they are going for capability.

Mr. DOMINICK. There is a dis-
tinction?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. There are a great

(Deleted) new
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many pages on that. The Senator from
Tennessee (Mr. Gorg) examined Mr.
Laird for an hour or longer on this point.
I am trying to give the Senator the final
answer. If the Senator wishes to pursue
it, he may. The point about what is
meant by capability and intent is de-
veloped at length.

Secretary Laird, at page 203, said:

The Defense Intelligency Agency—

He is talking about the Defense Intel-
ligence Agency. That is distinct from the
Defense Intelligence Board, of which Mr.
Helms is chairman. I continue to read:

Secretary Lamp. The Defense Intelligence
Agency, and I want to choose my words very
carefully, their experts do belleve that (de-
leted) is used on the SS-9 has the capability
(deleted).

There is this difference of attitude.
That happens in the question of the SS-9
and also on capability. There are some
other matters at page 229 of the record.
This deals with the SS-9.

Secretary Lamp., Well, the present number
of sites under construction and in being of
5S-9's goes above the high estimate as far as
1971; isn't that about it?

Mr. HELms. (Deleted.)

The CHAIRMAN. Is that the only significant
difference?

Secretary Lamp. That is the only significant
difference.

The CHAIRMAN. It is upon that basis that
your feeling is so strong?

Secretary Lamp. It did not taper off. It
has continued,

There is one other disagreement that may
exist between DIA and the CIA, but this did
not exist at the time the Intelligence esti-
mate was drawn up, and that is an item that
has to do with the guidance system used in
the 85-9 and, Chairman Fulbright, I want
to make it very clear that I have not been
drawn into that disagreement because as
far as the discussion for the ABM is con-
cerned it does not make a substantial dif-
ference as far as that argument is concerned
because of the pattern, the so-called foot-
print, of the 3 reentry vehicles that we have
seen tested in the Pacific.

This is what I was looking for. It ap-
pears on page 232. I was not sure of the
page. This goes back to first strike
capability.

The CHAmMAN. First strike capability

means only a weapon which can get a
hardened target?

Secretary Lamp. It is a weapon that has the
capabllity of going after hardened targets.
Now, that does not mean to say that it does
not have a second strike capability, too,

My own view is that that could be
said of our own Minuteman. It has capa-
bility and it could be used either way if
it were accurate enough.

On April 23, Mr. Helms appeared at a
meeting. I will not read all of it. I think
it would be interesting if I were to refer
to pages 21 and 22.

This is, I believe, page 21—Senator
SymineToN talking:

In fact, one hit on the MSR at (deleted)
psl Is worth a lot more than a hit on the
Minuteman because if you hit the radar you
knock out a lot of the Minuteman. Is there
anything wrong with that extrapolation that
you know of?

Mr, HeLms. (Deleted.)

Mr. President, I think that is really
uncontested.
Now this is Mr. Duckett, the man re-
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ferred to a moment ago from the CIA by
the Senator from Washington. It is on
page 64 of the executive hearings of April
23—Mr. Duckett is speaking now for the
CIA:

We are convinced that they are what I like
to describe as at least one generation of
computers behind that of the United States.

That is to say, if you look at our comput-
ers, theirs are like ours were the last time
around before our most modern machines.

Senator Gore. In number of years what
would that be?

Mr. Duckerr. That would be on the order
of 3 to 6 years, Senator Gore, and so if one
is going to make a comparative statement,
I think that is the kind of difference we see.

Pertinent to this is the discussion of
how far along the Russians are and
whether they are in a position to move
immediately. The conclusion is that they
are 3 to 5 years behind us in computer
development.

There were other places in the hear-
ings where a number of people responded
to questions about computers, especially
Software for computers. We received let-
ters from people in the business stating
that they believed this was the most dif-
ficult of all the components of an ABM
system.

On page 74, this is on the Soviet view
of balance. This is Mr. Helms talking:

Sovier VIEW OF THE BALANCE

(Deleted.)

Now I skip over to page 75:

Mr. HeLms. (Deleted).

Senator Gore. Well now, doesn't that re-
late itself to whether or not they are seek-
ing to achieve a so-called first strike capa-
bility? What is your view of that—not your
view, but what is the Intelligence estimate
of that?

Mr. HELMms. (Deleted).

_ On page 77:

Senator Gore. I gather from what you have
sald that you have some question in your
mind as to whether or not the Soviets are
alming for a first strike capability.

Mr. HELms. (Deleted).

Senator Gore. Well, you used the pronoun
“I", Is it the intelligence estimate that there
is uncertainty as to whether they are alming
at a first strike capability?

Mr. HELuMs. (Deleted).

Benator Gore.

Mr, HELMs. (Deleted).

Mr. President, for my own benefit I
say this, that the testimony we heard
from Mr. Helms convinced me he was a
competent man who was not swayed by
any outside influence, that he was giving
us the nearest to an honest and accurate
assessment of all the combined forces of
the intelligence community. He has given
the committees, either this committee
or the special committee chaired by the
Senator from Georgia (Mr. RusseLL), the
best available information. That is what
inspired in us confidence and trust in the
integrity, honesty, and good judgment of
Mr. Helms.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. All I want to say is
that I concur fully with what the Sen-
ator has had to say about Mr. Helms, who
has brought respectability and integrity
to the CIA and who has given it the kind
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of standing which it lacked prior to the
time he took over.

I must say, like all those who have
come in contact with him, I have been
tremendously impressed. I think he is by
far the best Director the CIA has ever
had. Because of Mr. Helms, that agency’s
integrity and standing have increased
considerably, at least in the congressional
community.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. I appreciate the
Senator’s comments.

Mr. President, let me read one other
excerpt. This matter was pursued at great
length. It shocked me a little bit to hear
the Senator from Washington say that
he believed the Soviets are going for a
first-strike capability. There is a good
deal in here about it. It is on page 79:

Senator Gore. Then, to bring you right to
the point, you could not say that they are
alming for a first strike capability, no ques-
tion about it?

Mr, HELms. (Deleted.)

Senator Gore. Thank you. Go ahead.

Senator FuLericHT. Could I pursue this a
bit, Mr. Chairman, to try to be as precise as
I can. First, what does the national com-
munity, intelligence community, consist of,
who is represented?

Mr. HELMS, (Deleted.)

That is the one for which he was
speaking. For the record, those are the
voting members.

I asked:

Has this board ever found that the Rus-
sians, that Russia has ever gone for a first
strike?

Mr. Helms said:

(Deleted.)

Senator FuLericHT: You did not find that
they are, so that the Community has not
found either then—

That is, last fall—
or at any one of those weekly meetings, since,
have they?

Mr. HELMs. (Deleted.)

A meeting is held every week. The
board meets every week. They also make
an annual estimate in the fall. It has
been said on occasion that all the figures
that some of us have been using go back
to the annual meeting of last fall. That is
not quite so, because the board meets
every week. That is why I put it that
way—not only then, referring to the an-
nual estimate, but also at any one of the
weekly meetings., That is what he said.

I invite Senators to read the whole
discussion., I know I have not the time
to read it all.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it not true that
any Senator may, within the confines of
the Committee on Foreign Relations
room, read this record in full?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. 1 explained that
procedure before. The Senator from
Alaska (Mr. STeEVENS) inquired about it.
I said that under the restrictions, Sena-
tors may not take the record out or have
their clerks or assistants read it. A Sena-
tor must read it himself. He can come to
the committee room and read it himself.
If he is interested, he can come to the
committee room and read it.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
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Mr, FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. MUNDT. I wish to associate my-
self with the expressions of the Senator
from Arkansas and the Senator from
Montana in showing my high regard for
Mr. Helms. He is an excellent Director
of the CIA. He is candid and forthright.
I admire the fact that he always re-
fuses to inject his personal speculation
into any answer.

I think probably, in fairness to Mr.
Helms, in view of the questions and
answers discussed here it should be
pointed out that at no place in his
testimony did he say, either, that the CIA
had found that the Russians were not
aiming at a first-strike capability. I forget
whether it was in that particular hearing
or at other meetings, we had the very
same kind of answer. When we ask,
“Have you made any finding that they
are going for a first-strike capability?”
he says, (deleted). However, when we
ask, “Have you made a finding that they
are not going for a first-strike capa-
bility ?"" he says, (deleted) also.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is right.

Mr. MUNDT. He stresses throughout
his testimony, both here and elsewhere—
and that is good—that there is a dif-
ference bhetween capability and inten-
tions. He says the CIA is set up pretty
well to determine capability. It can make
pretty good estimates as to what capa-
bilities are. But he also resorts to the
answer—which we all know is correct—
that nobody can read the minds of the
Russians. Nobody can read our minds,
either. Intentions are not something that
can bhe gathered very accurately by
intelligence.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Let me point out
that in the statements made that the
Russians have an ABM system pro-
tecting their country the clear implica-
tion is that it is an effective one. Other-
wise they would not put out full-page
ads or speeches saying that the Russians
have an ABM. If one reads the record,
Mr. Helins did not draw any conclusions
about that except that he just reported
the fact. It is the kind of ABM that, it
is clear to any reasonable person, does
not serve any useful purpose. He says
flatly in one place that his opinion is
they stopped deploying it because they
decided it could be so easily offset or
overcome by us—in other words, it is in-
effective.

That is a different thing from saying
that the Russians have an ABM; there-
fore we must have one. If it means that
we have to have one like theirs, it means
nothing. As of this moment, the record
shows clearly that the Russians do not
have an ABM that is in any sense of the
word satisfactory or that gives them any
real protection.

Mr. MUNDT. I do not think the Sen-
ator should put Dick Helms in a position,
which he has consistently refused to
assume, of being an authority on Amer-
ican capability.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. On what?

Mr. MUNDT. On American capability.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. He does not com-
ment on that. Did I leave that impres-
sion?

Mr. MUNDT. I thought that was im-
plicit in the Senator's concept that he
thought the ABM system is no good.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. No; I refer to the
Galosh system in Russia.

Mr. MUNDT. He did not say either
that their system is not any good.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. What he said
amounts to that. That is a reasonable
interpretation from what I have read
here. I do not see how one could say,
from what he says, that it amounts to
anything; that the Russians themselves
consider it satisfactory.

Mr. MUNDT. He gave that as one
hypothesis, not as a mind reader but as
a speculative hypothesis, as to why they
had stopped the construction, and also
pointed out in his testimony that they
stopped it and they later resumed it.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. No. Resumed tests,
not deployment.

Mr. MUNDT. Resumed the encircle-
ment of Moscow.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not think so;
not deployed.

Mr. MUNDT. He said that in the com-
mittee meeting yesterday, or another
one. He emphasizes that is guesswork on
his part. He does not know.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. There was evidence
that they were testing what he thought
was part of an improved ABM, but, from
what appears in this testimony, they
have not reached a point where they
themselves have solved the problems and
are again resuming deployment. I read
part of it. I will not read it again.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. DOMINICK. I do not know
whether it was Mr. Helms, but certainly
we were told by Mr. Helms, or Mr. Dur-
kett of his Agency, yesterday, that they
were in the process of completing con-
struction of (deleted) more sites around
Moscow. So they are continuing with
the deployment of the ABM.

Mr. MUNDT. After a cessation, they
are resuming, and nobody can guess why.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. On (deleted) they
were continuing. They were continuing
as of that time. They had not completed.
They were still continuing and working
on them. They had completed and were
working on (deleted). That is in the
record. I do not know if it is very signif-
icant, but he did in that case draw the
conclusion that the reason why they
stopped was that it was unsatisfactory.

Mr. MUNDT. While he did say that,
he also said: (deleted).

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes. I would say his
speculations are a little better formed
than mine.

Mr. MUNDT. He left an anchor out to
leeward by saying: (deleted).

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield on that same point?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. DOMINICEK. There is nothing in
Mr. Helms' testimony which would indi-
cate, even if that inference were cor-
rect—namely, that the Russian ABM
system is not effective—that ours will not
be effective.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. He does not com-
ment upon ours. He does not bring that
in at all. The only inference is that it is
much more difficult than the Russians
thought it would be and that some of us
think it is, because they have not tackled
the software, the computer and the radar.
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We have not built the radar. The testi-
mony is quite clear that we have not
built the PAR radar and have not tried
to build a computer and do not have a
computer that will work.

This list of questions is very important.
May I ask the majority leader if I may
put material of this kind into the ReEcorp
without reading it?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Surely.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does it need unani-
mous consent?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to insert the re-
mainder of these questions into the Rec-
orp. They are relatively short. I do not
refer to the long hearings. They are rela-
tively short questions and answers by
the CIA, all of which bear upon this mat-
ter. I shall put them into the Recorp for
the information of the Senate.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I reserve
the right to object—and I shall not ob-
jeet—solely to interrogate the majority
leader as to just what happens to a record
of this kind. We do not have this kind of
record often enough to be sure about this.
During the course of the afternoon we
have today stripped the confidential label
off records and put them into the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorbp. Is that record to be
ultimately published?

Mr. MANSFIELD. No. May I say I was
surprised that information which was
classified as top secret last night was
made free for use today. I am really get-
ting tired of declassification of informa-
tion to suit a particular purpose which
may be before us.

But at the beginning of the session
today, I did make the following state-
ment:

I further ask unanimous consent that, at
the conclusion of the closed session, the
transcript of the remarks of each Senator
who participated in the proceedings be deliv-
ered to him by the Chief of official reporters;
that the Senator shall have the right to re-
vise his own remarks; that such Senator shall
deliver his revised remarks to the Chief Re-
porter, who shall then deliver the transeript
to the Senator from Mississippl (Mr. Stennis)
as chairman of the Committee on Armed
Bervices; that the expurgated version of these
proceedings e prepared under the direction
of the Senator from Misslsslppl (Mr. Sbennls) N
and that there be deleted from the transcript
anything which might be classified; that
such record of proceedings be made public by
being printed in the permanent Congres-
sional Record of the date on which they oc-
cur; and that the Chief Reporter turn the
shorthand notes of the official reporters over
to the Secretary of the Senate, to be kept in
secret and not to be disclosed without leave
of the Senate.

Furthermore. before that, I made a
statement under rules XXXV and
, which state as follows:

All confidential communications and all
remarks, votes and proceedings thereon under
these rules shall be kept secret, until the
Senate shall, by their resolution, take off the
Injunction of secrecy.

Any Senator or officer of the Senate who
shall disclose the secret or confidential busi-
ness or proceedings of the Senate shall be
liable, if a Senator, to suffer expulsion from
the body; and if an officer, to dismissal from
the service of the Senate, and to punishment
for contempt.

Mr. MUNDT. That certainly would
seem fo give us the protective mantle 1
think we need.
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I feel, myself, that this afternoon’s ses-
sion has been very informative and very
worthwhile.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Very worthwhile,

Mr. MUNDT. I am not going to object
to the Senator putting this in the Rec-
orp. I just wanted to be sure we were
not violating top secret documents.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
raised this question. The Senator, I
think, is familiar with the document.
Does he object to it?

Mr. MUNDT. No, I do not object. The
Senator's document is not as sensitive, T
believe, as some of the other statements
were.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. No. On the same
basis the others were put in, I would as-
sume they would take it out before they
publish the Recorp. I certainly have no
objection to it going in, but I have no
overwhelming desire. I thought the Sen-
ator might not want it in.

Mr. MUNDT. No; I do not object. I was
just reserving the right to object for the
purpose of making an inquiry.

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

(Deleted.)

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, as
the distinguished Senator from Waest
Virginia has a conference report to bring
before the Senate, and I think I have put
enough in, depending on how this devel-
ops, some of the other information may
be more pertinent at a later date.

Therefore, I yield the floor.

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr. President, I
move that the Senate go out of closed
session and into open session.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would suggest to
the staff that the desks be screened and
cleared, and whatever else they do to
make sure that there is no information
lying around loose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Thereupon, at 5 o’clock and 44 min-
utes p.m., the doors of the Chamber were
opened, and the open session of the Sen-
ate was resumed.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION
TRANSACTION OF MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be a period
for the transaction of morning business,
with statements of Senators limited to a
period of 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Ea-
GLETON in the chair). Without objection,
it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF
SENATOR HANSEN TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at the conclu-
sion of the prayer and after the Journal
tomorrow, the distinguished Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. HanNSEN) be recog-
nized for not to exceed 30 minutes. I am
not sure that is the length of time he
wants, but whatever it is, the time can
be adjusted accordingly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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ORDER FOR LIMITATION ON STATE-
MENTS DURING THE TRANSAC-
TION OF MORNING BUSINESS
TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous
consent that, at the conclusion of the
remarks of the distinguished Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. HANSEN) tomorrow,
there be a period for the transaction of
routine morning business, with a 3-
minute limitation on statements.

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

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES—HOUSE CON-
CURRENT RESOLUTION 300

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, communicated to the
Senate the concurrent resolution (H.
Con. Res. 300) commemorating the 100th
anniversary in 1969 of the birth of or-
ganized baseball.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
the Chair to lay before the Senate the
message from the House of Representa-
tives on House Concurrent Resolution
300.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate House Concurrent Reso-
lution 300, which was read by the legisla-
tive clerk, as follows:

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That, to commemo-
rate the one-hundredth anniversary in 1969
of the birth of organized baseball, the Con-
gress of the United States officially recognizes
the year 1069 as baseball's centennial year
and extends its congratulations and best
wishes to the Commissioner of Baseball, the
President of the National League, the Pres-
ident of the American League, the twelve
teams of the National League, and the twelve
teams of the American League, and to the
several minor leagues and all other organiza-
tions and individuals participating in or con=
nected with organized baseball.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

There being no objection, House Con-
current Resolution 300 was considered
and agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to, as fol-
lows:

Whereas, baseball is among the oldest out=-
standing national games of the United
States, combining the zest of the amateur
with the skills of the professional and pro-
viding excitement, drama, interest, and en-
tertainment both for participants and for
spectators; and

Whereas, although baseball was already
being widely played, watched, and attended
in various forms on a largely amateur or
recreational basis, the development of the
game to its present status as a national in-
stitution truly began with the organization
of America's first professional baseball team
in 1869; and

‘Whereas, the year 1969 marks the one-
hundredth anniversary of organized pro-
fessional baseball in the United States and
is baseball’s centennial year; and

Whereas, the playilng of the Fortleth All-
Star Baseball Game, on July 22, 1969, in
Washington, District of Columbia, together
with related activities and observances in
Washington and throughout the country, is
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the occasion for the special celebration of
baseball’s centennial year; and

Whereas, it is fitting that appropriate
recognition be given to the many contribu-
tions which baseball has made to the Amer-
ican way of life both as a sport and as an
expression of the American spirit: Now,
therefore, be it

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I am de-
lighted that we have saluted baseball on
its 100th year.

If there is no unanimity on this pro-
posal, there is serious doubt we could
agree on the virtue of motherhood and
the beauty of the flag.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed the bill (S. 1072) to au-
thorize funds to carry out the purposes
of the Appalachian Regional Develop-
ment Act of 1965, as amended, and titles
I, III, IV, and V of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965, as
amended; that the House instisted upon
its amendments to the bill (S. 1072) to
authorize funds to carry out the purposes
of the Appalachian Regional Develop-
ment Act of 1965, as amended, and titles
I, II1, IV, and V of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965, as
amended; asked a conference with the
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. JONES
of Alabama, Mr. BLATNIK, Mr. WRIGHT,
Mr. EpmonpsoN, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. HARSHA,
and Mr. CLEVELAND were appointed man-
agers on the part of the House at the
conference.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendment
of the Senate to the bill (HR. 6508) to
provide assistance to the State of Cali-
fornia for the reconstruction of areas
damaged by recent storms, floods, and
high waters; asked a conference with the
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. JoNES
of Alabama, Mr. JounsoN of California,
Mr. WricHT, Mr. EpMONDSON, Mr. Cra-
MER, Mr. Don CLAUSEN, and Mr. DENNEY
were appointed managers on the part of
the House at the conference.

The message further announced that
the House had agreed to a concurrent
resolution (H. Con. Res. 300) extending
the congratulations of the Congress of
the United States to organized baseball
upon the occasion of its centennial year,
in which it requested the concurrence
of the Senate.

AUTHORIZATION OF FUNDS FOR
APPALACHIAN REGIONAL DEVEL-
OPMENT ACT OF 1965

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I ask
the Chair to lay before the Senate a
message from the House of Representa-
tives on S. 1072.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the amendment of the
House of Representatives to the bill (S.
1072) to authorize funds to carry out the
purposes of the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965, as amended,
and titles I, III, IV, and V of the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
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1965, as amended, which was, to strike
out all after the enacting clause and
insert:

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO THE PUBLIC
WORKS AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
ACT OF 1965

SEeC. 101. This title may be cited as the
“Regional Action Planning Commission
Amendments of 1989",

SEec. 102. (a) The second sentence of sub-
section (a) of section 505 of the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965 (42
U.S.C. 3185) is amended by striking out the
period at the end thereof and inserting in
lieu thereof a comma and the following:
“and planning, investigations, studies, dem-
onstration projects, and training programs
which will further the purposes of this Act.”

(b) The second sentence of subsection (b)
of section 505 of such Act is amended to read
as follows: “Thereafter, such expenses shall
be paid 50 per centum by the Federal Gov-
ernment and 50 per centum by the States
in the region, except that the administrative
expenses of the Federal cochairman, his al-
ternate, and his staff shall be paid solely by
the Federal Government. The share to be
paid by each State shall be determined by
the Commission. The Federal cochalrman
shall not participate or vote in such deter-
mination.”

(¢) Subsection (e¢) of section 505 of such
Act is repealed.

Sec. 103. (a) The first sentence of sub-
section (a) of section 509 of the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965 (42
U.S.C. 3188a) is amended (1) by inserting
after “share,” the following: “or for which
there are insufficient funds available under
the Federal grant-in-ald Act authorizing such
programs to meet pressing needs of the
region,”, and (2) by striking out “for the
sole” and inserting in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing: “for all or any portion of the basic
Federal contribution to projects under such
Federal grant-in-aild programs authorized
by Federal grant-in-aid Acts, and for the”.

(b) The next to the last sentence of sub-
section (a) of section 509 of such Act is
amended to read as follows: “In the case of
any program or project for which all or any
portion of the basic Federal contribution to
the project under a Federal grant-in-aid
program is proposed to be made under this
subsection, no such Federal contribution
shall be made until the responsible Federal
official administering the Federal grant-in-
ald Act authorizing such contribution cer-
tifies that such program or project meets all
of the requirements of such Federal grant-
in-aid Act and would be approved for Federal
contribution under such Act if funds were
avallable under such Act for such program or
project. Funds may be provided for programs
and projects in a State under this subsection
only if the Commission determines that the
level of Federal and State financial assistance
under titles of this Act other than this title,
and under Acts other than this Act, for the
same type of programs or projects in that
portion of the State within the region will
not be diminished in order to substitute
funds authorized by this subsection.”

(¢) Bubsection (c¢) of sectlon 6509 of such
Act is amended by striking out in the first
sentence thereof “December 31, 1967" and
inserting in lieu thereof “December 31, 1970".

(d) Bubsection (d) of section 509 of such
Act is amended to read as follows:

“(d) There is authorized to be appro-
priated to the Secretary to carry out this
title, for the two-fiscal-year period ending
June 30, 1971, to be avallable until expended,
not to exceed $225,000,000. Not less than 10
per centum nor more than 30 per centum of
the amounts appropriated under this author-
ization for any flscal year shall be made
available for any one regional commission.”

BEC. 104. Title V of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C.
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3181 et seq.) is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new section:

“COORDINATION

“Sec. 511. The Secretary shall coordinate
his activities in making grants and loans
under titles I and II of this Act with those
of each of the Federal cochairmen in making
grants under this title, and each Federal co-
chairman shall coordinate his activities in
making grants under this title with those of
the Becretary in making grants and loans
under titles I and II of this Act.”

TITLE II—APPALACHIAN REGIONAL DE-
VELOPMENT ACT AMENDMENTS OF
1969

Sec, 201. This title may be cited as the
“Appalachian Regional Development Act
Amendments of 1969”,

SeC. 202. Subsection (b) of section 105 of
the Appalachian Regional Development Act
of 1965 (40 App. U.S.C. 105) is amended to
read as follows:

“(b) To carry out this section there is
hereby authorized to be appropriated to the
Commission to be available until expended,
not to exceed $1,900,000 for the two-fiscal-
year period ending June 30, 1971. Not to
exceed $475,000 of such authorization shall
be available for the expenses of the Federal
cochalrman, his alternate, and his staff.”

Sec. 203. (a) The second sentence of sec-
tilon 201(a) of the Appalachian Reglonal
Development Act of 1965 (40 App. US.C.
201) is amended to read as follows: “The
provisions of sections 106(a) and 118 of title
23, United States Code, relating to the obli-
gation, period of availability, and expendi-
ture of Federal-aid highway funds, shall
apply to the development highway system
and the local access roads, and all other pro-
vislons of such title 23 that are applicable
to the construction and maintenance of
Federal-ald primary and secondary highways
and which the Secretary determines are not
inconsistent with this Act shall apply, re-
spectively, to such system and roads.”

(b) Subsection (g) of section 201 of the
Appalachian Regional Development Act of
1965 (40 App. U.S.C. 201) is amended by
striking out “four-fiscal-year period ending
June 30, 1971."” and inserting in lieu thereof
“five-fiscal-year period ending June 30,
1972, except that not to exceed $195,000,000
of such amount may be obligated for any
one such fiscal year.”

Bec. 204. (a) The first sentence of clause
(2) of subsection (a) of section 205 of the
Appalachian Regional Development Act of
1965 (40 App. U.S.C. 205) is amended by
striking out “in accordance with the” and
inserting in lieu thereof “or to make grants
to the States for carrying out such projects,
in accordance with the applicable”.

(b) Subsection (b) of such section 205 is
amended by striking out “and 1969" and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘1969, 1970, and
1971".

Sec. 205. Subsection (¢) of section 214 of
the Appalachian Regional Development Act
of 1965 (40 App. U.S.C. 214) is amended by
striking out “December 31, 1967" in the first
sentence thereof and Insertlng Iin leu
thereof “December 31, 1970".

Sec. 206. Section 302(a) (1) (B) of the Ap-
palachian Regional Development Act of 1965
(40 App. U.S.C. 302) is amended by inserting
before “a local” the following: “a State
agency certified as”.

Sec. 207. Section 401 of the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 1965 (40 App.
U.S.C. 401) is amended by striking out the
period at the end thereof and inserting in
lieu thereof a comma and the following:
“and not to exceed $250,000,000 for the two-
fiscal-year period ending June 30, 1971, to
carry out this Act, of which amount not to
exceed $85,000,000 is authorized for section
202, $15,000,000 for section 203, $15,000,000
for section 205, $2,000,000 for section 207,
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$50,000,000 for section 211, $75,000,000 for
section 214, and $8,000,000 and section 302.".

SEc. 208. Sectlon 403 of the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 1965 (48 App.
U.5.C. 403) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following:

“The President is authorized and directed
to make a study of the extent to which
portions of upper New York State, Massa-
chusetts, Vermont, New Hampshire, and
Maine which are geographically part of the
Appalachian reglon and share the soclal and
economic characteristics thereof should be
included in the region in order to carry out
the purposes of this Act, He shall submit
the results of such study together with his
recommendations to Congress no later than
June 30, 1970."

Sec. 209. Section 405 of the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 1965 (40 App.
U.S8.C. 405) is amended by inserting imme-
diately after “Act” the following: “, other
than section 201,”.

And amend the title so as to read:
“An act to provide for the renewal and
extension of title V of the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965
and the Appalachian Regional Develop-
ment Act of 1965.”

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate disagree to the House
amendments and agree to the conference
requested by the House of Representa-
tives, and that the Chair appoint the
conferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. MonN-
TOYA, Mr. RanporpH, Mr, MUSKIE, Mr.
Srong, Mr. Baker, Mr. CooPER, and Mr.
Mr. Packwoop conferees on the part of
the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

further morning business?

THE WAR MUST END

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I have in-
quired of the Defense Department as to
the U.S. casualties suffered in Vietnam
during the week ending July 2, and they
have reported to me that the total casual-
ties for the week were 1,760, This brings
the total number of casualties suffered
in Vietnam since the inauguration of
President Nixon to more than 50,000.

Mr. President, this war must be ended.

S. 2645—INTRODUCTION OF BILL
RELATING TO TAX REFORM

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, today the
Committee on Finance, by a vote of 9
to 8, refused to consider amendments to
the surtax bill, and reported it to the
Senate without consideration of any tax
reform amendments or amendments of
any other kind.

I have just now introduced a tax re-
form bill, which will be offered as a sub-
stitute for the surtax bill when it is made
the pending business of the Senate. The
bill I have introduced is not a compre-
hensive measure; it is not all inclusive;
it does not cover all that needs to be
done in the tax reform area. But this bill
does contain a number of provisions
covering subjects in which I have had a
longtime and continuing interest. In
some of these areas I have already been
instrumental in helping to bring about
changes, but these changes have been in-
sufficient to bring true equity even in
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these limited segments of the Tax Code.
Some points with which I desire to deal
are omitted because of time required to
make technical drafts and the desire of
the chairman of the Senate Finance
Committee that proposed amendments be
introduced by July 18, as had been indi-
cated by the chairman of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee.

As has been pointed out in the Senate
in recent days, it is not practicable to
attempt to rewrite the entire Tax Code
in the Finance Committee during the
next few weeks. But it is possible to bring
about changes in areas which have been
studied—usually studied to death—for
years, and in which Senators have al-
ready formed judgments in connection
with, and as an integral part of, the
surtax extension bill.

As I have said, the Senate Finance
Committee acted today without consid-
eration of amendments, even though the
Finance Committee is scheduled to begin
hearings next week on several specific
reform proposals, including those con-
tained in the bill I have introduced.
Other Senators have indicated bills or
amendments they wish to have consid-
ered. I think it may be possible to con-
sider many items in a relatively shert
time in the committee.

I think that by the narrow vote of 9 to
8 the committee today voted to report the
surtax bill without giving any considera-
tion whatsoever to any amendment, even
though announcement had publicly been
made that hearings would be held and
Senators had been publicly invited to
offer amendments and had been assured
that consideration would be given to any
amendment introduced by July 18,

I would like to point out, Mr. Presi-
dent, that it was the distinguished chair-
man of the committee, the junior Sen-
ator from Louisiana (Mr. LonG), who an-
nounced this invitation on the part of the
committee and who had scheduled pub-
lic hearings on tax reform amendments
to begin next week.

I would like also to call attention to the
fact that the chairman of the committee
was not one of the nine who voted to re-
port the bill today, despite this pledge
of the consideration of amendments.

Incidentally, the Senator from Louisi-
ana made a strong statement in the com-
mittee in opposition to such action.

Sentiment for reform is in the air, and
I do not believe it can be safely ignored.
A beginning must be made now on tax
reform. A revolt of taxpayers all over the
country has been felt by every repre-
sentative of the people. I do not believe
it is sufficient to tell the long-suffering
lower- and middle-income groups on
whom the heaviest burden of taxation
has fallen, and who have no way of
escape from the grasp of the withholding
system on wages and salaries, that we are
preparing for uncertain activity which
may lead to tax reform. We must enact
some important reforms now as a good-
faith beginning. We can then follow that
up by a really comprehensive tax reform
which will, of course, take some time.

Now, Mr. President, since Senators do
not have time to study in detail all bills
which are introduced, and since they
have had no chance to study the bill
which I just now introduced, I would like
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to state very briefly what the bill T have
introduced contains. And let me say, too,
that I am not necessarily wedded to the
exact wording of all parts of this bill.
There have been some drafting difficul-
ties in certain areas, and I am sure that
further discussion in the Finance Com-
mittee will result in improvements.

Also, I would emphasize that my bill
contains one revenue loser of signifi-
cance. I refer to section 4, which would
increase the personal exemption deduc-
tion to $1,250. As Senators will note, I
propose to make up the lost revenue, thus
presenting a balanced package from a
revenue standpoint, by adjusting corpo-
rate and upper individual income tax
rates. Here again, let me point out that
additional revenue producing loophole
closers will be under discussion, and I
would hope we can get together on a
package which will be balanced as to
revenue losers and gainers without hav-
ing to resort to increased rates. There is
certainly sufficient opportunity for this,
after all, particularly in the individual
income area, the tax base has been badly
eroded. Probably not more than 40 per-
cent of what is defined as personal in-
come in the national income accounts
enters into the computation of the per-
sonal income tax, and recent studies have
turned u» some $50 billion of tax prefer-
ences under existing tax laws.

At any rate, here is a brief statement
of the contents of this bill.

Section 1 contains the usual language,
including the title.

Section 2 would extend the surtax at
the full 10 percent rate for the entire
fiscal year. I regret that the administra-
tion hesitated so long in making a recom-
mendation to extend the surtax, and it
did seem a mistake to me to have given
the impression that the tax really might
have been dispensed with altogether.
Such an impression was fostered both by
the delay and by the changing of the
terms of the surtax as applied after Jan-
uary 1, 1970.

Section 3 would repeal the investment
tax credit. My terms are somewhat
tighter than the proposal as worked out
in the Ways and Means Committee and
in the bill reported today by the Finance
Committee.

Section 4 would increase the personal
exemption to $1,250 for the taxpayer and
each of his dependents. This is the surest
way of removing most of the poor from
the tax rolls, and, at the same time giv-
ing badly needed relief to the middle-
income groups who are concerned, and
properly so, with the cost of supporting
and educating their children, This would
give to the married couple with two chil-
dren a tax-free base of $5,000 upon which
to construct a minimum household
budget. This is a simple and gimmick-
free way of accomplishing this purpose.

Mr. President, I emphasize that I know
of no more unrealistic provision in the
tax law than the $600 exemption for a
taxpayer and for a taxpayer's dependent.
Where is there a parent who can decently
feed, clothe, and provide shelter for a
child for $600, or for himself or for his
wife?

It is utterly unrealistic. The cost of
living has so increased that this simply
must be changed.
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In order to raise this exemption, the
Government will suffer a big loss in rev-
enue. Why? Because the middle-income
taxpayer is bearing an undue proportion
of the load. Therefore, when we provide
some equitable relief for the middle- and
low-income taxpayers, we lose revenue.
But there are places at which to recoup
the revenue while promoting equity in
the tax law. This I have done in present-
ing a tax reform bill balanced as to loss
and gain in revenue.

Section 5 would repeal the unlimited
charitable contributions deduction pro-
vision now in the code.

This code makes a mockery of charity.
What is called charity is self-serving tax
avoidance in many instances.

Section 6 would terminate, as of this
date, both the older style restricted and
the newer, and almost as bad, qualified
stock options. I have fought this battle
off and on for years.

Section 7 provides for the tax treat-
ment of so-called ABC and carved-out
transactions as mortgage loans.

This is a well recognized tax loophole
to those who understand the technicali-
ties of the tax law, particularly its rela-
tionship in connection with percentage
depletion.

This particular tax problem may not
be familiar to all Senators, but there will
be no need for long or drawn-out pro-
ceedings to arrive at a decision as to
what to do about it.

Section 8 would eliminate the tax ex-
empt status now enjoyed by private
foundations, and it would place a limit
of 25 years on the life of any foundation
not operating a church, educational or-
ganization, or hospital. I have taken a
somewhat different approach from that
taken by the Ways and Means Commit-
tee, but my solution is simpler and will,
I believe, remove abuses more surely. Let
me say, parenthetically, that section 501
of the code needs a thorough overhaul
about as badly as any section in the
code. There are problems of definition
which need resolution. We need to sort
out diverse elements and provide differ-
ent treatment for organizations serving
different purposes.

Section 9 would repeal percentage de-
pletion, thereby putting all oil, gas and
minerals operations on a cost depletion
basis. I have not treated with intan-
gible drilling costs, partially for lack of
time properly to draft an amendment,
but this, too, should be examined in a
more comprehensive review and dealt
with effectively.

Section 10 provides for repeal of sec-
tion 911 of the code. This is the section
which exempts from U.S. income tax
the first $20,000, and in some instances
the first $25,000, of individual overseas
earnings.

Mr. President, it may sound to some
Senators as an act of generosity to the
middle-income taxpayer to raise his per-
sonal exemption and that of his depend-
ents to $1,250. If that is overly generous,
what of the provision that gives Ameri-
can citizens living and working abroad
a $20,000 exemption or, in some in-
stances, as I have said, a $25,000 exemp~
tion? Surely, here is a loophole that needs
closing.

Section 11 would provide for the cur-
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rent taxation of the earnings and profits
of foreign subsidiaries of U.S. concerns.
An exception is made for certain opera-
tions in less-developed countries.

I will have more to say later about this
tax preference given to income earned
abroad. Briefly, let me say that it op-
erates as a subsidy to move American
factories and American jobs out of the
United States, and we suffer the conse-
quences.

Section 12 extends the holding period
for capital gains purposes to 1 year
in order for a transaction to qualify for
long-term capital gains treatment. The
alternative method of computing the tax
which gives the taxpayer a 25-percent
maximum rate would also be abolished.

Section 13, as an effective means of
curbing “hobby” farming tax losses,
would raise the useful life of livestock
for depreciation purposes from 7 to 10
years and double the holding period for
capital gains purposes for livestock held
for breeding from 1 year to 2 years.

Section 14 adjusts the tax rate sched-
ules upward on higher bracket income
in order to keep this bill in fiscal balance.
Let me again stress that it would not be
necessary to raise rates if loopholes of
favoritism can be closed. But as between
raising some rates and raising the per-
sonal exemption for all, I strongly sug-
gest this bill as the fairer. Purthermore,
the extension of the surtax at the full
10-percent figure will allow somewhat
more leeway in making adjustments.

I am sure all Senators will want to
participate actively in a major effort to
make our tax laws more equitable and
efficacious. In this spirit I invite con-
sideration of this bill, which I offer as a
substitute for the House-passed surtax
extension bill, HR. 12290.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

The bill (S. 2645) to continue the in-
come tax surcharge for an additional
yvear and to terminate the investment
credit, increase the amount of the per-
sonal exemptions, and provide other re-
forms in the Federal income tax laws,
introduced by Mr. GORE was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Finance.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF
SENATOR ALLOTT TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that immediately
following the remarks of the distin-
guished Senator from Wyoming on to-
morrow, the distinguished Senator from
Colorado (Mr, ALLOTT) be recognized for
not to exceed 30 minutes.

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

Mr, MANSFIELD. Following his re-
marks, there will be a brief period for
the transaction of routine morning busi-
ness.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consenf that the Senate go
into executive session to consider nomi-
nations on the Executive Calendar under
“New Reports.”
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There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to the consideration of execu-
tive business,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
nominations on the Executive Calendar,
under “New Reports,” will be stated.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read sundry nominations in the
Department of Justice.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nominations are consid-
ered and confirmed en bloc.

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

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

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

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

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

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before
the Senate the following letters, which
were referred as indicated:

REPORT ON DEFENSE FPROCUREMENT FROM
SMALL AND OTHER BusINESS FIRMS

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
Defense (Installations and Logistics), trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on De-
partment of Defense procurement from small
and other business firms for July 1968-March
1969 (with an accompanying report); to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.
ProPoSED PAYMENT oF NonN-FOREIGN DIFFER-

ENTIALS TO CERTAIN U.B. CrTIZEN WAGE

Boarp EMPLOYEES

A letter from the Secretary of the Navy,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend section 5941 of title 5, United States
Code, to provide payment of nonforeign dif-
ferentials to certain U.S. citlzen wage board
employees serving in nonforeign areas out-
side the continental United States and Ha-
wall (with an accompanying paper); to the
Committee on Post Office and Ciyll Service.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

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

By the VICE PRESIDENT:

A joint memorial of the Legislature, State
of Oregon; to the Committee on Armed
Services:

“SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL 6

“To the Honorable President of the United
States and to the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America,
in Congress assembled:

“We, your memorialists, the Fifty-fifth
Legislative Assembly of the State of Ore-
gon, respectfully represent as follows:

““Whereas the present system for drafting
young men into the military service of this
country has aroused widespread dissatisfac-
tion; and
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“Whereas much of this dissatisfaction and
the current unrest among young people
stems from the uncertainty as to jobs, edu-
catlon and personal decislons; and

“Whereas an adequate and falrer system of
selective service can be devised; now, there-
fore,

“Be it Resolved by the Legislative Assem-
bly of the State of Oregon.;

“(1) The Congress of the United States
is memorialized to establish a selective serv-
ice system based on a lottery whereby all
eligible persons are subject to the draft for
one year after they reach 18 years of age
and are allowed to elect to defer the one year
of being subject to the draft for a period of
four years.

“(2) The Secretary of the Senate shall
send a copy of this memorial to the Presi-
dent of the United States, the Presiding Of-
ficers of the Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives of the United States Congress, to
each member of the Oregon Congressional
Delegation, and the Presiding Officers of each
house of the Legislative Assemblies of all of
the states.

“Adopted by Senate May 12, 1969.

“CeciL L. EDWARDS,
“Secretary of the Senate.
“E. D. PorTs,
“President of the Senate.

“Adopted by House May 19, 1969,

“RopeERT F. SMITH,
“Speaker of the House.”

A joint memorial of the Legislature, State

of Oregon; to the Committee on Commerce:

“SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL 3

“T'o the Honorable Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America, in Congress assembled:

“We, your memorialists, the Fifty-fifth
Legislative Assembly of the State of Oregon,
respectfully represents as follows:

“Whereas fish constitute one of the prime
natural resources of this state, not only sup-
porting an important commercial fishing
industry that furnishes a livelihood to many
citizens, but also providing a recreational
activity available to all citizens; and

“Whereas research and study of the habits
of fish and the effect of a changing environ-
ment on fish are more vital than ever if
this important natural resource is to con-
tinue to serve the people of this state; and

“Whereas the Bureau of the Budget of the
United States has indicated that reductions
in the federal budget for the fiscal year 1970
are anticipated with respect to research pro-
grams involving the survival of juvenile sal-
mon passing through turbines, the effects
of transportation on the survival of juvenile
salmon, racial migration rates and timing
of juvenile salmon, and prediction of en-
vironmental effects on fisheries; now, there-
fore,

“Be It Resolved by the Legisiative Assembly
of the State of Oregon.:

“(1) The Congress of the United States is
memorilalized to provide sufficient moneys for
the research projects referred to in the pre-
amble to this resolution to be carried out
by the appropriate federal agencies without
any reduction during the fiscal year 1970.

“(2) The Secretary of the Senate shall
send a copy of this memorial to the presi-
ing officer of each house of the Congress, and
to each member of the Oregon Congressional
Delegation.

“Adopted by Senate March 26, 1869,

“CecIiL L. EDWARDS,
“Secretary of Senate,

“E.D. PorTs,
“President of Senate.

“Adopted by House May 7, 1969,

“RoBerT F. SmITH,
“Speaker of House.”

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

The following report of a committee
was submitted:
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By Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, from the
Committee on Finance, without amend-
ment:

H.R. 12290. An act to continue the income
tax surcharge and the excise taxes on auto-
mobiles and communication services for
temporary perlods, to terminate the invest-
ment credit, to provide a low income allow-
ance for individuals, and for other purposes
(Rept. No. 91-321).

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bill were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. ALLOTT (for himself, Mr.
DoMINICK, Mr, HANSEN, Mr. McGEE,
and Mr. Moss):

5.2641. A bill to amend section 613 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mr. MURPHY :

8. 2642, A bill to amend section 8(e) of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933, as
amended, as re-enacted and amended by the
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of
1937, as amended, and as amended by the
Agricultural Act of 1961, so as to provide for
the extension of the restrictions on imported
commodities imposed by such section to im-
ported olives; to the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry.

5. 2643. A bill to amend the Tarlff Sched-
ules of the United States with respect to the
rate of duty on olives packed in certain air-
tight containers; to the Committee on Fi-
nance,

By Mr. TYDINGS (for himself, Mr.
Bay®, Mr. BisLe, Mr, CraNnsToN, Mr.
Coog, Mr., FULBRIGHT, Mr, GOODELL,
Mr. GRAVEL, Mr, HARR1S, Mr. HARTKE,
Mr. HAaTFIELD, Mr. HoLLiNGs, Mr.
HucHES, Mr. MAaNsSFIELD, Mr. Mc-
GOVERN, Mr. MONDALE, Mr. Moss, Mr.
NELSON, Mr, PAcKwooD, Mr, PELL, Mr.
PERCY, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. WILLIAMS
of Delaware, and Mr. YARBOROUGH) :

5. 2644. A bill to amend the Legislative Re-
organization Act of 1946 to provide for re-
ports to the Congress by tkhe Comptroller
General concerning certain price increases in
Government contracts and certain failures to
meet Government contract completion dates;
to the Committee on Government Opera-
tions.

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

By Mr. GORE:

8. 2645. A bill to continue the income tax
surcharge for an additional year and to ter-
minate the Investment credit, increase the
amount of the personal exemptions, and
provide other reforms in the Federal income
tax laws; to the Committee on Finance.

(The remarks of Mr. Gore when he intro-
duced the bill appear earlier in the RECORD
under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. RIBICOFF:

S.2646. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
‘enue Code of 1954 to make structural changes
‘with respect to the income tax in order to
‘achieve a greater degree of equity In the
Federal income tax system; to the Commit-
‘tee on Finance.

(The remarks of Mr, Risrcorr when he in-
‘troduced the bill appear later in the Recorp
under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. HARTEE:

S.2647. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 to raise needed additional
revenues by tax reform; and

5.2648. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 to suspend the investment
credit during the remaining period of appli-
cability of the tax surcharge; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mr, EAGLETON:

S.2649, A bill for the rellef of Patrick J.
‘Gilligan; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. GRAVEL:

5.2650. A bill to provide for the disposi-
tion of certain funds awarded to the Tlingit
and Halda Indians of Alaska by a judgment
entered by the Court of Claims agalnst the
United States; to the Committee on Interlor
and Insular Affairs.

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

By Mr. RANDOLFH (by request) :

5.2651. A Dbill to amend the Federal Air-
port Act, and to provide additional Federal
assistance in connection with the construc-
tion, alteration, or improvement of airports,
airport terminals, and related facilities; to
provide relief of congestion at public air-
ports; and for other purposes; to the Com=-
mittee on Commerce.

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

8. 2644—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
AMENDING THE LEGISLATIVE RE-
ORGANIZATION ACT OF 1946

Mr., TYDINGS. Mr, President, it has
been said that, “Buying what you do not
need is an easy road to needing what you
cannot buy.” I believe this accurately
summarizes what we in Congress have
found to be the case in our deliberations
over this year's budget.

Hearings held by several Senate com-
mittees this session have uncovered bil-
lions of dollars in Federal waste; billions
of dollars wasted on programs we do
not need or wasted by overpaying for
what could have been obtained at a lower
cost through more efficient management
and procurement procedures.

At the same t'me, we have discovered
a great shortage of funds for the devel-
opment and operation of programs in
areas such as education, health, and con-
servation, areas in which the pressing
need for Government action is well docu-
mented.

Thus, we have reached a point where
substantially reducing Federal waste is
more than simply a matter of good gov-
ernment; it is essential if we are to meet
our urgent civilian and defense needs.
No less than our national well-being and
security are at stake.

However, merely stating that waste is
an evil that must be expurgated hardly
gets to the heart of the problem. No
Member of Congress consciously sup-
ports the inefficient use of a single tax
dollar. Yet, as the record uncontestably
reveals, waste in Federal spending per-
sists at an unparalleled level.

Most of the waste occurs in the mili-
tary sector. This is not surprising in
view of the fact that 80 percent of all
controllable costs in the Federal budget
are military or military-related. The
military authorization requested by the
administration for fiscal year 1970 is
more than $81 billion.

However, even when the size of the
military budget is taken fully into ae-
count, the amount of waste that occurs
is staggering.

Senator SymingToN, the distinguished
Senator from Missouri and a former
Secretary of the Air Force, has docu-
mented the expenditure of $23 billion in
recent years on missiles now acknowl-
edged to be unworkable or obsolete. More
than $4 billion of this total was invested
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in missile systems that were abandoned
before they were ever deployed.

In a recent study of the performance
of complex weapon systems, Richard
Stubbing, a defense analyst at the Bu-
reau of the Budget, found that in 13 air-
craft and missile programs undertaken
since 1955 at a total cost of $40 billion,
fewer than 40 percent of the electronic
components performed acceptably. Two
of these programs were canceled at a
cost to the Government of $2 billion, and
two programs costing $10 billion were
phased out after 3 years owing to low
relicbility,

The Pentagon lavished $1.1 billion on
the development of an atomic-powered
bomber that was finally abandoned as
unworkable, This story was repeated with
a jet-powered seaplane that never
materialized at a cost to the taxpayers
of $400 million. The list of fruitless mili-
tary investments is a long one.

A survey of major military contracts
also reveals numerous instances of siz-
able cost overruns and late deliveries.

For example, SRAM, a short range at-
tack missile boasting predecessors which
failed to the tune of $962.6 million, has
already undergone design changes ac-
counting for cost overruns totaling $326
million. And the Pentagon still does not
know if the missile will work.

The MBT-T0 is a battle tank program
conceived in 1963. Its completion date
has already been extended 5 years from
1969 to 1974, and its research and devel-
opment costs currently exceed original
estimates by 528 percent.

The much-publicized C-5A program
has already generated overruns of ap-
proximately $2 billion, and this figure
is likely to grow before the program is
either completed or terminated.

And so the record runs,

Why is Pentagon procurement plagued
by so much waste and inefficiency? As the
Subcommittee on Economy in Govern-
ment of the Joint Economic Committee
has brilliantly documented, the causes
are many and varied.

However, the principal reason for the
billions in waste is the breakdown of an
effective marketplace in the defense in-
dustry. Open competitiorn for Govern-
ment contracts, which would severely
penalize contractors who persistently
produce cost overruns, late deliveries,
and equipment that fails to meet per-
formance standards, virtually has dis-
appeared.

Competitive bidding for military con-
tracts—which is supposed to be the rule
for awarding these often multibillion
dollar agreements—has become the ex-
ception. Last year, less than 10 percent
of the Defense Department’s procure-
ment was handled through competitive
bids. Thus, the Pentagon is deprived of
any objective criteria for measuring the
fairness of approximately 90 percent of
its contract awards.

In the absence of real competition,
many of the large defense contractors—
the 100 largest industrial suppliers re-
ceived 67.4 percent of defense contracts
of $10,000 or more last year—employ the
technique of “buying in.” This is a com-
mon practice which finds a contractor
offering to do a job at a lower cost than
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he knows will be incurred, or offering to
meet performance specifications which
he knows are unattainable, or offering to
deliver a finished product before he
knows it will be completed.

Unfortunately, the Pentagon has often
been guilty of reenforcing this practice
by adjusting contracts to cover potential
losses incurred when contractors fail to
meet their own deliberately dishonest
terms. Instead of penalizing contractors
when they fail to live up to contractual
agreements, the Government foots the
additional bills.

The obvious result is cost overruns, in-
ferior equipment, late deliveries, and ex-
cessive profits in the defense industry—
all of which add up to billions of wasted
tax dollars.

As I mentioned earlier, merely decry-
ing waste does little to eliminate it.
Clearly, Congress must begin in earnest
to devise ways to effectively exercise
more complete control over spending by
the Pentagon and the other departments
and agencies of the Federal Government.

Certainly, a necessary prerequisite for
fuller congressional control is adequate
information. For as the investigations of
the past year have revealed, we in Con-
gress have little detailed knowledge of
how money we appropriate is being spent
in many parts of the executive branch.

Right now there is no agency of Gov-
ernment which critically scrutinizes ma-
jor Federal projects and systematically
reports its findings to the Congress. The
Bureau of the Budget is responsible sole-
ly to the President.

Therefore, as a first important step
toward the reassertion of Congress re-
sponsibility to oversea Federal expendi-
tures, I am introducing a bill to require
the Comptroller General of the United
States to make quarterly reports to the
Congress on all Government contracts
in which substantial cost overruns or
late deliveries have been recorded. Join-
ing me as cosponsors of this measure are
Mr. BayH, Mr. BieLE, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr.
Cook, Mr. FuLBRIGHT, Mr. GOODELL, Mr.
GRAVEL, Mr. HarrIs, Mr. HARTKE, Mr.
HaTtrF1ELD, Mr. HoLrLings, Mr. HUGHES,
Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. McGoveErN, Mr.
MonpaLe, Mr. Moss, Mr. NeLson, Mr.
Packwoop, Mr. PerLL, Mr. PErcy, Mr.
Ranporpr, Mr. WiLriams of Delaware,
and Mr, YARBOROUGH.

Utilizing an existing agency to pro-
vide Congress with contract information
represents the most economical way of
seeking to cut waste. In addition, the
General Accounting Office was created
for the sole purpose of providing Con-
gress with independent reports on the
financial and managerial operations of
the executive branch. So GAO was the
logical choice.

Again, accurate and detailed informa-
tion regarding Government contractual
relations will not automatically elimi-
nate Federal waste. But it will give Con-
gress the necessary raw material to ap-
proach its oversight responsibilities with
hope for success.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the full text of the bill be
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my remarks.

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

The bill (S. 2644) to amend the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 to pro-
vide for reports to the Congress by the
Comptroller General concerning certain
price increases in Government contracts
and certain failures to meet Government
contract completion dates, introduced by
Mr, Typines (for himself and other Sen-
ators) was received, read twice by its
title, referred to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations, and ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

8. 2644

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
section 206 of part 1 of title IT of the Leg-
islative Reorganization Act of 1946 (31 U.S.C.
60) is amended by—

(1) inserting “(a)" immediately following
“Sec. 206."”, and

(2) adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new subsections:

“(b) Within thirty days following the close
of each fiscal quarter the Comptroller Gen-
eral shall submit to Congress a report on
each contract of the United States

*“(1) in which the price was increased to
an amount 10 per centum or $100,000, which
ever is lesser, in excess of the price estl-
mated by the person contracting with the
United States at the time the contract was
signed, or

“(2) which was completed or remains un-
completed more than six months after the
completion date estimated by the person
contracting with the United States at the
time the contract was signed.

“(c) For the purposes of subsection (b),
the term ‘contract of the United States’
means any contract executed by the United
States (including contracts subject to chap-
ter 1387 or 139 of Title 10 of the United
States Code) for—

“(1) services, including research and de-
velopment,

“(2) the construction, alteration, or re=-
pair of any public bullding or public work
of the United States, or

“(3) the manufacture or furnishing of any
materials, supplies, articles, or equipment,
in which the price estimated by the person
contracting with the United States at the
time the contract was signed was $100,000 or
more, or In which the price has increased
to $100,000 or more."

(b) The heading for such section 208 is
amended by adding at the end thereof *;
REPORTS ON GOVERNMENT CONTRACTS”.

S. 2646—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
ON TAX REFORM

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I in-
troduce a bill to reform the Federal Tax
Code in an effort to insure that we treat
all taxpayers equitably.

The Congress must reform our tax
laws this year. The American citizen is
fed up with unfairness and diserimina-
tion in the present laws.

Our tax system is based on the honesty
and integrity of the individual taxpayer
who must, each spring, assess his own
taxes and pay them voluntarily. Our
faith has been well justified as shown
by the overwhelming majority of Ameri-
cans who annually return accurately
completed forms.

But this integrity is necessarily based
on the broad trust that other Americans
in similar economic circumstances bear
similar tax burdens in relationship to
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their ability to pay and that the tax
laws themselves are equitable for all
citizens.

This integrity is threatened not by
the burden of taxation, which is great
in itself, but the widespread knowledge
today that there are many individuals
who are not required to pay a fair share
of taxes because the laws unjustifiably
reduce the tax burden on many of our
high-income -citizens.

Taxes affect all of us. Each year some
75 million individual tax returns pay
$95 billion into Uncle Sam's Treasury.
These dollars come from rich and poor,
black and white, young and old.

Taxes are the financial cost of orga-
nized society. Our system was designed
to share this burden in accordance with
the ability of an individual citizen to
pay. In other words, those who bene-
fited most in a financial sense from the
society were correspondingly called upon
to contribute the most.

But it is clear today that this design
has not been fulfilled and that the bur-
dens of government are not shared ac-
cording to the ability to pay. Frankly,
our tax system is shot through with in-
equities, discrimination and special priv-
ilege. These loopholes provide excessive
tax benefits to a few while increasing the
burden on the majority.

The 10-percent surtax has magnified
this unfairness. By imposing a tax on a
tax we have illuminated the weaknesses
of the system. The American taxpayer
has responded with a growing and justi-
filed demand for greater fairness.

It is time we in Congress faced up
to the important task of restoring a
larger element of equify to our tax laws.

Mr, President, I offer a comprehensive
bill to reform the tax code and provide
a major step forward toward the goal of
tax equity.

This bill by no means covers all the
needed or desirable reforms. Others on
this floor have presented different tax
reforms which will have my whole-
hearted support and vote.

Nevertheless, this package includes the
basic reforms which I believe must be
the foundation for any meaningful and
fair tax revision.

Today, the Federal Government is tak-
ing an extraordinarily large slice of the
workingman's income. On top of this,
State and local governments are increas-
ing their demands on the citizen’s pock-
etbook. In these uncomfortable circum-
stances it is incumbent upon us to have
Federal tax laws which are fair, up to
date, as simplified as possible, and which
accurately reflect the needs and priori-
ties of the Nation,

Unfortunately, our present tax system
fails to meet these goals. I cannot defend
a system which asks us to condone the
fact that 155 citizens with incomes over
$200,000 do not pay any taxes at all; or
a system which allows an individual with
an income of $23 million in 1 year to
pay no tax; or a system which includes
the fact that a greater percentage of
those people with incomes over a mil-
lion dollars pay taxes of less than 5 per-
cent than at any other income level.

The present system is indefensible. I
have introduced a package of tax revi-
sion which would be a major step in
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restoring an element of equity in our
laws. The package has two goals. First,
it seeks to end the great “tax shelters”
which permeate the code and permit tax-
payers to protect otherwise taxable in-
come by incurring artificial tax losses.
Second, this package seeks to redistrib-
ute the heavy tax burden away from
those with low and middle incomes, while
at the same time emphasizing greater
simplicity in the standard tax forms.
This is done by increasing the standard
deduction and permitting a tax credit
for the expenses of higher education.
TAX SHELTERS

The concept of a tax shelter is best
described as a tax provision allowing
normally taxable income to escape tax-
ation by the occurrence of deductible
losses which, though real in the fiscal
sense, are artificial in the sense that
they are more than regained upon sale
of a capital asset. Moreover, while the
losses have been deducted against ordi-
nary income, the gains have been taxed
at the low capital gains rate, resulting in
an overall tax saving.

TAX STATUS OF THE PETROLEUM AND MINERAL
INDUSTRY

The first section of the bill would re-
duce all percentage depletion allowances
available to industries extracting oil, gas,
and other minerals. The second provi-
sion will end the option of treating as
current expenses those development costs
which are normally treaty as capital
costs in any other industry.

The present tax laws permit two prac-
tices resulting in substantial benefits to
the mineral and petroleum industries
and investors. These are first, percentage
depletion which is an immediate deduc-
tion of a stated percentage of gross in-
come limited only by 50 percent of the
net income of the property and, second,
the option to deduct currently the “in-
tangible"” costs of drilling oil and gas
wells. “Intangibles” are all costs of drill-
ing other than the cost of the actual
machinery in use which is depreciable. It
is well known that in most other indus-
tries it is common practice to capitalize
the expenses of developing or construct-
ing a capital asset and to recover those
costs by the method of depreciating them
over the life of the asset.

The favored tax status of the petro-
leum and gas industry has long been a
monument to tax inequity and a thorn
in the side of those who would seek
meaningful reform. For years the indus-
try and the majority of Congress have
treated percentage depletion as sacro-
sanct. But the growing dissatisfaction of
the great majority of American citizens
demands a new appraisal of this status.

No one questions that the explora-

~ tion for and development of new national

reserves of minerals and petroleum can
be a risky and sometimes expensive un-
dertaking. Likewise, no one denies that
the costs of these ventures should be
offset against income. This is common,
accepted and equitable tax practice.
Nevertheless, we must also recognize
that only in the industries favored with
percentage depletion allowances do we
permit not only the cost of developing an
asset but also a stated percentage of the
gross revenues from the sale of that asset
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to receive tax-free treatment, regardless
of the cost of the asset. In the oil indus-
try, for instance, 27} percent of the
gross revenues of a producing well are
charged off each year as long as the well
remains in production and often long
after the actual cost of the well has been
recovered. This is a practice completely
unknown elsewhere in our tax laws and
foreign to our concept of fairness. In fact,
it has been shown that percentage deple-
tion allows the cost of certain properties
to be deducted 10 or 20 times.

Because so many companies have
elected to deduct immediately the intan-
gible drilling costs and then take per-
centage depletion over the life of the
property it has become extraordinarily
clear that these provisions are not cost
recovery provisions, but are, in fact, a
governmental subsidy to the industry.

Let us take an example of how deple-
tion works to the enormous benefit of the
oil industry., Assume that ABC Oil Co.
drills five wells—four of which are dry
holes and the fifth which has oil with a
market value of $600,000.

Assume also that each well costs
$20,000 to develop.

Assume once more that it costs $50,000
to raise the oil from the fifth well and
transport it to the market.

The following tables demonstrate how
the tax code unfairly favors ABC 0il Co.

(1) Without percentage depletion and
the option to expense development costs,
ABC Co. would be taxed like this:

Gross income

Deduction of losses on dry holes- ..
Cost of lifting oll from ground to
market

Taxable income.

(2) Under existing law, ABC received
this tax treatment:

Gross income.

Deduction of losses on dry holes___
“Intangibles” plus depreciation...
Cost of ralsing samples
2715 percent depletion

Taxable income

The above example, while hypothet-
ical, illustrates very clearly the highly
favorable tax position of the petroleum
industry which is the prime beneficiary
of the percentage depletion allowance
and the option to expense intangibles.
The proof, of course, must lie in actual
tax figures.

The distinguished Senator from Wis-
consin (Mr. ProxMIRE) who has long
been instrumental in the fight against
percentage depletion has placed in the
CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD certain statistics
demonstrating the ability of the oil in-
dustry to escape from Federal taxation.
These most recent statistics show that
the major refiners and producers paid an
average of 7.7 percent of their net income
in Federal taxes in 1968. When you con-
sider that the lowest individual income
tax bracket is 14 percent and the cor-
porate tax is 48 percent, it becomes ap-
parent that the rest of us are paying
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extra to make up the amount which the
petroleum industry avoids.

Over the years a great number of
arguments have been presented to sup-
port retention of the percentage deple-
tion allowance. These arguments boil
down to the belief that the incentives of
the market place are insufficient to en-
courage the necessary exploration and
development costs to achieve a proper
level of oil reserves in this country for
purposes of meeting emergency situa-
tions.

Mr. President, we have all heard these
arguments many times. I want to briefly
describe the most recent data which re-
buts these points.

First, the latest estimates show that
complete elimination of percentage de-
pletion and the option to expense in-
tangibles would reduce the level of
known reserves of oil and gas by only 7
percent. Furthermore, this estimate does
not take into consideration the possible
efficiencies and new exploratory and de-
velopment techniques that might be ini-
tiated by a reduction in the depletion
allowance.

Second, it has become clear in recent
years that, if percentage depletion is in
fact an incentive to explore and develop,
it is most inefficient to base it on the
gross revenues of a producing property.
Exploration does not always turn up oil
or gas fields. Therefore the incentive
should be placed in close conjunction
with efforts to explore and drill, not with
gross revenue,

Third, it seems likely that the present
depletion provisions may have hampered
the development of new techniques of
finding and extracting petroleum be-
cause the tax system favors present
methods.

Mr. President, the percentage deple-
tion allowances and the option to ex-
pense certain capital costs provide a
loophole resulting in the loss of over
$1.6 billion in tax revenues annually. My
amendment would permit the recovery of
approximately $1 billion of this revenue
by discontinuing the option to expense
intangible drilling costs and by provid-
ing a staged reduction of all percentage
depletion allowances over 3 years to a
level of 50 percent of present allowances.

It has often been said that no mean-
ingful tax reform can occur without re-
vision of the present discriminatory tax
status of the oil and gas industries. The
present law provides little more than a
direct and unwarranted subsidy to the
industry. Yet, this subsidy has long
escaped full public recognition and seru-
tiny and has been allowed to exist on the
basis of irrelevant and specious reason-
ing,

Congress must end its reluctance to
consider fully the merits of this tax fa-
voritism and to alter the long-existing
provisions. Prompt action on the per-
centage depletion allowance will give
credence to our professed desire to re-
form the tax system.

REAL ESTATE DEPRECIATION RULES

A second area of our tax laws which
must be revised is the accelerated depre-
ciation schedules now permitted to own-
ers of real estate. Under these tax pro-
visions, owners of real estate can deduct
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up to 40 percent of the cost of a build-
ing in the first quarter of its expected
life. The large current deductions al-
lowed by such accelerated schedules
create artificial losses which are used
to protect otherwise taxable income of
the owners from taxation. The losses are
artificial in the sense that in most cases
income from rentals is enough to offset
expenses and mortgage interest. They
are artificial also in the sense that the
rising market value of the building often
belies the rapid depreciation schedule
which the tax law permits.

An example will illustrate the “shel-
tering” aspects of this provision, Mr. A.
purchases a building with a useful life of
40 years for $250,000. By using permis-
sible depreciation schedules he is able to
deduct $100,000 over the course of the
next 10 years at which time he sells the
property to Mr, B for $300,000. Assum-
ing A is in the 70-percent bracket he has
saved himself $70,000 in the last 10 years
because his real estate “losses’” have been
deducted from ordinary income. Yet,
when he reports his gain from the sale
of property he pays a tax of only $37,-
500 (25 percent of the difference between
the depreciated value of the building—
$150,000 and the sale price—$300,000).

Recent studies by the Treasury De-
partment have pointed up the magnitude
of the inequities perpetrated by the real
estate “shelter.”

A sample of 1964 income tax returns
of individuals heavily involved in real
estate investment showed an average in-
come from sources other than real es-
tate of $144,000. Despite the fact that,
generally, the income from rentals ex-
ceeded management expenses and mort-
gage interest, the rapid depreciation was
enough to create “losses” of $77,500 per
man and an average tax saving of
$45,000.

Another study showed that a taxpayer
who had $5.5 million in ecapital gains
over the course of 7 years, mostly from
sale of real estate, and other income of
nearly $2 million paid only an effective
tax rate of 11 percent—about the same
as a married wage earner with two chil-
dren and a salary of $10,000.

This amendment would prevent the
use of accelerated depreciation on real
estate property and require it to be de-
preciated by methods which more closely
conform to reality. However, one im-
portant exception would be made to per-
mit accelerated depreciation for resi-
dential housing designed for low- and
moderate-income citizens. This excep-
tion is required to permit the continued
expansion of private and governmentally
sponsored housing programs. The incen-
tive would have relatively little effect on
the revenue gain expected from closing
the loophole. The Treasury Department
has estimated that ending accelerated
real estate depreciation would increase
revenues by $750 million of which only
$50 million would be attributable to low
income housing.

ALLOCATION OF LOSSES FROM FARMING
OPERATIONS

The third great loophole which my bill
would close involves the use of special
tax accounting rules applicable to farm-
ers by other citizens who wish to pro-
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tect high incomes received from non-
farm ventures.

The general purpose of these account-
ing rules remains valid today as a legit-
imate attempt to ease the burden of
bookkeeping on the average farmer. But
in the light of recent events and evidence
it is incumbent upon Congress to add a
provision to the law to correct the abuse
of these rules by those who seek to es-
cape taxation.

In brief, the abuse results from tax
provisions which permit a farmer to use
the cash basis accounting system rather
than the accrual or inventory system.
The former method permits a taxpayer
to deduct expenses in the year they occur
despite the fact that the sale of goods
to which the expense is related does not
happen until another year. This law pro-
vides greater simplicity for the farmer—
it also provides a major loophole for
the nonfarmer who knows how to use it.

A second important provision allows a
taxpayer to expense and therefore im-
mediately deduct the costs of developing
a herd of livestock or commodity crop.

An example will make the effect of
these provisions clearer. Mr. A., who is a
$200,000 a year executive, invests in a
citrus grove. The costs of developing the
grove are $20,000 annually for 5 years
before any fruit is ready for the market.
A may deduct this expense from his sal-
ary income and thus reduce his taxes
substantially. At the end of 5 years A
sells the grove to B for a capital gain of
$100,000 which results in a tax of $25,000,
although A has saved considerably more
in taxes through his deductions of losses
in the previous 5 years.

The artificiality of these losses is read-
ily apparent. In reality, they are expenses
of developing a capital asset which is
subsequently sold for a handsome profit
and taxed at the low capital gains rate.

The effect of this “shelter” is illus-
trated by statistics from the Treasury
Department which show that farm losses
tend to increase proportionately with the
amount of nonfarm income which is sub-
ject to taxation at ordinary tax levels.
These statistics have shown that those
with adjusted gross incomes between
$50,000 and $100,000 report an equili-
brium between farm gains and losses
while those with incomes ahove $100,000
and hence subject to greater personal
taxes show farm losses three times great-
er than gains.

The amendment which I propose would
limit the availability of farm losses as
an offset against nonfarm income. This
bill would not prohibit a farmer who has
no outside income from deducting these
losses. However it would stop a taxpayer
from offsetting farm losses against more
than $15,000 of nonfarm income.

Closing this loophole will generate an-
other $145 million in tax revenue.

TAXATION OF COOPERATIVE CORPORATIONS

One of the basic tenets of our tax sys-
tem is that people in similar economic
circumstances be taxed in a similar and
equal manner. It has become increasingly
apparent that the present tax treatment
of cooperative corporations violates this
maxim in the extreme.

Cooperative corporations are corpo-
rate enterprises incorporated for the
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most part under State laws. They com-
pete in the open market for profits. They
manufacture, wholesale, and retail goods
just like any other business entity. Un-
like other corporations, however, they
pay very little Federal income tax.

The earnings of the ordinary business
corporation are subject to two taxes. The
earnings are taxed at the corporate level
at rates ranging from 22 to 48 percent.
When the net income of the corporation
is passed on to stockholders—the own-
ers—this income is included in personal
income and taxed at the individual in-
come tax rate.

Cooperative corporations, however, re-
ceive a highly favored tax treatment
from the Federal Government, All the
net income of a cooperative which is
passed on to investors in the form of
“patronage dividends” is excluded from
the taxable income of the cooperative.
Thus most cooperatives pay little or no
Federal income tax despite the fact that
much of the income which is theoretically
passed on actually stays right in the
cooperative coffers.

Cooperative corporations have gen-
erally escaped the close scrutiny of the
public eye. Many cooperatives are no
longer limited to small groups of farm-
ers banding together to market their
produce. They are no longer confined to
the local level.

Cooperatives have moved into the fields
of manufacturing and processing goods
on a national scale. They own huge man-
ufacturing facilities to produce fertilizer,
refine oil, and to manufacture hundreds
and thousands of other everyday prod-
ucts.

Cooperatives have become permanent
institutions with centralized manage-
ment and complex corporate structures.
In fact, the average cooperative is now
larger than the average ordinary corpo-
ration.

At the same time, the present law
taxes the patrons who own the coopera-
tive corporation when they receive paper
IOU’s from the cooperative having no
market value. A shareholder of an ordi-
nary corporation, on the other hand, is
not taxed until he receives a dividend in
money or other valuable property.

To correct these inequities, my bill in-
cludes a provision which imposes a corpo-
rate tax on these large and growing co-
operative corporations. At the same time,
this provision would tax the patron only
if he receives money or property having a
fair market value. As a special aid to the
small farmer or other cooperative mem-
ber, the bill also provides that each
patron may exclude annually from his
personal income $300 in distributions
from cooperatives.

It is estimated that these changes
should increase Federal revenues by
about $200 million.

THE STANDARD DEDUCTION

Mr. President, any tax reform package
must emphasize the need to distribute
the tax burden equally on all citizens in
accordance with the principle of the
ability to pay. Additionally, reform
should stress simplieity in an effort fo
induce the greatest amount of voluntary
taxpayer compliance.
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In the past few years it has become
apparent that it is increasingly difficult
for the taxpayer to insure that he pays
no more than his fair share without the
assistance of a tax attorney, accountant,
or both. This tendency is anathema to
our concept of self-taxation.

In 1944, Congress introduced the
standard deduction concept which al-
lowed taxpayers to deduct 10 percent of
their adjusted gross income up to $1,000
in lieu of itemizing deductions. At that
time about 80 percent of the taxpayers
availed themselves of this simplified
method of computing income tax with-
out financial loss.

Today, because the number and
amount of deductions has increased
markedly and incomes in general have
risen, only a little over half the taxpay-
ers use the standard deduction form. The
result is that many people have been
once again forced to endure the agony
or tedium of collecting receipts and
itemized bills in order to calculate each
individual deduction, The present stand-
ard deduction is simply out of date for
many citizens who cannot afford to use
it for fear of paying the Government
more than they legitimately owe.

Therefore, my tax package includes an
increase in the standard deduction to the
lesser of 14 percent of adjusted gross in-
come or $1,800. By increasing the deduc-
tion to this amount, it is estimated that
over 80 percent of the American taxpay-
ers would once again be able to use this
simplified form without tax loss.

Furthermore, revision of the standard
deduction will lower the present tax level
for many of our low- and moderate-in-
come citizens. The Treasury Department
has estimated that my proposal would
save the taxpayers about $1.4 billion an-
nually, and 70 percent of this would
benefit those with income between
$10,000 and $20,000. Fully one-third of all
taxpayers would receive a tax reduction
from this provision.

In connection with this proposal, I
draw attention to the admirable efforts
of the House Ways and Means Committee
which has added a provision to increase
the minimum deduction allowable to low-
income taxpayers. This provision has my
full support.

TAX CREDIT FOR TUITION EXPENSES

Mr. President, I also offer a fifth pro-
posal to allow a tax credit for the ex-
penses of providing tuition and required
fees for higher education up to a level of
$1,600 per year.

Over 6 years ago I proposed legislation
on this flood to offer susbtantial tax re-
lief to ease the heavy burdens of the high
cost of undergraduate and graduate ed-
ucation. Since that time the concept of
relief has been advanced many times,
and in 1967 the Senate approved the leg-
islation only to see it dropped in con-
ference.

Today, the need for this legislation is
greater than ever before. Increasing tui-
tion costs and a higher level of Federal,
State, and local taxation have combined
to squeeze the low- and middle-income
citizen out of any possibility of sending
a child to a private college without sub-
stantial financial assistance.
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Today, there are an estimated 7 mil-
lion students working toward degrees.
This is more than three times as many
students as were in institutes of higher
education in 1955. Six years from now
we can look forward to a student popu-
lation level of 9 million,

These enrollment figures mean that
tuition rates must increase as colleges
and universities seek to expand their
hard-pressed facilities. At the same time
our advancing knowledge and the need
to teach new concepts and technology
continues to inflate the cost of education.

In 1967, the estimated required tui-
tion fees for a full-time undergraduate
student at a public university was $274;
at a private institution tuition and fees
averaged $1,292. Only 2 years earlier
these figures had been $200 and $812, re-
spectively. Since 1967, all indications
have pointed to an ever more rapid in-
crease in rates.

In fact, the average total cost of higher
education was estimated in 1967 to be
$1,052 in a public institution, and $2,187
in a private university. These costs in-
clude room and board as well as tuition
and fees.

The results of this inflationary spiral
spell financial disaster for the average
American who seeks to provide his chil-
dren with a decent education.

The costs have become an impossible
burden, and the time has come to recog-
nize that relief is necessary if we are to
continue to promote better education in
America.

The average American family needs
prompt tax relief to meet the increas-
ingly onerous expenses of higher educa-
tion. We must decide, as a nation, wheth-
er we will continue to give tax relief for
interest payments, flood damage, and
health expenses while denying similar
relief for the expenses of education.

The education of our children is an
investment in our most important re-
source. We have made similar invest-
ments before through such laws as the
GI bill. The results have surpassed our
greatest expectations. We must learn
from these lessons and apply this knowl-
edge to the future.

This bill would provide a maximum tax
credit of $325 per student. The credit
would be allowed to anyone who paid the
required tuition and fees for himself or
another student.

Mr. President, this amendment is de-
signed to relieve the heavy costs of edu-
cation which are borne by those citizens
in the low and middle tax brackets. The
bill will not benefit those with high in-
comes who can afford the costs of higher
education.

The bill has been drafted to begin a
phase out of the available credit at the
$15,000 income level. Thus, a taxpayer
who has an income of $15,000 would be
permitted to deduct the full $325 credit
if it was available to him. However, the
same individual if he had an income of
$25,000 would only be allowed a credit
if he were supporting more than one
student since one full $325 credit is
phased out at each $10,000 level above
$15,000. Similarly, a person with an in-
come of $35,000 would have a credit only
if he were supporting three children.
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Thus, the effect of the credit is spread
upward only in relation to the amount
of educational expenses being borne by
the taxpayer.

The $325 credit would be computed on
the basis of 100 percent of the first $200
of eligible tuition and fees per student,
25 percent of the next $300, and 10 per-
cent of the subsequent $1,000. No credit
would be available for expenses above
$1,500.

This bill is nearly identical to previous
legislation I have introduced on this
subject. The major change would recog-
nize that families with more than one
college student have greater need for
tax relief. Thus, the available credits
would be phased out one at a time rather
than simultaneously.

The great bulk of this tax relief would
benefit those citizens in the lower and
middle tax brackets, who are the one’s
facing the greatest financial pressures
from both taxes and education expenses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

The bill (S, 2646) to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to make
structural changes with respect to the
income tax in order to achieve a greater
degree of equity in the Federal income
tax system, introduced by Mr. RIBICOFF,
was received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Finance.

S. 26560—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
PROVIDING FOR THE DISPOSI-
TION OF CERTAIN FUNDS
AWARDED TO THE TLINGIT AND
HAIDA INDIANS OF ALASKA

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill of
major significance to the Tlingit-Haida
Indians of Alaska.

In 1968 the U.S. Court of Claims
awarded the Tlingit-Haida Indians a
judgment against the United States in
the gross amount of $7,546,053.80. It is
generally and justifiably held that this
judgment is grossly inadequate as pay-
ment for virtually all of the southeastern
panhandle of Alaska. However, the judg-
ment was awarded at the same time that
the Alaska Federation of Natives, rep-
resenting all of Alaska’s natives, was
forcefully pressing a claim for native
land rights throughout the State. Rather
than go their own way and appeal the
U.S. Court of Claims’ decision to the Su-
preme Court, the Tlingit-Haida Indians
elected to accept the judgment and ren-
der whatever assistance they could to
the claims efforts of the rest of Alaska’s
native people. Having just suffered 35
leng years of agony and frustration in
their claims litigation, the Tlingit-Haida
people recognized the advantages in time
and equity which could accrue to a leg-
islative claims settlement pursued be-
fore the U.S. Congress.

Mr. President, this bill provides for the
use of the net judgment “in any manner
authorized by the Central Council of the
Tlinget and Haida Indians of Alaska.”
It is my certain feeling and observation
that the Tlingit-Haida people have the
same capability and desire as any group
of American citizens to see that these
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judgment funds are used wisely for the
betterment, in all areas, of all their
people.

It is my deep and abiding conviction
that the Tlingit-Haida Indians do not
need the demeaning provision of law
which provides for the “approval of the
Secretary of the Interior” in the use of
funds which is theirs exclusively,
awarded after long and frustrating liti-
gation by the U.S. Court of Claims. We
have here an opportunity to reassess our
thinking toward the American Indian, to
redress the grievances wrought by the
second-class citizenships status accru-
ing to the Indian people as a result of
denying them the opportunity to achieve
their own destiny, in their own way, at
their own pace, at their own discretion.
If we do allow this exclusive determina-
tion and use by the Tlingit-Haidas, we
will find that the American Indian as
personified by the Tlingit-Haida peo-
ple are as conscientious, as responsible,
as honest, as capable, as prudent as other
Americans.

I ask unanimous consent that the full
text of the bill be placed in the RECORD
as well as the Tlingit-Haida Central
Council’s Statement of Plans for the Use
of Tlingit-Haida Funds and a supple-
ment thereto. I respectfully request
prompt consideration of this important
measure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred, and, without objectior, the
bill and statement will be printed in
the RECORD.

The bill (S. 2650) to provide for the
disposition of certain funds awarded to
the Tlingit and Haida Indians of Alaska
by a judgment entered by the Court of
Claims against the United States, intro-
duced by Mr. GRAVEL, was received, read
twice by its title, referred to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs, as
follows:

5. 2660

Be it enacted by the Senaie and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
unexpended funds and interest thereon on
deposit in the Treasury of the United States
to the credit of and otherwise invested by
the Secretary of the Interior for the account
of the Tlingit and Haida Indlans of Alaska
which were appropriated by the Act of July 9,
1968 (82 Stat. 307), to pay the judgment of
the Court of Claims in the case entitled The
Tlingit and Haida Indians of Alaska, et al v.
The United States. No. 47900, after payment
of attorney fees and expenses, may be ad-
vanced, expended, invested or used for any
purpose and in any manner authorized by the
Central Council of the Tlingit and Haida
Indians of Alaska (not withstanding any
other statutory provision). Any of such funds
that may be distributed under the provisions
of this Act shall not be subject to Federal or
State Income taxes.

The statement presented by Mr. GRAVEL
is as follows:
STATEMENT oF PLANS FOR THE USE oF TLINGIT
AND Hama FunDS
NovEMEBER, 1968.
A. INTRODUCTION
This memorandum presents (1) a sum-
mary of the current Tlingit and Halda funds,
(2) an explanation of the authorization

given by the Congress to the Central Council
of the Tlingit and Haida Indians of Alaska,
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to prepare plans for the use of the funds,
(3) a brief description of a tentative pro-
gram consisting of six plans for the use of
a portion of the Tlingit and Haida funds.

The fundamental objectives of the plans
will be to provide the maximum benefits and
advantages which will contribute to the eco-
nomic and social progress of each of the
Communities of Tlingit and Halda Indians,
which are represented in the Central Council
of the Tlingit and Haida Indians of Alaska.
Further, the procedures and mechanics for
the administration and operation of the
plans and criterla and standards for benefits
under the plans will be designed to provide,
to the fullest practicable extent, self-deter-
mination by each of the Communities and
their members,

B. SUMMARY OF THE TLINGIT AND HAIDA
FUNDS

At the present time the Tlingit and Haida
funds comprise (1) funds invested in secu-
rities, (2) funds deposited in the U.8. Treas-
ury, and (3) budgeted funds.

(1) Invested Funds: Certaln funds belong-
ing to the Tlingit and Halda Indians of
Alaska, in a total principal or face amount of
Six Million Five Hundred Ninety-Two Thou-
sand Dollars ($6,5602,000.00), are invested in
United States securities as well as other se-
curities or obligations which are guaranteed
by the United States or are collateralized by
United States Securities, follows:

Face or "
principal Maturity

Security amount date

U.S. Treasury bills:
(a) Of Apr.22,1969_._______
(b) Of May 31, 1969

Subtotal. . ol

$41,000 Apr. 22,1969
51,000 May 31,1969

52,00

Bank certificates of deposit:
(a) Marine Midland Trust

Co.:
(1) Certificate No.
29, 1969

23,1970
23,1970

500,000 July
1,250,000 Jan,
1,250,000 July

(b) Manufacturers & Traders
Trust Co.:
(1) Certificate No.
24252

(2) Certificate No.
24253_. ...

1,250,000 Jan. 23,1970
1,250,000 July 23,1970
5, 500, 000

Subtotal

Federal National Mortgage
Association participation
certificates:

(a) 4.7 percent certificates.___
(b) 6.45 percent certificates. __ 500,000 Apr.

Subtotal.. .- 1, 000, 000
3 7 I e

500,000 Dec.

It is estimated that on these investments,
the Tlingit and Halda Indians of Alaska are
presently earning interest at the rate of
more than Four Hundred Thousand Dollars
($400,000) on an annual basis, When the
interest on these investments is paid from
time to time, it is automatically deposited in
a Tlingit and Halda account in the U.S,
Treasury.

(2) Deposited Funds: In addition to the
above-described invested funds, there is on
deposit at the present time in a Tlingit and
Halda account in the U.S. Treasury a total
of $111,692.19. Also, the sum of $16,214.66 is
in process of being deposited. However, the
great bulk of these “deposited” funds are
being held in reserve to pay the costs and
expenses of the litigation in the U.S. Court
of Claims which resulted in the award to the
Tlingit and Haida Indians of Alaska.

(3) Budgeted Funds: A total of One Hun-
dred Fifty Thousand Dollars (8150 000},
which was withdrawn from the Tlingit and
Halda funds in the U.S. Treasury, has been
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made avallable to the Central Council of the
Tlingit and Haida Indians of Alaska for
organizational, administrative, operating and
program planning expenses in accordance
with an approved budget.

C. THE CONGRESSIONAL AUTHORIZATION TO
PREPARE PLANS FOR THE USE OF THE FUNDS

By Section 8 of the Act of June 19, 1935
(49 Stat. 388) as amended by the Act of
August 19, 1965 (70 Stat. 543), Congress di-
rected that the Tlinglt and Halda funds
(which were derived from an appropriation
made by Congress to pay the judgment
against the United States, awarded by the
U.8. Court of Claims to the Tlingit and Haida
Indians) may not be made available for
expenditure by the Tlingit and Haida In-
dians, except for certain specified uses!
until after Congress has enacted legislation
that sets forth the purposes for which the
funds shall be used.

In this same Section B, Congress author-
ized the Central Council of the Tlingit and
Haida Indians to prepare plans for the use
of the funds, and to exercise such further
powers with respect to the advance, expendi-
ture and distribution of the funds as may be
authorized by Congress.

D. THE PLANS

The Executive Committee of the Central
Council, in consultation and cooperation
with the Program Planning Committee, has
formulated a program providing for six plans,
which will eall for the making avallable,
from time to time as needed, upon requisi-
tion by the Central Council, of sums up to a
total of two million dollars ($2,000,000), out
of the proceeds of the above-described Tlingit
and Halda invested funds, deposited funds
and the interest accrued and accruing there-
on. As may be noted, this sum of two mil-
lion dollars comprises less than one-third
of the present Tlinglt and Haida invested
funds. It is contemplated that the balance
of the Tlingit and Haida funds, amounting
to more than four and one half million
dollars, as well as the interest earnings
thereon will remain substantially intact and
be invested and reinvested, and be on de-
posit in the U.S. Treasury, until such time
as future plans are developed for the use
of such funds.?

The six plans fall under the following de-
scriptive headings and the amounts tenta-
tively allocated to the plans are as follows:

(1) Scholarship grants and as-
sistance for education
and professional and
vocational training

(2) Plans for services for the
“special” (that is, the
elderly) Tlingit and Ha-
ida people

$200, 000. 00

250, 000. 00

1 The specified permitted uses were for (1)
the organizational, administrative, operating
and program planning expenses of the Cen-
tral Councll of the Tlingit and Halda Indi-
ans; and (2) payment of attorney fees and
expenses of the litigation. As has been stated,
$150,000 has been withdrawn from the
Tlingit and Haida account in the U.S. Treas-
ury and made available to the Central Coun-
cil for organizational, administrative, operat-
ing and program planning expenses. Also, the
sum required for attorneys’ fees for services
in the litigation in the U.B. Court of Claims
has been withdrawn from the Tlingit and
Haida account in the U.S. Treasury and paid
to the attorneys. Further, as has been noted,
funds have been rezerved in the Tlingit and
Haida account in the U.S. Treasury in an
amount believed more than ample to pay all
expenses of the litigation, including expert
witness fees and costs.

¢ Pending the development of such future
plans, the only expenditures from such bal-
ance of funds may be for organlzational,
administrative, operating and program plan-
ning expenses of the Central Council.
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(3) Housing guaranty and
$500, 000. 00
(4) Community development
fund
(5) Industrial and commer-
clal development fund._
(6) Revolving fund for loans
or organization of a T-H

200, 000. 00
500, 000. 00

350, 000. 00

2, 000, 000. 00

The plans are intended to fulfill purposes
and meet problems for which other pro-
grams—{federal, state or local—are not avail-
able or to facilitate the use of such other
programs where suitable, to help carry out
the objectives of the plans.

The financial arrangements of the plans
will be designed to maintain and conserve
the assets of the Tlingit and Haida to the
extent feasible within the purposes sought.

The following is a statement of certain
recommended general principles and guide-
lines under the plans,

(1) Scholarship Grants and Assisiance for
Educational and Professional and Vocational
Training: The purpose is (a) to encourage,
through financial means, and to assist In
other respects in the achlevement of higher
educational levels for the Tlingit and Haida
youth, (b) to advance the education and the
technical and professional training of the
adult members of each of the Communities
of the Tlingit and Haida, and (c¢) to increase
their earning capacity.

Fuller use of existing scholarship, loan
and other assistance (both public and pri-
vate) for education and training will be en-
couraged by information services to the
Communities, by guidance and referrals, and
by establishing lines of commmunication
with colleges, universities and other educa-
tional and training institutions. Emphasis
will be placed on training and education
that is consistent with occupational require-
ments in Alaska.

Barriers to fuller use of existing programs
will be reduced where review of such bar-
riers indicates need for supplementary finan-
cial assistance and action (for example,
transportation payments, clothing and
boarding allowances, etc.).

Combinations of training grants and loans
will be designed to facilitate the upgrading of
occupational skills and earning levels of
those already at work,

(2) Plan for Services to the “Special”
(that is, the Elderly) Tlingit and Haida
People: The purpose is to provide needed
housing, health and nutritional services and
facilities not otherwise available for the
“gpecial" T-H people so as to permit these
persons to live out their lives with dignity.

Fuller use of existing health and public
ald programs will be encouraged by such
additional measures as are appropriate to
the needs of the special T-H people, includ-
ing, for example, referrals, guidance, and
transportation allowances. In addition, hous-
ing developments, nursing homes, training
of health personnel, provision of prosthetic
appliances, subsidization of nurse services
will be assessed in terms of needs and having
regard to supplementation of existing
programs.

(8) Housing Guaranty and Loan Fund:
The purpose is to assist the members of the
Communities of the Tlingit and Haida to
obtain satisfactory housing through various
measures, such as guarantees of mortgage
loans made by financial institutions or direct
loans.

Present housing facilities of the Tlingit and
Haida in each Community will be assessed
and plans made for moving toward satis-
factory housing that takes account of the
current and prospective income available for
housing purposes of the Tlingit and Haida.

To the extent that housing would facil-
itate other community development projects,
and other sources of support (loans and
grants) are not available, housing loans
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would be extended to encourage and finance
the necessary constructions.

Fuller use of existing public ald (both
grant and loans) programs will be encour-
aged and facilitated (for example, housing
projects would be designed and planned, and
services would be made available for match-
ing public programs) .

(4) Community Development Fund: The
purpose is to promote and encourage com-
munity participation and development by
the provision of resources including facilities
for community activities, such as cultural,
educational and recreational activities.

Financial support for community facilities
will be supplementary to those which can
be obtained from other sources and will be
considered along with plans for improved
housing.

(6) Industrial and Commercial Develop-
ment Fund: The purpose is to develop satis-
factory employment opportunities and to
raise the earnings and income of the Tlingit
and Halda.

A fund will be set aside to foster industrial
and commercial development that will have
a comparative advantage because of the
special characteristics of each Community of
Tlingit and Halda by (a) the making of
loans, (b) the guarantee of loans, (3) and
subsidization of interest on loans.

Included among the activities to be funded
are (1) training of Tlingit and Halda in the
skills required to administer and carry on
business enterprises, and (2) formulation
of proposals for outside financial support.

(6) Revolving Fund for Loans or Orga-
nization of a T-H Bank: The purpose is to
provide a fund which will enable the mem-
bers of the Communities of the Tlingit and
Haida to obtain loans not avallable from
other sources for various essential purposes,
such as repair of homes, acquisition of hous-
ing facilities, capital for small business opera-
tions, ete.

It is proposed that a portion of the loan
fund be reserved so as to provide for each
Community a fund for temporary financial
assistance that can tide Tlingit and Halda
families and persons over emergency situa-
tions until the emergency has passed or until
appropriate channels can be found in longer
range situations.

As a future alternative, consideration will
be given to the organization and funding of
a bank owned by the Tlingit and Haida
which will provide loans to the members of
the Communities of the Tlingit and Haida
on a preferential basis.

SUPPLEMENT TO STATEMENT OF PLANS FOR THE
UsE oF TLINGIT AND HADA FUNDS

APRIL 1969,

On November 10, 1968, the Program Plan-
ning Committee of the Central Counecil of
Tlingit and Haida Indians of Alaska sub-
mitted to the Executive Committee of the
Central Council a “Statement of Plans for
the use of Tlingit and Halda Funds." After
considering the “Statement of Plans", the
Executive Committee adopted a Resolution
(Resolution No. 68-69 Ex. 8) approving the
Statement of Plans.

The Program Planning Committee now
presents this memorandum as a “Supple-
ment to the Statement of Plans” and recom-
mends that the Statement of Plans of No-
vember 1968 and this Supplement to the
Statement of Plans be presented for the con-
sideration of the Central Council of the
Tlingit and Haida Indians of Alaska at its
meeting to be convened in Sitka, Alaska,
commencing on April 24, 1869,

It is noted that the Statement of Plans
formulated a program providing for six
plans, which will call for the making avail-
able, from time to time as needed, upon
requisition by the Central Council, of sums
up to a total of Two Million Dollars ($2,-
000,000.00) out of the proceeds of the Tlingit
and Halda invested funds. The Program
Planning Committee, after further consider-
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ation and review, has concluded that the al-
location of funds to the six plans should be
increased to $4,000,000.00. The six plans fall
under the following descriptions:

(1) Scholarship grants and as-
sistance for education
and professional and vo-
cational training

Plans for services for the
“special” (that is, the
elderly) Tlingit and Hai-
da people

Housing guaranty and loan

$200, 000. 00

250, 000 .00

500, 000. 00
Community development
fund
Industrial and commercial
development fund
Revolving fund for loans or
organization of a T-H

1, 000, 000. 00
1, 500, 000. 00

550, 000. 00

4, 000, 000. 00

In addition, there will be a reserve of in-
vested funds which exceeds two and one half
million dollars.

Considering the best interests and welfare
of the Tlinglt and Haida Indians as a whole
and of the various Communities of Tlingit
and Halda Indians, the Program Planning
Committee believes at this time, that the
foregoing allocations to the six plans are
appropriate, However, it Is emphasized that
as experience makes it desirable and as con-
ditions change, the allocations may be modi-
fied, including substantial increases in the
allocations to one or more of six plans, In
the event of such increased allocations, it is
contemplated that funds will be requisi-
tioned pursuant to resolutions duly adopted
by the Central Council or the Executive
Committee of the Central Council from the
reserve of the Tlingit and Haida funds, which
reserve as noted presently amounts to more
than two and one-half milllon dollars.

Similarly, it is contemplated that as ex-
perience is gained in the operation of one or
more of the six plans, additional plans will
be formulated of a nature similar to the
above described six plans. Such additional
plans will be funded from the reserve
of Tlingit and Halda invested funds, The
basic standards for such additional plans will
also be the betterment of the social economic
welfare of the Tlingit and Halda Indians as
a whole and of the local Communities and
the conservation, protection and enforce-
ment of the rights, land and other resources
of the Tlingit and Halda Indians, including
(1) contribution of funds to be expended,
advanced or loaned to assist in protecting
their rights and claims in connection with
the legislative proposals to settle on a State-
wide basis the Alaska Native land rights as
well as (2) thelr rights and claims to the
2.6 million acres of lands in southeast Alaska
to which the United States Court of Claims
has decided that the ownership of the Tlingit
and Haida based on Indian title remains un-
extinguished and has survived.

S. 2651—INTRODUCTION OF NEW
AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT MEAS-
URES WITH EXTENSIVE AVIATION
INDUSTRY SUPPORT

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, dur-
ing the first phase of hearings before the
Aviation Subcommittee of the Senate
Committee on Commerce, a number of
aviation industry witnesses and repre-
sentatives of airport operators stressed
the need for consideration of a bill which
has as its objective the solution of the
needs of our Nation’s airports, both with
respect to landing areas and terminals
and terminal areas.

Today, I introduce, by request, a pro-
posal with that objective. It is the culmi-
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nation of months of study by major ele-
ments of aviation which seem to have
agreed on a valid approach to the air-
port problem. Indeed, this legislative pro-
posal is reported to me to be supported
by the Airport Operators' Council, the
Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association,
the three major aireraft manufacturers,
and the Air Transport Assoclation of
America. I understand that other orga-
nizations may join in supporting the pro-
gram proposed in the measure I intro-
duce.

In view of prior testimony during the
Aviation Subcommittee hearings, when
the framework of this measure was en-
dorsed by airport and aviation industry
witnesses, and in view of the broad effort
which seems now to be joined in support
of the bill's approach to airport financ-
ing, I believe it would be helpful to the
Committee on Commerce and to the Sen-
ate as a whole to have this proposal offi-
cially in the legislative process in bill
form. My distinguished West Virginia
colleague, Representative HARLEY O.
StAaGGERS, chairman of the House Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce, has introduced a like bill in that
body. I will introduce or cosponsor with-
in the month a separate measure on air-
ways.

By studying and considering the in-
dustry-sponsored program in legislative
draft, perhaps we can better analyze its
provisions and more carefully determine
its value.

In a desire to be helpful, therefore, I
introduce the bill to amend the Federal
Airport Act and to provide additional
Federal assistance in connection with
the construction, alteration, or improve-
ment of airports, airport terminals, and
related facilities, as well as to provide
relief of congestion at public airports. I
request unanimous consent to have the
bill printed in the Recorp following these
introductory remarks.

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

The bill (S. 2651) to amend the Fed-
eral Airport Act, and to provide addi-
tional Federal assistance in connection
with the construction, alteration, or im-
provement of airports, airport terminals,
and related facilities; to provide relief of
congestion at public airports; and for
other purposes, introduced by Mr. Ran-
poLPH (by request), was received, read
twice by its title, referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, and ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

S. 26561

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SHORT TITLE

Secrion 1. This Act may be cited as the
“Federal Airport Development Act of 1969.”
TITLE I—FEDERAL AIRPORT DEVELOP-

MENT PROGRAM
DEFINITIONS

Sec. 101. As used in this title—

(1) “Secretary” means the Secretary of
Transportation:

(2) *“airport development” means the con-
struction, alteration, and improvement of
airfield facilities and related support sys-
tems, airport terminal buildings and other
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public use airport facilities at air carrier
airports or reliever airports, including but
not limited to roads within the airport
boundaries and passenger and baggage
handling facilties; and for any acquisitions
of land needed for such development, as well
as lands adjacent to or in the immediate
vicinity of such airports, including any inter-
est therein, or an easement through or any
other interest in airspace, for the purpose of
assuring that activities and operations con-
ducted thereon will be compatible with
normal airport operations;

(3) *alr carrier airport” means an existing
or proposed airport at any air trafic hub or
nonhub receiving or scheduled to receive
service by an air carrier or air carrier cer-
tificated by the Civil Aeronautics Board
under the provisions of section 401 of the
Federal Aviation Act of 1858, as amended.
As used in this title, the meaning of the
term “large alr traffic hub”, “medium air
traffic hub”, “small air trafic hub” and
“nonhub” shall be defined in the most
recent issue of the publication “Airport Ac-
tivity Statistics of Certificated Route Air
Carriers’”, published jointly by the Civil
Aeronautics Board and the Federal Aviation
Administration on or before the effective
date of this Act;

(4) “relilever airport” means an airport
which is designed or is intended primarily to
serve nonalir earrier alreraft which otherwise
might use and contribute substantially to
congestion at alr carrier airports;

(5) “public agency” means the TUnited
States Government or an agency thereof;
a State, or Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands,
and Guam, or any agency of any of them; a
municipality or other political subdivision or
a tax-supported organization;

(6) “sponsor” means any public agency
which, either individually or jointly with one
or more other public agencies, submits to the
Secretary an application for assistance for
airport development; and

(7) "“project’” means a project for the ac-
complishment of airport development.

DECLARATION OF PURPOSE

SeEc. 102. The Congress hereby finds that
the existing system of airports and airport
terminal facilities within the United States
is rapidly becoming inadequate to meet the
present and future needs for civil aviation
operations required in the interests of the
forelgn and domestic commerce of the United
States, of the postal service, and of the na-
tional defense; that there is a responsibility
in the Federal Government to encourage and
assist In the development of a system of
alrports adequate to meet those needs; and
that financial assistance beyond that pro=-
vided under existing laws is necessary to as-
sure an adequate system of airports and air-
port terminal facilities.

AIRPORT ASSISTANCE CONTRACTS

Sec. 103. (a) (1) The Secretary is author-
ized to provide financial assistance for air-
port development under the programs here-
inafter established. Such financial assistance
may be provided only if the Secretary finds
that (a) the project for which assistance is
sought will be consistent with the national
airport plan developed by the Secretary pur-
suant to his authority under this Act, the
Department of Transportation Act and sec-
tion 3 of the Federal Airport Act; (b) the
project sponsor will, to the greatest extent
possible, ut'lize all of {is airport revenues for
the operation, maintenance and improve-
ment of such airport; and (c) the project
sponsor will not seek to recover from airport
users the funds granted to it under this Act
or the Federal Airport Act.

(2) The provisions of sections 11, 15, 19,
and 21 of the Federal Airport Act, as
amended, shall be applicable to all programs
under title I of this Act.

(b) (1) Within the limits established from
time to time in appropriation Acts for each
fiscal year for the period beginning July 1,
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10689 and ending June 30, 1979, the Secre-
tary may enter into contracts, in accordance
with the provisions of this subsection, with
any sponsor, to make annual payments to it
equal to 100 per centum of the principal pay-
ments due on obligations issued by the spon-
sor to finance any airport development proj-
ect. Such obligations shall be issued for pe-
riods not exceeding thirty years.

(2) The Secretary also may enter into con-
tracts for airport development, in accord-
ance with the provisions of this subsection
with any sponsor, to make a payment or pay-
ments by installment to it over a fixed period
of not to exceed thirty years in an amount
equal to one-half of the costs of any air-
port development project.

(8) With respect to amounts in the direct
alrport account established under section
104(c) (2) the Secretary shall, after project
approval, enter into contracts under para-
graph (1) or (2) of this subsection to the
extent of the sponsor's percentage share un-
der sectlon 104(c) (2).

(4) Any contract executed by the Secre-
tary under this subsection shall be an obli-
gation supported by the full falth and credit
of the Unifed States.

(c) In order to assist and encourage the
sponsorship of airport development projects,
the Secretary is authorized, within the limits
established from time to time in appropria-
tion Acts for each fiscal year, for the period
beginning July 1, 1969 and ending June 30,
1979, to make advances to public agencles
which will cover the planning costs of engl-
neering and architectural surveys, designs,
plans, working drawings, specifications, or
other actions preliminary to and in prepara-
tion for airport development projects, in-
cluding such activities as may be necessary
to meet the requirements of the Secretary
for obtaining such assistance. No advance
shall be made hereunder with respect to any
airport development project unless it is
planned to be initiated within a reasonable
period of time and unless the public agency
contracts with the Secretary to complete
the plan promptly and to repay such ad-
vances or parts thereof when due with in-
terest at an agreed rate specified in the con-
tract and agreed to by the Secretary of the
Treasury taking into consideration the aver-
age market yield during the month preced-
ing the making of such advance on out-
standing marketable obligations of the
United States with remaining periods to
maturity comparable to the average maturi-
ties of such advances, adjusted to the near-
est one-eighth of 1 per centum, plus an al-
lowance adequate to cover administrative
costs: Provided, however, That such repay-
ments and the interest thereon shall be
considered a part of the total airport devel-
opment project cost for purposes of deter-
mining the amount of financial assistance
allowable under this section.

(d) The proceeds from repayments of ad-
vances made under the provisions of subsec-
tion (c¢) of this section, including interest
thereon, shall be paid into the trust fund
established by section 104 of this Act.

{e) Projects for which funds are commit-
ted by a public agency within one year prior
to enactment of this Act shall be eligible
for assistance under this section on the same
basis as any other airport development proj-
ect initiated after enactment of this Act.

OPERATION OF AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT FUND

SEec. 104, (a) There is hereby created with-
in the Treasury of the United States a fund
to be known as the airport development fund
(hereinafter called the fund). The fund
shall consist of such amounts as may be
appropriated or credited to the fund as pro-
vided in this section and such payments into
the fund as may be made under the provi-
slons of section 103(e).

(b) There is hereby appropriated to the
fund, out of any money in the Treasury not
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otherwise appropriated, amounts equivalent
to 100 per centum of the taxes recelved In
the Treasury after June 30, 1969, under the
provisions of section 42656 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954, hereinafter provided.

The amounts appropriated pursuant to
this subsection shall be transferred at least
monthly from the general fund of the Treas-
ury to the fund on the basis of estimates
by the Secretary of the Treasury of the
amounts received in the Treasury under the
provisions of section 4265 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954. Proper adjustments
shall be made in the amounts subsequent
transferred to the extent prior estimates
were in excess of or less than the amounts
required to be transferred.

(e) (1) The fund shall be composed of two
accounts, the direct alrport account and the
discretionary account. Each account shall be
credited with an amount equal to 50 per
centum of the revenues appropriated to the
fund pursuant to subsection (b) of this sec-
tion. All other amounts appropriated or
credited to the fund under this title shall be
paid into the discretionary account.

(2) Amounts in the direct airport account
shall be available as provided by appropria-
tion Acts, for making expenditures to meet
the obligations incurred by the Secretary un-
der the provisions of section 103(b) of this
title and shall be apportioned to each spon-
sor based on the ratio which passenger
enplanements at that airport for the year
preceding that in which the contract is made,
bear to passenger enplanements for that
year at all airports. The total amount of
contracts for each sponsor payable from this
account shall not exceed the annual amount
so determined multiplied by the number of
years during which it is intended that such
contracts will be in effect.

Each alrport sponsor shall be credited each
year with the apportioned amount of the
preceding year's taxes as provided above and
to the extent such credit exceeds the amount
of all payments to such sponsor in the cur-
rent year under contracts entered into pur-
suant to this subsection (excluding payments
under discretionary allocations), such ex-
cess shall remain to the credit of the spon-
sor throughout the next following two years.
If at any time during the current year or
the next following two years, the Secretary
shall approve an airport development project
for such airport sponsor, such remaining
credit, plus any remaining credit which may
have been accumulated in the next succeed-
Ing two years, shall be avallable to the spon-
sor as a grant toward the payment of con-
struction cost for such approved project. If
the Secretary shall not have approved an
airport construction project for such airport
sponsor prior to the end of the second fiscal
year following the crediting of any sum to
such sponsor, such sum shall be transferred
to the Secretary's discretionary fund, to be
applied to the hub category in which such
airport or alrports fall.

For the purposes of this section, the term
“passenger enplanements” shall include
United States domestic, territorial, and in-
ternational passenger enplanements as an-
nually compiled by the Civil Aeronautics
Board: Provided, That enplanements of con-
necting passengers shall be given a value of
65 per centum of that afforded originating
passengers.

(3) Amounts in the discretionary account
shall be avallable, as provided by appropria-
tion Acts, for making expenditures to meet
any obligations incurred by the Secretary
under the provisions of section 103 of this
title or payments made by him thereunder,
to sponsors of alrport development projects
under the apportionment formula contained
in section 105 of this title.

(d) There are hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated to the fund, as repayable ad-
vances, such additional sums as may be re-
quired to make the expenditures referred to
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in subsection (c), to the extent that amounts
in the fund are not adequate to meet cur-
rent obligations. The Secretary shall not
enter Into any new contracts until such time
as amounts in the fund are adequate to meet
current obligations.

(e) (1) It shall be the duty of the Secretary
of the Treasury to hold the fund, and (after
consultation with the Secretary) to report
to the Congress not later than the 1st day of
March of each year on the financial condition
and the results of the operations of the fund
during the preceding fiscal year and on Its
expected condition and operations during
each fiscal year thereafter. Such report shall
be printed as a House document of the ses-
slon of the Congress to which the report is
made.

(2) It shall be the duty of the Secretary of
the Treasury to invest such portion of the
fund as s not, in his judgment, required to
meet current withdrawals, Such investments
may be made only in interest-bearing obliga=-
tions of the United States, or in obligations
guaranteed as to both prinecipal and interest
by the United States. For such purpose such
obligations may be acquired (A) on original
issue at the issue price or (B) by purchase
of outstanding obligations at the market
price. The purposes for which obligations of
the United States may be issued under the
Second Liberty Bond Act, as amended, are
hereby extended to authorize the issuance at
par of special obligations exclusively to the
fund. Such speclal obligations shall bear in-
terest at a rate equal to the average rate of
interest, computed as to the end of the
calendar month next preceding the date of
such issue, borne by all marketable interest-
bearing obligations of the United States then
forming a part of the public debt; except
that where such average rate is not a mul-
tiple of one-eighth of 1 per centum, the rate
of interest of such special obligations shall
be the multiple of one-eighth of 1 per cen-
tum next lower than such average rate. Such
special obligations shall be issued only if the
Secretary of the Treasury determines that
the purchase of other interest-bearing obliga-
tions of the United States, or of obligations
guaranteed as to both prineipal and interest
by the United States on original issue or at
the market price, is not in the public interest.
Advances to the fund pursuant to subsec-
tion (d) shall not be Invested.

(3) Any obligation acquired by the fund
(except special obligations issued exclusively
to the fund) may be sold by the Secretary
of the Treasury at the market price, and such
obligations may be redeemed at par plus ac-
crued interest.

() The interest on, and the proceeds from
the sale or redemption of, any obligations
held in the fund shall be credited to and
form a part of the fund.

(f) Advances made pursuant to subsection
(d) shall be repaid and interest on such ad-
vances shall be pald to the general fund of
the Treasury when the Secretary of the
Treasury determines that moneys are avail-
able in the fund for such purposes. Such in-
terest shall be at rates computed in the
same manner as provided in subsection (e)
(2) for special obligations and shall be com-
pounded annually.

APPORTIONMENT OF FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

Sec. 105. During each fiscal year, the
amounts authorized to be paid or obligated
from the discretionary account shall be ap-
portioned by the Secretary on the following
basis:

(1) 62 per centum shall be apportioned to
projects at air carrier airports which serve
or will serve large air traffic hubs;

(2) 18 per centum shall be apportioned
to projects at air carrier airports which serve
or will serve medium air traffic hubs;

(3) 10 per centum shall be apportioned
to projects at air carrier airports which serve
or will serve small air traffic hubs; and
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(4) 10 per centum shall be apportioned
to projects at air carrier airports which serve
or will serve nonhubs.

TITLE II—FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT
EXISTING AIRPORT PROGRAMS

Sec. 201, The Federal Airport Act, as
amended, is hereby extended, and nothing in
this Act shall prevent the carrying out of
the Federal-aid airport program to the ex-
tent authorized and funded by the Con-
gress: Provided, however, That the scope of
the national airport plan developed by the
Secretay pursuant to section 3 of the Fed-
eral Airport Act, as amended, shall be ex-
panded to include projects eligible for finan-
clal assistance under either or both the Fed-
eral Airport Act, as amended, and this Act.

AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT

Sec. 202. The Federal Airport Act (60 Stat.
170, 49 U.S.C. 1101 et seq.), as amended, is
further amended as follows:

(a) Section 5 1s amended by relettering
subsection (e) thereof as subsection (f) and
inserting a new subsection (e) as follows:

“(e) For the purpose of developing air-
ports to serve general aviation, of relieving
congestion at airports having high density of
traffic serving other segments of aviation,
of providing assistance to monhub airports,
and of providing assistance to other loca-
tions at which the only certificated air car-
rier service is that provided by alr carriers
who are paid compensation by the Civil
Aeronautics Board under clause 3 of section
406(b) of the Federal Aviation Act, as
amended (49 U.S.C. 1376), appropriations
amounting to $50,000,000 are hereby author-
ized to be made to the Administrator for
each fiscal year, beginning July 1, 1969 and
ending June 30, 1979. Such appropriations
shall become avallable for obligation, by the
execution of grant agreements pursuant to
section 12, beginning July 1 of each fiscal
year, and shall continue to be so available
until expended.”

TITLE III
AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT TAX

Sec. 301. (a) Subchapter C of chapter 33
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relat-
ing to tax on transportation of persons by
alr) is amended by adding a new section
42656 as follows:

“Sec. 4265. Imposition of Alrport Develop-
ment Tax.

“{a) There iz hereby imposed upon the
amount paid within or outside the United
States for the transportation of any person
by air which begins after June 30, 1969—

“{1) a tax equal to percent of the
amount so paid if such transportation be-
gins and ends in the United States,

“(2) a tax of § per person transported
by air from a point within the United States
to a point outside thereof.

*“(b) The tax imposed by this section shall
not apply to any transportation exempted
from payment of the tax imposed by section
4261."

(b) The tax imposed under section 4265,
subchapter C of chapter 33 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 shall cease to have
force and effect, and the Secretary of the
Treasury shall not collect the tax, at such
time as amounts in the Fund established in
section 104 of this Act are sufficlent to meet
all commitments and obligations of the Fed-
eral government under Title I of this Act.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
AND A JOINT RESOLUTION
5. 2029
Mr, HART. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that, at the next printing,
the names of the Senator from Idaho
OXV——1254—Part 15
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(Mr. CuurcH) and the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. PerLn) be added as
cosponsors of S. 2029, the Omnibus Civil
Rights Act of 1969.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
8. 2380

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, on behalf of the Senator from
Arizona (Mr. GoLpwATER), I ask unan-
imous consent that, at the next printing,
the name of the Senator from Texas
(Mr. YarBOrROUGH) be added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2360, which proposes to
enlarge the boundaries of the Grand
Canyon National Park in the State of
Arizona.

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

BENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 61

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at the next
printing, the name of the Senator from
Tennessee (Mr. BAKER) be added as a co-
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 61,
proposing an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States relative to
equal rights for men and women.

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

SENATE RESOLUTION 215—RESOLU-
TION AUTHORIZING THE PRINT-
ING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES OF
HEARINGS ON THE UTILITY CON-
SUMERS' COUNSEL ACT OF 1969

Mr. MUSKIE submitted the follow-
ing resolution (S. Res. 215); which was
referred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration:

8. Res. 215

Resolved, That there be printed for the
use of the Committee on Government Opera-
tions one thousand additional coples of part
one of the hearings before its Subcommittee
on Intergovernmental Relations during the
Ninety-first Congress, First Session, on the
Utility Consumers' Counsel Act of 1969,

CONTINUANCE OF INCOME TAX
SURCHARGE AND CERTAIN EX-
CISE TAXES—AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 80

Mr. PROXMIRE submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him,
to the bill (H.R. 12290) to continue the
income tax surcharge and the excise
taxes on automobiles and communica-
tion services for temporary periods, to
terminate the investment credit, to pro-
vide a low-income allowance for indi-
viduals, and for other purposes, which
was ordercd to lie on the table and to be
printed.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 81 AND 82

Mr. TYDINGS submitted two amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by him,
to House bill 12290, supra, which were
ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

AMENDMENT NO. 83

Mr. HARTKE submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him,
to House bill 12290, supra, which was
ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.
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PROHIBITION OF USE OF CERTAIN
INTERSTATE FACILITIES FOR THE
TRANSPORTATION OF CERTAIN
MATERIALS TO MINORS—AMEND-
MENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 84

Mr. GOLDWATER submitted amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by him,
to the bill (S. 2073) to prohibit the use
of interstate facilities, including the
mails, for the transportation of certain
materials to minors, which was referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary, and
ordered to be printed.

NINTH ANNUAL ALL-AMERICA
YOUTH BOWLING CHAMPION-
SHIPS

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, it is my
very great pleasure to call attention to
a unique event which combines our most
popular participant sport—bowling—
with scholarship and youth. I refer to the
Ninth Annual All-America Youth Bowl~
ing Championships to be held in Wash-
ington, D.C., August 1 to 4. During this
tournament, more than 100 high school
seniors from all over the country will
compete for $21,000 in scholarships
awarded by the National Bowling Coun-
cil. The unusual thing about this tour-
nament is that scholarship counts more
than athletic ability. All of these young-
sters, from every part of the country,
take college entrance-type tests before
they bowl in the tournament, Their per-
formance here counts 60 points, their
academic performance in high school
counts 10 points, while their perform-
ance as tournament bowlers counts 30
points.

So contestants will not only be good
bowlers, but will be top-ranked scholas-
tically, too:

The All-America Youth Bowling
Championships are sponsored by the Na-
tional Bowling Council—NBC—and con-
ducted by the Bowling Proprietors’ Asso-
ciation of America, with headquarters at
Hoffman Estates near Chicago. In addi-
tion to the proprietors group, the NBC is
composed of the Woman’s International
Bowling Congress—WIBC; American
Bowling Congress—ABC; American Ma-
chine & Foundry Co.; and Brunswick
Corp.

This year, according to the NBC, a
number of colleges plan to match the
dollar value of scholarships won so that
a winner who chooses and is accepted by
one of these participating schools is ac-
tually doubling the value of the scholar-
ship.

The young participants are all bowlers
graduating from high school this year
who regularly bowl in a youth league.
They qualified for the national event by
bowling in local and, in some cases, in
regional and State elimination contests.

Each participating State sends one
bowler for each of the three divisions:
girls’ handiecap, boys’ handicap, and boys’
scratch. In each division, the NBC will
award seven $1,000 scholarships for a
total of $21,000. The youngsters are ac-
companied on the Washington trip by
parents or other chaperones.
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My hope is that other organizations
which offer athletic and other scholar-
ships for specialized skills like sports will
emulate the practice of the National
Bowling Council and the BPAA in plac-
ing great stress on scholarship and aca-
demic performance.

BUILD BROTHER BUILD

Mr, SCOTT. Mr, President, Rev. Leon
Sullivan, of Philadelphia, founder of the
highly successful Opportunities Indus-
trialization Center, which trains dis-
advantaged youth for productive careers,
has written a book based on his ex-
periences. The book, entitled “Build
Brother Build,” was reviewed in the
Philadelphia Inquirer of July 16. The
Reverend Mr. Sullivan is an extraordi-
nary man, and I know that this recount-
ing of his experiences and his philosophy
will be useful reading for everyone inter-
ested in contemporary American life. I
ask unanimous consent that the book re-
view be printed in the REcCORD.

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

*“lI WanT To BuiLp America Up": LEon
SvrLivan TeLLS His STORY

(By Harold J. Wiegand)

“Build Brother Build,” by Leon H. Sulli-
van. Macrae Smith Co. 186 pp. $4.95.

‘“We black people must become partners
at the helm of the national economy and not
continue just in menial role, for in the final
analysis black men will be respected only in
proportion to what they produce to strength-
en the nation. No one wants a beggar in his
living room . . . I have no intention of tear-
ing America down, but I want to build
America up.”

This is the Rev. Leon H. Sullivan speaking,
and they are the words of a patriotic Ameri-
can dedicated to the uplift of his own peo-

le.

v He is not only a preacher of the principle of
helping others to help themselves; he has
done something about it, and in the process
he has gained nationwide recognition and
commendation and become one Philadelphian
whose name is literally a household word
among those who genuinely want to rescue
Negroes from their plight.

Leon Sullivan is no militant, no apostle of
violence and hatred toward the whites. He is
an activist and what he has accomplished
since coming here from a West Virginia slum
by way of Union Theological Seminary, Adam
Clayton Powell's Harlem church and a five-
year pastorship in South Orange, N.J., makes
an astonishing story, which he tells here in
his own words.

When he became pastor of Zion Baptist
Church in 1950 he was in the heart of a North
Philadelphia community where the concen-
trations of black people was to become great-
er than in Harlem.

His first step was to organize a Citizens'
Committee against juvenile delinquency and
its causes, a white and black volunteer or-
ganization which had extraordinary success
among Negro black youths.

Then he set up a Youth Employment Cen-
ter which got young Negroes off the streets
and into about 1000 jobs a year.

The energetic minister soon found, what
others had found in other cities, that there
was discrimination against blacks in a num-
ber of business firms; jobs were avallable, but
not if you were black.

So he started something that, in the be-
ginning at least, aroused anger and resent-
ment among many white employers.
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Negro ministers exert a considerable influ-
ence in the Philadelphia black community.
Leon Sullivan got 400 of them to join in what
he called a Selective Patronage Program but
was better known as a succession of busi-
ness boycotts.

The ministers called on corporations known
to have few or no Negro employes and asked
for the hiring of Negroes in jobs that were
available and where there would be equal
opportunity in promotions. When the delega-
tilon was turned down, congregations were
advised not to patronize these particular
firms.

The response opened up more than 2000
skilled jobs to black workers—after all, the
purchasing power in the black community
of Philadelphia in 1968 was in exXxcess of
three quarters of a billion dollars.

Leon Sullivan found a further step was
necessary to help the unemployed blacks.
Jobs were available, but only for the skilled.

So he established the Opportunities Indus-
trialization Center, starting out with head-
guarters in an abandoned jail. Youths re-
ceived training for skilled jobs in such num-
bers and with a display of such competence
that the OIC became a standard pattern for
job training in many other cities.

The OIC has had its glamorous spin-offs,
a $1.7 million shopping center where all the
managers and most of the store-owners are
blacks; a nonprofit garden apartment com-
plex; an aerospace plant; a dress industry; a
home education program; a center to train
Negroes to operate their own businesses.

1t all adds up to drive based on hope, and
the new patterns now established for Amer-
ica's underprivileged communities stand as
remarkable monuments to a remarkable man.

DEFENSE DEPARTMENT INTERVEN-
TION IN TABLE GRAPE BOY-
COTT

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, on
Tuesday, at a hearing of the Subcom-
mittee on Migratory Labor, I listened to
very disturbing testimony from Mr. Dale
Babione, a representative of the Defense
Supply Agency of the Department of
Defense. Mr. Babione stated that in fis-
cal 1969 table grape purchases for the
Armed Forces rose 40 percent and that
table grape shipments to Vietnam sky-
rocketed 350 percent during the same pe-
riod. Coming at a time when the shame-
ful working and living conditions of
farmworkers are being challenged by a
nationwide boycott of California table
grapes, these increases seem to indicate
a most regrettable lack of perception and
neutrality in a labor dispute on the part
of the Defense Department.

This appearance of partisanship and
the antiboycott impact seem to me to be
a clear violation of a highly commend-
able, recently issued Defense Department
policy calling for a social consciousness
by Department officials in evaluating the
domestic impact of all DOD actions. Ac-
cordingly, I wrote to Secretary of De-
fense Melvin R. Laird on July 15, stat-
ing my views on this distressing situa-
tion and urging the Defense Department
to demonstrate true neutrality in the ta-
ble grape boycott and adherence to its
social consciousness policy by immedi-
ately cutting back on table grape pur-
chases so as to return to a level of
purchases approximately the same as
that which prevailed before the boycott
began. I also have recommended that
the DOD adopt a general policy under
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which its procurement of products grown
or manufactured by a supplier engaged
in a bona fide labor dispute would not
be significantly increased or decreased
during the existence of such dispute, bar-
ring, of course, the necessities of national
security.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the complete text of my let-
ter to Secretary Laird be printed in the
RECORD.

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

Juory 15, 1969,
Hon. MELvVIN R. LAIRD,
Secretary of Defense,
Department of Defense,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR, SEcrReTARY: This morning, at
hearings of the Migratory Labor Subcom-
mittee, we heard testimony from Mr. Dale
Babione, Deputy Executive Director, Pro-
curement and Production, Defense Supply
Agency, Department of Defense.

Mr. Babione was asked to testify because
of reports that Department of Defense Pro-
curement of table grapes in fiscal year
1969 had rapidly and substantially increased
over the last fiscal year. I am sure you are
aware of the impact of the Defense Depart-
ment procurement and must know that In.
creases in D.O.D. grape procurement have
serious implications for the effectiveness of
the nationwide boycott of table grapes cur-
rently being conducted by the United Farm
Workers Organizing Committee, AFL, and
numerous religious and civic groups.

Mr. Babione revealed that over the last
fiscal year, Department of Defense purchases
of table grapes increased approximately 40
percent over-all, and approximately 850 per-
cent in shipments to Vietnam. He stated that
the enormous Vietnam increase was due to
the unavailability of seasonable oranges for
Vietnam shipment during the fall of 1968,
along with the newly-developed ablility of
the Department at that time to improve
drastically the method of shipping such
perishables overseas,

At the same time, it was brought out in
the questioning of Mr. Babione that there
was absolutely no nutritional requirement
that grapes, as opposed to other available
fresh fruits, be consumed by our servicemen
in Vietnam. He also indicated that all alter-
native fresh fruit substitutes for oranges
were not explored—including nectarines,
which apparently were not even being offered
at the time,

Mr. Babione took the position that De-
partment neutrality toward the boycott was
established by its mere intention not to
favor one side or the other in the dispute.

I must disagree with that statement. In
fact, I believe that such a narrow conception
of public service reflects either incredible in-
eptitude or surprising naivete on the part of
the Department.,

It seems to me fundamental that those
directing Governmental action—and cer-

tainly those of the largest Governmental
unit—are charged with the responsibility of
considering and responding to public opin-
ion. It is not enough that Government
officials convince themselves of their own
subjective purity of intention; public serv-
ants must not ignore the implications of
their actions and how they will be construed,
especlally when those actions may be con-
strued as showing favoritism,

That is exactly the Import of a May 10,
1965, statement by the President of the
United States upon issuing an executive
order (No. 11222) establishing Government-
wide standards for ethieal conduct by gov-
ernment officers and employees. On that oc-
casion, the Presldent said: “We cannot tol-
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erate favoritism—or even . conduct
which glves the appearance of (favoritism).”

In the case of table grape procurement,
Department of Defense actions are being
widely interpreted as partisan intervention in
a labor dispute, not as neutrality.

I wish to commend you on your recent
order calling for a social consciousness in the
Defense Department in evaluating the do-
mestic impact of all its actions. (Mr. Babione
stated your order had not come to his at-
tention.) I think that a very substantial part
of any such evaluation must be a realistic
estimate of the expected public interpreta-
tion of a particular policy.

Therefore, I call upon you to establish a
policy under which Department of Defense
procurement of products grown or produced
by suppliers engaged in bona fide labor dis-
putes would not be significantly increased or
decreased during the existence of such dis-
putes, barring, of course, the necessities of
national security. Such a policy would be a
logical corollary to the very responsible
guidelines which you have promulgated.

It seems to me that only such a “freeze”
policy on procurement can qualify as true
neutrality on three key counts: intent, effect
and appearance.

With specific regard to grapes, I believe
that only by sustaining table grape procure-
ment at the fiecal year 1968 level (inasmuch
as the boycott started in May, 1968) can your
social consciousness policy be meaningfully
implemented. I strongly recommend that the
necessary decreases in procurement be insti-
tuted immediately.

I am sending a copy of this letter to the
President, the Secretary of Labor and the
Secretary of Agriculture for their considera-
tion.

Sincerely,
ALAN CRANSTON.

OUR FAILURE TO RATIFY THE
HUMAN RIGHTS CONVENTIONS
IS HARMFUL TO OUR POSITION
IN THE UNITED NATIONS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
failure of the Senate to ratify the Inter-
national Convention on Forced Labor,
the political rights of women, and geno-
cide has had many adverse effects. At
various points in my continuing effort to
have these conventions approved I have
described most of these effects, but I
would like today to concentrate on one
particularly detrimental result of our in-
action.

It is the responsibility of our repre-
sentatives at the United Nations and
other supranational groupings to assert
and defend this country’s interests in
the international arena. This is indeed
an awesome task. Our representatives’
effectiveness in performing this vital task
is severely compromised when our ac-
tions do not conform with their state-
ments. In a body that relies more than
any other on the influence of words and
examples, our considerable influence suf-
fers when our words are not supported by
our Government's example.

This is precisely the case with human
rights. In the United Nations and else-
where we have long been among the most
consistent and vocal pleaders of this
cause. Yet our effectiveness as leaders in
this field and the integrity of our entire
position in that body declines when we
fail—as we have—to affirm the simple
guarantees of what we aspire to inter-
nationally and practice domestically.
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Numerous prominent men entrusted
with the task of representing us in the
international arena have spoken elo-
quently of the frustration of defending
our high-minded assertions in the light
of our inconsistent actions. Mr. Richard
N. Gardner, a distinguished professor of
law who has represented our country at
numerous international conferences,
said:

Our membership in the small company
of UN. members who have refused to ratify
any human rights treaties has become an
increasing embarrassment. Our friends can-
not understand it. Our adversaries exploit it.
It is a costly anachronism which should be
eliminated without delay.

Mr. Morris Abrams, an attorney serv-
ing as U.S. representative to the U.N.
Commission on Human Rights, spoke of
“the serious embarrassment to the con-
duct of our policy at the United Nations
stemming from our failure to ratify these
conventions.'” He said:

The Soviet Union holds our record in this
fleld over our head as a club ready for use to
counter any initiative in the human rights
field of which they do not approve. It makes
little sense for us to play into their hands,
to hand them a gratuitous propaganda weap-
on with which to flagellate us.

I am at a loss to understand how we
can expect to maintain the international
respect to which we aspire if we fail to
earn this respect by making our deeds
conform to our werds. I urge the Senate
to stop undermining our effectiveness in
the international forum and act swiftly
to ratify these conventions.

“THE AMERICAN MERCHANT MA-
RINE: KEY TO DEFENSE AND
TRADE”, A PAPER BY GUADA-
LUPE DE LA CRUZ, JR.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I fre-
quently express concern on the Senate
floor over the sorry state and condition
of our merchant marine which is such
an important asset to this Nation, both
at the time of war and during peace.

A student in California, Mr. Guada-
lupe De La Crugz, Jr., of Le Grand High
School has written a paper entitled, “The
American Merchant Marine: Key to De-
fense and Trade.”

We can only be encouraged that the
younger generation is taking a look at
the problem and perhaps they will point
the way. I ask unanimous consent that
this article be printed in the RECORD.

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

THE AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE:
DEFENSE AND TRADE

Someone once sald, “America, always grow-
ing, never-ending, never ceasing.” Can we as
Americans proudly raise our heads and still
say to ourselves that this is true, when sta-
tistics and history show that we are slowly
declining in our most vital industry? It is
shameful how we, once the world’s most fore-
most shipbuilding power, now rank four-
teenth. Let us examine our world around us
and take note how important our merchant
marine is to you and me and all Americans.

Today in America, we enjoy the highest
standard of living in the world. We enjoy
and consume many commodities every day
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that in other parts of the world are consid-
ered luxuries. Almost everything you come
in contact with everyday is affected by our
merchant marine. Those canned peaches you
eat during the winter are canned in tin; tin
ore Is 100 percent imported by ship, and, of
course, thousands of items from peanuts
to lubricating oil are packaged in cans. What
about your car? That's right. That piece of
machinery which is now considered a neces-
sity is very strongly affected by the mer-
chant marine. Nearly all of your ecar is in
some way or another made of steel. That's
right from your engine blocks to those bolts
that hold your door together! Manganese
which is needed in the production of steel
is 93 percent imported. What about the tires
that keep your car going? Yes, even though
modern researchers are producing synthetic
rubber, we still rely on natural rubber which
is 100 percent imported. What if one morning
you woke up and there was no coffee to drink
because our merchant marine was unable to
bring in America’'s number one drink? For-
tunately, our small merchant fleet is efficient
enough to supply us with the 100 percent im-
ported coffee beans needed to make that good
old hot cup of coffee and all of those every-
day things which we don’t think of as belng
very important. We could continue on nams-
ing item after item, from bananas to Volks-
wagens, until we'd grow old naming items af-
fected by our merchant marine.

Our merchant marine helps our economy
too, not only nationally but internationally
as well. Approximately 3.1 billion dollars an-
nually flows through the hands of those in-
volved in the maritime industry. This vital
industry employs more than 104,000 em-
ployees but this is only a small number when
compared with those people that are indi-
rectly involved. In fact, no major industry
in this nation is not affected in some degree
by the maritime industry, an Industry which
has been neglected by our government.

Although we are the world's leading trad-
ing nation, we must rely on foreign vessels
to haul 92.3 percent of our exports and
imports. The world’s merchant fleet totals
about 40,000 ships, with carrying capacity of
about 153 million gross tons. More than nine
million gross tons of new shipping are built
every year. Japan, Great Britain, and West
Germany lead the world in ship-bullding.
According to the latest figures released by
the American Merchant Marine Institute, the
size of the American fleet has declined about
26 percent since 1951, while the world fleet
has steadily increased to a 62 percent gain
over 1951. During the same period, the cargo
capacity of the American fleet decreased by
2.7 percent, while that of the world rose
by 166 percent. In a current report, Paul Hall,
president of the AFL-CIO Maritime Trades
Department, gave us a wrap-up on the state
of the merchant marine today. He sald, “For
the past two decades, the story of the United
States merchant marine has been one of
deterioration and decay. Where we once were
the world’s foremost shipbuilding power, we
now rank fourteenth.” He also urged more
government assistance to American ship-
building.

In the fleld of defense our merchant
marine is an auxiliary to our armed forces.
Our merchant marine fleet is by far the
most versatile fleet in the world. By this I
mean that during peace time it serves the
world of trade and in times of crises it must
be ready to transport men and material
whenever and wherever they are needed. To-
day, for example merchant seamen man an
8,000 mile-long lifeline over which moves
98 percent of the supplies and two-thirds of
the servicemen bound for Vietnam. History
shows us that the success of merchant ship-
ping has been the keystone to victory in
every war. If America were to declare an all-
out war, could she depend on foreign ships
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to serve her needs? Without a strong mer-
chant marine, America would be at the mercy
of her friends, as well as her enemies. His-
tory also shows us that we were prepared
in the eighteenth century to wage war on
the high seas, but that we were unprepared
in 1812 . . . unprepared in 1917, 1n 1941 . . .
and we are today in the sixties unprepared.
Because of the merchant marines' vital serv-
ice to our armed forces, there is no doubt
as to the honor they have won for themselves
as our “Fourth Arm of Defense.”

We are a leading nation in many ways, but
not in shipping. Let's urge our government
to take steps to bulld up our merchant
marine through federal aid as well as to en-
courage American companies to ship Amer-
ican. Let us join those who hope to see that
Amerlcan flag shipping carries more than 8
percent of our total trade and commerce.
That's why I say, no matter who or what
you are, where you live—in urban or rural
areas, everyone should know that the mer-
chant marine builds up our country. So
why not bulld up our merchant marine!

MASS TRANSIT TRUST FUND—A
SOLUTION TO OUR NATION'S
TRAFFIC PROBLEMS

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr,
President, on February 17, 1969, I intro-
duced S. 1032, the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Act of 1969. The intent of this
legislation is to provide the Federal fund-
ing which is necessary if we are to meet
the present and future mass transpor-
tation needs of our Nation’s cities. S.
1032 takes an established program of
proven value, urban mass transportation,
and weds it to the trust fund method of
financing which has been used success-
fully over the year to pay for other forms
of transportation such as our Nation's
highways.

The urban mass transportation trust
fund created by this bill would be fi-
nanced by earmarking portions of the ex-
isting excise taxes on automobiles. Over
a 4-year period of time, an estimated
total of $1.8 billion would be made avail-
able for urban mass transportation as
contrasted with out current expendi-
tures of approximately $170 million a
year.

Mr. President, this proposal is sup-
ported by the National League of Cities—
U.S. Conference of Mayors, the National
Association of Counties, the American
Transit Association, the National Asso-
ciation of Railroad Passengers, the Na-
tional Association of Homebuilders, the
National Association of Real Estate
Boards, as well as by individual experts
who work daily with the problems of
urban mass transportation. All of these
groups have, over the years, been in the
forefront of the struggle to upgrade our
Nation’'s transit facilities so that they
will be able to meet the needs of the
1970’s.

The Trenton, N.J., Evening Times of
June 26, 1969, in an excellent editorial
entitled “Transit's Day Coming?" after
endorsing the trust fund approach, went
on to state:

Doubtless the auto lobby will protest
vigorously at the use of the excise tax for
this purpose. But a strong case can be made
for financing an even heavier share of mass
transit out of auto and truck user taxes.
Obviously, the sooner large numbers of com-
muters can be lured from their cars to
decent mass transit, the safer, swifter and
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more pleasant the highways will be for those
who continue to use them.

The Macon, Ga., Telegraph and News
in a July 6, 1969, editorial also supported
trust fund financing. The editorial
stated:

The Advantage of trust fund over other
forms of financing is that the former pro-
vides a steady, predictable flow of funds. . .

With more than 70 per cent of Americans
living in urban areas, and the trek to the city
still increasing, our large cities need mass
transit systems to compliment good high-
ways for private vehicles.

Both editorials also compliment Secre-
tary of Transportation, John A. Volpe,
for his purported support of the trust
fund concept of financing. This support
was unequivocally given on March 10,
1969, in a press conference preceding
Secretary Volpe's address to the Fourth
International Conference on Urban
Transportation in Pittsburgh, Pa. Over
the last 4 months, the Secretary has con-
tinually reiterated his support. He has
repeatedly promised to forward legisla-
tive proposals to the Congress specifi-
cally setting out the administration’s
views in this area. Unfortunately, as of
this date, Secretary Volpe has not backed
up his words with the appropriate deeds.
He has not recommended any legislation
whatsoever in the area of mass trans-
portation.

On June 17, 1969, the senior Senator
from Alabama, JOHN SPARKMAN, chair-
man of the Banking and Currency Com-
mittee, publicly announced that hearings
would begin on July 15 on all housing
and mass transit proposals pending be-
fore the committee. Hearings on S. 1032
have been scheduled for July 23, 24, and
29. Secretary Volpe has been invited to
appear before the committee on July 23
as the leadoff witness. I sincerely hope
that the Secretary of Transportation
will be able to take time away from his
busy schedule to appear before the com-
mittee and publicly set forth his views
concerning the urban mass transit trust
fund or any other alternative legisla-
tive action which he may now wish to
recommend.

Mr. President, in conclusion I whole-
heartedly recommend that Secretary
Volpe read the July 13, 1969, New York
Daily News editorial, which clearly and
concisely states:

And the federal government has the means
to provide long-term remedies, if it will only
give mass transit a fraction of the attention
lavished on highways. Listening, Transporta-
tion Secretary John Volpe?

So that all Members of this body and
Secretary Volpe may have the benefit of
these three excellent editorials which go
to the heart of our Nation's mass transit
problems, I now ask unanimous consent
that they be printed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the editori-
als were ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

[From the Trenton (N.J.) Evening Times,
June 26, 1969]
TrawsiT's Day CoMING?

Urban mass transit is getting some belated
but welcome attention in Washington.

President Nixon took a helicopter ride over
the capital’s jammed freeways and bridges
the other day and said his sympathies were
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with the commuter. “I'm glad we don’t have
to drive to work,” he added.

Meanwhile, the U.S. Transportation De-
partment let it be known that Secretary John
Volpe is ready to produce a $10 billion pro-
gram for overhauling the nation’s mass
transit systems in the next decade.

The legislative package would give transit
systems the same kind of guaranteed annual
income for capital construction purposes
that interstate highways have enjoyed,
through their trust fund, since 19856.

It would provide money for research, loans
and grants through a “designated account,”
paid for from the existing seven percent auto
exclse tax and new taxes on cigarettes and
liquor,

The federal ald would be aimed at improv-
ing the speed, comfort and convenience of
travel by bus, subway or surface rail line.

It would encourage dozens of metropolitan
areas to emulate or better the exciting new
rapid transit system the San Francisco Bay
area is now building at a total cost of over
a blllion dollars. Locally, 1t could provide
funds for the Mercer County Improvement
Authority and other bus operators to
dramatically upgrade the quality of their
service within Trenton and to the New Jersey
and Bucks suburbs.

Doubtless the auto lobby will protest
vigorously at the use of the excise tax for
this purpose. But a strong case can be made
for finaneing an even heavier share of mass
transit out of auto and truck user taxes, Ob-
viously, the sooner large numbers of com-
muters can be lured from their cars to de-
cent mass transit, the safer, swifter and more
pleasant the highways will be for those who
continue to use them.

[From the Macon (Ga.) Telegraph and News,
July 6, 1969]
Mass TrawsiT SoruTioN To Big CITiEs'
TRAFFIC

“Where are they going to put all the cars?”
President Nixon exclaimed on a recent hell-
copter tour of Washington during the morn-
ing rush hour,

Whereas the President asked the question
only one day, not having to drive to work,
regular automobile commuters in large citles
ask the question every weekday.

The U.S. Department of Transportation has
estimated that the average auto commuter
in major cities spends 13 per cent of his Mon-
day-Friday waking hours in traffic,

The commuter would spend less time
and money getting to and from work if his
area were served by adequate rapid transit
facilities. When it comes to mass transit,
however the United States is an underde-
veloped country.

Urban transportation policy since World
War II has catered almost excluslvely to au-
tomobile highway interests, but President
Nixon must have realized as he hovered above
the capital, viewing the morning traffic, that
changes in emphasis are in order.

Transportation Secretary John A, Volpe,
rated as a strong highway man, has even
been pressing for a greatly enlarged pro-
gram of federal ald to urban mass transit
systems.

Volpe favors creation of a trust fund, simi-
lar to that which filnances the Interstate
Highway System, to pay for the mass tran-
sit program.

The advantage of trust fund over other
forms of financing ls that the former pro-
vides a steady, predictable flow of funds.
However, Congress often objects to trust
funds because they intrude on its appro-
priation power.

Until recent years, big city governments
have sought to alleviate traffic congestion
mainly by bullding additional highways and
parking facilities. But growth of motor traf-
fic has more than kept pace with new road
construction.
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With more than 70 per cent of Americans
living in urban areas, and the trek to the
city still increasing, our large cities need
mass transit systems to compliment good
highways for private vehicles,

[From the New York Dally News,
July 13, 1969]
Sick, SICK, SICK
is about the only way to describe the mass
transit situation in the metropolitan area.

Subways are hot and crowded; the Penn
Central hobbles along one short step ahead
of chaos; the Long Island Rail Road is
plagued with cancellations due to “shortage
of equipment.”

Who's to blame? Just about everybody, in
our opinion,

The Metropolitan Transportation Author-
ity deserves some of the brickbats thrown at
it for the fallures of the subways and the
LIRR. But in all falrness, the MTA inherited
decrepit equipment and, on the LIRR, must
back long-established union featherbedding
practices.

The MTA can also clalm, justly, that its
record is no more shoddy than that of the
private railroads, whose operators have per-
mitted service to deteriorate over the years
in what sometimes appears to be a program
of deliberate neglect.

It is little wonder that commuters and
straphangers are sullen and rapidly turning
mutinous.

The situation urgently demands action by
established regulatory agencies such as the
Public Service Commission and the Inter-
state Commerce Commission, They have the
power to make the carrlers toe the mark—
if they will but wield 1it.

And the federal government has the means
to provide long-term remedies, if it will only
give mass transit a fraction of the attention
lavished on highways. Listening, Transpor-
tation Secretary John Volpe?

OBSCENITY IN THE MAILS

Mr., GOLDWATER. Mr. President, the
citizens of my State are wondering why
Congress has not begun to move on leg-
islation to control the flood of obscene
mail which continues to invade their
homes. I am certain that decent citizens
in all areas of the United States are ex-
pressing the same, urgent pleas as are
my constituents that something be done
to protect against this invasion of their
privacy.

It is indeed a sad commentary on our
times when people have to write their
Senator to take action against this kind
of trash. They find it incredible to dis-
cover that the laws of the land are not
adequate to stamp out the delivery to
their households of this unsought and
unwelcome material. They find it very
strange that the laws on the books are
unworkable and they demand our imme-
diate attention to correcting this situa-
tion.

If I may read aloud a few sentences
contained in one of the numerous letters
being sent to me almost daily, I believe
it will bring home to Senators the great
sense of anxiety and irritation which is
felt by most Americans in regard to this
problem. The letter begins as follows:

I apologize for sending the enclosed mate~
rial to you. It would have been impossible,
however, to describe such garbage in words . ..
I did not believe such trash could be printed
in the United States.

Then the writer poses the question to
which we must address ourselves:
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Are our laws so poor or our enforcement so
lax as to permit such pornography to be
manufactured? How can this be controlled?
What can I do?

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the pertinent portions of this
letter and of a representative sampling
of similar ones which I have received
from my State be inserted in the RECORD
at the conclusion of my remarks,

Perhaps this personal indication of the
vast depth and sincerity of feelings ex-
pressed by the American public against
obscenity in the mails will help to con-
vince Members of Congress that there
must not be any further delay in this
area.

For my part, I agree 100 percent with
my constituents that it is high time we
decide to roll up our sleeves and get to
work on this problem. It was encourag-
ing to note the prod given us all by the
majority leader recently when he asked
the Senate to start hearings on this sub-
ject promptly after the Fourth of July
recess, and I would like to associate my-
self with his request.

This marks the third occasion on
which I have spoken to the Senate this
year on the need for action to control
this misuse of the mails. It was in March
that I first expressed my strong con-
cern in this Chamber that the present
situation had reached the state of a na-
tional menace insofar as the danger it
poses to children, At that time, I was
pleased to join as a coauthor with the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN) of
the first Senate bill to propose a law
aimed squarely at protecting minors
against indecent materials.

Our bill has been followed by several
important measures along this line—
chief among which is the proposal sub-
mitted by President Nixon in his mes-
sage of May 2. In view of the excellent
nationwide interest which the adminis-
tration bill received, I offered a series of
eight amendments to it last month de-
signed to increase its effectiveness in the
event it becomes law. In case any mem-
pers are interested, these amendments
were offered on June 5, and have been
designated Senate amendments num-
bered 29 through 35.

Today, I would like to examine in de-
tail a particularly important aspect of
the administration’s bill. This provision
is founded on what I believe to be a
worthwhile purpose, but is drafted in
such a way that I fear it will not pass
muster by the courts.

The language which I would like to ex-
amine closely is set out in subsection (¢)
of the proposed statute. In short, this
provision creates a presumption that in-
decent material which is sent to a house-
hold where a child resides shall be con-
sidered as having been put in the mails
for delivery to a child. An exception is
made only when the material is sent in
an envelope or wrapper that “completely
conceals the contents” and is ‘“clearly,
specifically, and personally addressed to
an adult.”

Frankly, Mr, President, I believe there
are serious questions whether this device
will stand up to the test of constitution-
ality which has been set forth by the
U.S. Supreme Court.
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The most current announcement of the
Court’s criteria is found in Leary against
United States, decided May 19 of this
yvear, In this case the Court had before
it a presumption established in the Nar-
cotic Drugs Import and Export Act which
authorized the jury to infer from a
defendant’s possession of marihuana that
the drug was illegally imported and that
the defendant knew of this fact. The
Court weighed the provision against its
standards and found that it lacked a
rational basis.

The nub of the test applied by the
Court is whether there is any ‘“sub-
stantial assurance that the presumed fact
is more likely than not to flow from the
proved fact on which it is made to de-
pend.” In making this judgment, the
Court stated, significant weight is to be
given to “the capacity of Congress to
amass the stuff of actual experience and
cull conclusions from it.”

Applying this rule to the subsection (¢)
presumption, I regret to say that I can-
not perceive of any legislative record
upon which Congress can make conelu-
sions in favor of the facts we are asked to
presume. But, before treating this ques-
tion, let me state what kind of mail it
is which iaay lead to a defendant’s con-
viction. For it must be kept in mind that
we are discussing the great bulk of direct
advertising mail—which includes the
millions of letters that are addressed to
“head of household” or to “occupant” or
“resident.”

And, under the literal terms of sub-
section (c), we must add to this mail all
letters that fail to show the addressee’s
name “clearly, specifically, and person-
ally.” This would seem to include all
cases in which a significant error is made
in the use of a person’s name.

The upshot of the matter is that the
presumption covers a tremendous por-
tion of all mail delivered—some of it
being sent in the name of persons who
are children, to be sure, but a great deal
of it consisting of “occupant” mail and
mail actually meant for adults.

This background sets the stage for an
examination of whether there are def-
inite reasons to believe that the dis-
seminator of this kind of mail has actual
knowledge, or should be aware, that most
of such mail will be delivered to persons
who are younger than 18. To prove this,
I believe two elements must be shown.
First, it must be proven with substantial
assurance that most of the mail I have
just described is actually received by
minors and not by adults. Second, it
must be shown that most mailers of this
matter are aware of this fact and have
deduced that unless their merchandise
is mailed in the exact manner sef out
in the provision it will be delivered to a
child.

Mr. President, a close study of the ex-
isting materials persuades me there is no
direct or circumstantial evidence avail-
able at this time to sustain either con-
clusion.

In the course of my search for evi-
dence, I have been in touch with several
agencies of the Government—including
the Bureau of the Census, the Post Office
Department, the Justice Department, the
President’s Commission on Obscenity
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and Pornography, and the Library of
Congress—to determine whether they
have conducted any surveys to ascertain
the letter-opening habits of American
families and whether they possess any
statistics bearing on this question. In
each instance, the reply was negative, I
should add an encouraging note, how-
ever, because one agency—the Presiden-
tial Commission—is aware of this gap
in research data and has informed me
of its plans to conduct a national sur-
vey next fall to learn if some pertinent
evidence can be developed in this field.
I ask unanimous consent that the letter
submitted to me by the Commission be
printed immediately at the end of my
remarks. Nevertheless, Mr. President, I
must conclude that as of this moment
there is no agency in the Government
which possesses any evidence that can
be used to sustain the presumption we
have been asked to approve.

The result is the same if we turn to
private sources. I can imagine that if any
precise information is available from
these sources concerning the participa-
tion of minors in opening the mails, it
will be found among the firms which are
active in the mail advertising industry.

This medium seems to break down into
two broad categories of mailing houses
and mail advertising users. The former
is primarily involved with the mechanics
of mailing, such as the addressing, fold-
ing, and automatic mailing of materials.
The latter is more oriented toward the
follow-up of mailings, including the
analysis of who reads the mail and what
response is given to it. Consequently, in
order to obtain a worthwhile reply, I di-
rected my inquiries to the major and re-
sponsible national associations repre-
senting each of these kinds of firms—one
being the Mail Advertising Service As-
sociation and the other being the Direct
Mail Advertising Association.

Mr, President, I must report that nei-
ther group knew of any evidence which
would seem to indicate that most mail
of a general nature is opened by minors.
It is significant, however, that some in-
formation came to light which may point
to the opposite conclusion. This data is
contained in the report on a national
consumer survey made for the Direct
Mail Advertising Association in June and
July of 1964 by the Nielson marketing
service. Among the highlights of this
deep research effort were the findings
that direct mail is opened by the head-
of-the-family in three-fourths of U.S.
homes and that it is only in 16 percent
of the homes where each family member
opens his own mail of this type. I wish
to emphasize that these are the results
of one study only and that there may be
millions of families in which the practice
is different. Therefore, in order to thor-
oughly pursue this trail, I also have
examined whether any secondary mate-
rial exists that may provide circumstan-
tial data from which the presumed facts
may flow.

One source which may give a clue as
to the percentage of minors who open
unsolicited mail sent to their homes is
the Bureau of Labor Statistics, which
publishes a report on marital and family
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characteristics of workers. For if it can
be shown that in the case of most fam-
ilies with children both of the parents
are absent from home on account of work
when the mails are delivered, it might
be said that their children are likely to
be the first persons to open the mail in
such homes.

But here again, the official statistics
fail to give any support to the credibil-
ity of such an inference. The most cur-
rent figures available disclose that the
wife is not employed in two-thirds of
American homes with children under 18
years. From this I conclude that in at
least two-thirds of American families
with children, it is just as likely that
there will be one parent at home when
the mail arrives as it is that there will be
a child there.

The only other statistic that looks at
all relevant is the impressive fact that
there are children under 18 years in al-
most 59 percent of American households.
However, the mere fact that it can be
proven that there are children living in
most American homes by no means jus-
tifies the conclusion that most mail sent
to American homes is meant for delivery
to minors. In the absence of any perti-
nent evidence to show that in most homes
minors, and not adults, open the mail,
the inference simply will not pass mus-
ter. It must be remembered that we are
not talking about situations where the
dealer can actually see the consumer.
Here, where the dealings are through the
mails, the sender does not see who the
addressee is and cannot be charged, with-
out proof, of knowing the age of the
addressee.

Therefore, in the face of a complete
lack of any supporting evidence, I must
conclude that it is not constitutionally
permissible to authorize a jury to infer
that most defendants who send mail to
homes where children reside have in-
tended such mail for delivery to a minor.
Granting that the courts will pay the
utmost deference to the findings of Con-
gress, in this instance the legislative rec-
ord falls short of furnishing a basis upon
which to make any findings.

Even if the evidence had borne out a
preliminary decision in favor of the
validity of the statutory presumption,
there are other serious problems which
might crop up. For example, I suspect
that the U.S. attorneys would be hard put
to explain to a court the differences be-
tween the requirements that an envelope
or wrapper be “clearly, specifically, and
personally” addressed. I assume that for
an envelope to be “personally” addressed,
it must show the name of the person to
whom it is directed. But what reasonable
distinctions in construction can the
courts give to the other terms?

Webster’'s defines “specific” to mean
“precise” or “accurate.” Applying this
usage to the bill would mean that a per-
son can be liable for conviction because
of a misspelled name or an erroneous
initial.

What then of “clearly”? I wonder what
could be more clear than the personal
name of the addressee. In his search for
a distinet interpretation, perhaps the
judge looking over this word will decide
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that the only meaning left open is for all
envelopes or wrappers to be free of
smudges and marks.

In any event, Mr. President, I feel it
is apparent that the use of this triumvi-
rate of requirements is open to challenge
on the ground of vagueness. Further, it
may develop that the Court will hold
that the presumption must also meet the
strict “reasonable doubt” standard of
criminal cases because proof of an essen-
tial element of the crime charged de-
pends upon its use. The Court alluded to
this possibility in the Leary case.

Mr. President, this concludes my
analysis of the questions raised by sub-
section (e¢). But, I do not want to convey
the impression that Congress is left help-
less to impose reasonable and stronger
controls in this field. I definitely believe
that there are two worthy motives be-
hind subsection (¢) which we can act
upon in framing a stronger law. First,
there is the desire to curtail the practice
of mailing pornographic matter simply
addressed to “occupant” or ‘“resident.”
Second, there is the purpose of prevent-
ing the mailing of sexually provocative
materials if the merchandise is not com-
pletely concealed.

Mr. President, I believe these purposes
are sensible and deserve inclusion in the
criminal statute in a proper form. There-
fore, I am submitting an amendment to
erect prohibitions against the use of “oc-
cupant” mail as a means to disseminate
publications which are obscene to minors
and against the deposit of such indecent
material in the mails unless the matter
is completely concealed.

By shifting the question of what con-
duct Congress might legitimately make
a crime, I am confident the courts will
sustain the power of Congress to impose
these requirements. There is no longer
any question that Congress may regulate
the dissemination to youngsters of, and
their access to, material objectionable as
to them, but which could not be regu-
lated as to adults. The landmark case
which established this rule, Ginsberg v.
New York, 39 U.S. 629 (1968), persuades
me that Congress may restrict the mode
of distribution of publications which are
obscene to minors if there is a significant
possibility that children will receive or
have access to such materials.

In this area, the available data offers
an adequate foundation for the enact-
ment of the reasonable controls I am
proposing. We can start with the statistic
that there are children living in almost
six out of every 10 homes in America,
with a total of almost 28.6 million fami-
lies having at least one child under 18.
Next, we can note that there are 35 mil-
lion children in the age group to which
Congress is addressing itself. And, in view
of the ever-increasing proportions of
married women with children who con-
tinue to enter the labor force, it might
well be concluded that the access of chil-
dren to mail is so great that reasonable
steps should be taken to decrease the
chances they will be exposed to mail
which is harmful to them. The highest
labor force rate among women of all
ages in March 1967, was that of married
women with children ages 6 to 17. This
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group represented 45 percent of the en-
tire women'’s labor force and totaled over
6 million.

From this, Congress might properly
infer that several millions of chiidren
who have arrived at a crucial, inquisitive
stage of life will have an unsupervised
opportunity to open the mail before their
working mothers and fathers return
home. And, based on this finding, it
would not be arbitrary for Congress to
make the judgment that these children
will be much less than likely to notice
and unseal objectionable mail if it is sent
to a specific addressee and its contents
are well concealed. The indiscriminate
flooding of the mails with indecent mat-
ter is a plainly reckless action which
shows a complete indifference to the fact
that a substantial portion of this harm-
ful material may reach young children.
In my opinion, the time has arrived when
Congress should shift some of the burden
of keeping this trash out of the hands of
minors to the purveyors of filth, even if
it ups the cost of their product.

The Supreme Court has clearly estab-
lished that the Government may legiti-
mately determine that the exposure of
children to erotic materials will have a
harmful effect on their normal and
healthy development. In a previous ad-
dress to the Senate, I called attention to
the testimony given to Congress by Dr.
Benjamin Karpman, when he was Chief
Psychotherapist at St. Elizabeths Hos-
pital in the District of Columbia. Dr.
Karpman expressed his professional
opinion that if a perfectly healthy boy
or girl is exposed to obscene materials it
can virtually crystallize and settle un-
healthy attitudes in such children for
the rest of their lives.

There are several medical doctors
among my own constituents who have
written to me in protest at the disgust-
ing matter which intrudes into their
homes. Contrary to the bizarre opinions
of some of the knee-jerk civil libertari-
ans whose reports I have read, these dis-
tinguished professionals of the medical
field have no difficulty in recognizing the
potential for harm in prurient merchan-
dise. In fact, one of the leading medical
administrators in Arizona has written to
me:

It's getting so that I feel that I cannot
even open my mail in the presence of
children.

This gentleman has an additional con-
cern. His letter advises me as follows:

I understand that federal legislation is to
be proposed to deal with this type of mail
and I sincerely hope that you will be suffi-
clently interested to see that the law will be
written responsibly and intelligently so that
it will even pass the scrutiny of a permissive
Supreme Court Justice!

His comment pretty well sums up the
role which a legislator should assume in
working on this problem. I agree that we
must seek to frame a sensible and strong
viece of legislation, which, if enacted, will
prove to be workable and successful in
controlling this menace to the Nation’s
children.

Let us develop a clear and compre-
hensive record which will assure the mil-
lions of concerned parents and decent
citizens who are looking to us for action

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

that we will pass the most effective law
of which we can conceive to stamp out
this danger to America'’s youth.

I ask unanimous consent that general
exhibits be printed at this point in my
remarks.

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

ExHIBIT I
CoMMISSION ON OBSCENITY AND
PORNOGRAPHY,
Washington, D.C., July 11, 1969.
Hon. BARRY GOLDWATER,
U.S. Senate
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR GOLDWATER: I am not aware
of any research concerning the letter-open-
ing habit of Americans or relevant to the
question to the extent of which children of
18 open mail received in American homes.
The Commission is interested in this issue
as you are and is planning to secure informa-
tion relevant to it. This is one of the items
that will be included in a national survey
that the Commission is planning to have
conducted next fall.

We now have underway a pilot study of
high school juniors and seniors to get some
preliminary information about the extent of
exposure of high school students to erotic
materials. The question of exposure to erotic
materials that have come through the mails
addressed either to parents or to the adoles-
cents themselves Is being included in the
study. Unfortunately, these data will not be
available until next fall or winter.

We will be issuing a Progress Report later
this month which will describe the various
kinds of information that the Commission
is securing as background for the recom-
mendations that it has been asked to make.
As the Progress Report indicates, however,
most of these data will not be available until
next winter and spring. The Commission’s
findings and recommendations are due to be
printed next summer,

We appreciate your continued interest in
the Commission and its work.

Sincerely yours,
W. Conpy WILSON,
Ezecutive Director.

Exmierr I1
JuLy 1,
Re Senate bills 2073 and 2074.

DeaR BENATOR GOLDWATER: On several oc-
caslons residents of Mohave County have
come in to my office for help and demanded
prosecution of certain individuals for send-
ing them pornographic matter through the
mails. On each of these occasions I have
forwarded the matter to the T/nited States
Attorney for the State of Arizona and he, in
turn, has forwarded the same to the Post
Office Department for investigation,

The results in each of these cases, I am
afraid, will be no prosecution due to the
current status of the law regarding obscenity
and pornography.

While I have not had an opportunity to
review the above captioned bills, I sincerely
urge the enactment of these bills, or similar
bills, which will give law enforcement some
means of prosecuting the people responsible
for sending this, for the lack of a better word,
“filth"” completely unsolicitated through the
malls. . ..

Very truly yours.

1969.

Mr.L.C. L.,
County Attorney.
KINGMAN, ARIZ,
June 23, 1969.
DEAR SENATOR GOLDWATER: As a concerned
parent, a patriotic American and a decent
citizen I am shocked and dismayed that
anything such as the attached brochure can
be sent through the United States mall, It
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is tragic that peddlers of such filth can hide
behind and indeed be protected from prose-
cution by interpretations of our Constitution
and the laws that support it that were never
intended by our forefathers who founded
this great country.
* During World War II I fought as an in-
fantry soldier from Siclly to Germany, but
when I observe the decay and rot that is
causing everything I belleve in to crumble
and fall around my feet I wonder what was
gained.
Is there nothing that can be done about
this sort of thing? . . .
Perhaps this is a cry in the wilderness but
maybe we all have remained silent too long.
Yours most sincerely,
Mr.E.A.Z,
President, Auto Dealership.
TUCSON, ARIZ.
JUNE 21, 1969,
DEAR SENATOR GOLDWATER: Enclosed you
will find a letter and advertisement I re-
celved through the mail June 18, 1969. I
called the Postmaster and asked what I
should do about it. He suggested I send it to
you, so that you could see just what smut
and pornography is being sent through our
U.S. mail.
It's a direct Insult to receive such litera-
ture, and I would like to see it stopped . . .
It is appalling and will I am sure get
worse, if something is not done about it, and
soon.
Sincerely,
Mrs.L.E. T.
Miamr, ARz,
JUNE 20, 1969.
Hon. BARRY GOLDWATER,
Washington, D.C.:
I'm so tired and disgusted with having
to either tear up or burn this sort of stuff!
There should be a law against mailing 1t!
Mr.Z. M. M.,
PHOENIX, ARIZ,
JUNE 19, 1069,
Dear SBENATOR BaARrRY: The enclosed letter
came in the malil here, several days ago, and
I am forwarding same to you unopened . . .
Things of this nature aren't doing any of
us, or the Country in general, any good, and
I will ask that you please turn this over to
the Postal authorities, or whoever you con-
sider might be the proper ones to take ac-
tion thereon.
I consider this sort of thing to be in the
class of the very lowest type of pornography.
This is a small-town family business . . .
Mrs. L. keeps the books, local girls work in
the office, our son, now 186, is a pretty-fair
fleld- and office-hand, and the two daugh-
ters (13 and 11) have duties around “the
shop” (including opening the maill).
Fortunately, none of them happened to be
on the job at the time this little gem showed
up.
Regards,
Mr. R. L,
Professional Engineer.
PATAGONIA, ARIZ.
JUNE 1B, 1969.
Dear SENATOR GOLDWATER: This enclosed
trash is being mailled to us without our per-
mission or knowledge. Can you imagine a
group of small children reviewing this before
we get our hands on 1t?
What's happening to our country? Isn't
there something that can be done?
Sincerely yours,
Mr. and Mrs. S. W.
PHOENIX, ARIZ,
June 2, 1960,
DeAR SENATOR GOLDWATER: I apologize for
sending the enclosed material to you. It
would have been impossible, however, to de-
scribe such garbage In words. . . ., I did not
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believe such trash could be printed in the
United States. . . . Are our laws so poor or
our enforcement so lax as to permit such
pornography to be manufactured? How can
this be controlled? What can I do? Please,
do what you can to stop this.

Sincerely,
Mr. T. W, S.
TEMPE, ARIZ.

May 29, 1969,
Hon. BARRY GOLDWATER,
U.S. Senate Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR GOLDWATER: The enclosed
clipping from the Arizona Republic prompted
me to write to you.

You will also find a plece of “mail” which
I had Intended to return to the Postmaster.
I cannot believe that any decent famlily
would enjoy getting this type of advertising
literature. I found it obscene and repulsive.

I felt degraded to think that my name was
on any such a mailing list and incensed
that it came to me for 3¢. It just can't be
possible that good American people want
this type of literature and to think that
thousands of letters must have been sent
from New York—if they plck someone from
a little town like Kingman,

Further, you will note that my letter to
you carries 12c¢ postage. This letter has &
3¢ bulk rate. Perhaps the Post Office Depart-
ment would not run in the “red” if all ob-
scene or “junk” mall carried the same post-
age as we are required to pay in a legitimate
business.

I wish you success In the movement you
are sponsoring almed at obscenlty.

Sincerely,
Mrs. B. R.,
Insurance Agent.

ErNGMAN, ARIZ,

May 7, 1969.

Dear Mr. GoLDWATER: Enclosed is an ex-
ample of the garbage which 1s coming to
me in ever increasing frequency, and the
same is happening at my home. It's getting
so that I feel that I cannot even open my
mail in the presence of my children.

I am far from a Puritan, but most of this
trash is of appeal to deviates primarily. The
enclosed pamphlet is one of the more benign
examples, but its primary aim is to prurient
interest.

I understand that federal legislation is to
be proposed to deal with this type of mail
and I sincerely hope that you will be sufii-
ciently interested to see that the law will be
written responsibly and intelligently so that
it will even pass the scrutiny of a permissive
Supreme Court Justice! A formidable task!

Sincerely,
D. J. C.,, MD,,
Chairman, Department of Internal
Medicine.

TUCSON, ARIZ.

May 1, 1969.

Dear SENATOR GOLDWATER: My attention
has been drawn recently to a bill now in
the House Judiciary Committee, against
“SMUT”. It is H.R. b1T1,

Since you are a “Fighter” for good causes,
and hopefully you will agree this bill is a
good cause, will you exercise your influence
in the House and Senate, so that a bil] may
be passed to take care of this stuff.

I am a vietim of it twice, and having two
small daughters, it hit the core. I would like
to use stronger language, but it has to go
thru the mails. . . .

Bincerely yours,
Mr. M. D. H.

PHOENIX, ARTZ,

APRIL 26, 1969.

Dear SENATOR GOLDWATER: The post office
claims it is unable to enforce pornography
laws because of the recent Supreme Court
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rulings, and suggested that I write my con-
gressman when I complained about recelving
a copy of the enclosed maliling, as well as
submit form 2150, a copy of which is
enclosed, . . .

Having neither the time nor resources to
pursue this matter personally, I send you
this copy of material which was sent to
many other faculty members as well, hoping
that you will help us to overcome the tide
of moral decay which is sweeping our
nation. . . .

Sincerely,
Mr. W. O. C,

CHANDLER, ARIZ.

Appin 25, 1969.

DEaAr SENATOR GOLDWATER: I receive in the
mail approximately 4 times a month litera-
ture that is undesirable. I am forwarding one
of these masterpleces. This particular piece
of pornography is mild compared to others.
Can something be done to stop this dissemi-
nation of pornography?

Sincerely,
D.C.B.,.MD.

SCOTTSDALE, ARIZ.

APrIL 22, 1969.

DeAr MR. GoLDWATER: My doorstep is being
desecrated and my government allows it.
The enclosed came wunsolicited. Have I no
protection? It seems not . . .

I've already heard the thousand and one
words about the recent Supreme Court rul-
ings, etc, and I am an advocate of free
speech and against book burning. I also
firmly believe that the rules (laws) of orga-
nized society should protect me in my home,
but I believe the law should work both ways.
Let’s look at it this way. If I wanted that
stuff in my home, my privacy should be re-
spected. Just recently a Court in Tucson
made that decision (pornographic films that
were confiscated by the Police from some-
one's home had to be returned.) But look at
the other side of the coin—if I don't want
trash brought into my home, unsolicited (in
an unmarked envelope so I've no way of
knowing what's in it until I open it)—then
I feel I should have protection of some kind
to keep it out and be able ‘o mete out pun-
ishment of some kind to anyone who brings
it in. Simply turning a cold shoulder, as I
would be doing through the Postal Authori-
ties, doesn’t do the job. The character who
would send me, unsolicited, this cesspool
collection of perversion and debauchery, so
fearlessly, couldn't care less about any cold
shoulder I might turn on him. Nothing short
of a blow from a club of sufficient strength
to annihilate him would do any good.

If our laws don't do something for us citi-
zens soon, we will be forced to resort to
Vigllantes. Can’'t something be done through
legislation before this happens?

Sincerely,
Mrs. 8. M. R,

TuUcsoN, ARiz,

ArrIL 15, 1969,

Sim: Yesterday (April 14) my wife opened
the mail to find this pornographic filth,

My two small children—Loretta Jo, 8, and
Dereck, 6—were in the room with her. She
hid the mail immediately but, as you might
guess, the kids are still wondering why their
mom hid the madl,

Although they have been told never to
open the mail, my children often bring it in
from the box, and they are as curious as any
children their ages.

The Post Office advised me to send this
material to you. We understand you are at-
tempting to have legislation passed that will
protect people from this type of mail, If so,
you certainly have our support.

We can't understand why—with all the
words in the English language and all of the
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competent Federal Judges—someone can't
adequately define “pornographic.”
Sincerely,
Mr.R.L .D.

GLENDALE, ARIZ.

Aprrn 15, 1969,

DEear Sm: We are a group of parents con-
cerned about the amount of filth in our
movies, on television and in our books, Our
magazines are filled with nudity and things
considered obscene . . .

We can screen reading material brought
into our homes., We can turn off the tele-
vision and stay away from the movies. But
what about the children whose parents don't
care? They deserve something better than a
lot of obscenity . . .

Isn’'t there something people like me, with
very little money can do?

We need some answers plus a lot of advice
on how to combat this force that is invading
us from all sides.

We would appreciate a direct reply.

Thank you,
Msgs. M. G.

PHOENIX, ARIZ.

Arrin, 16, 1969,

DEear Sm: Now don’t get exclted! How do
you like opening your mail to such pie-
tures? . . .

Let’s work together on this. I am truly wor-
ried about our country! What can we do?
Help us help ourselves by making these kind
of things illegal to mail. Surely this type of
person needs to be jailed so he’ll have time
to think of what he's doing. Where will it
stop? You say it is okay in the privacy of
your own home. This is more poison to our
youth than a man making counterfeit money
or whiskey. If you are the man I think you
are, you will do something about this , . .

I am a business man, a Christian, and a
worrled father! I would appreciate an answer.

Sincerely,
Mr. H. 8.

PHOENIX, ARIZ,

APrIL 11, 1969,

Dear SENATOR GOLDWATER: Enclosed, for
your eyes to see, is a copy of advertising ma-
terlal we just recelved in the mail. It is
abominable that we must be subjected to un-
requested trash like this.

The Post Office informs us our only right is;
to fill out a form within 30 days which will
take us off the malling list. This is ridicu-
lous. . . .

My immediate reactlon now is to send a
copy of this filth that came out of California
to every Congressman in Washington and di-
rectly to his home, this I am sure would get
a reaction.

However, prior to such a drastic movement,
I request your opinion on changing the law
on the United States asslsting these peddlers
of pornography and your advice on the effect
of mailing the list to every Congressman in
Washington.

I don't often write my Congressman be-
cause I feel overdoing diminishes the value
of a sincere request. This I assure you, is a
sincere request and I await your reply.

Very truly yours,
Mr. E. B. 8.,
Treasurer.

YUMA, ARIZ.

MarcH 21, 1069.

Dear BarrY: Enclosed Is the second malil-
ing to me from a firm know as Cybertype
Corp. The first mailing was forwarded to our
Phoenix Postmaster registering our opposi-
tlon, Frankly, this type of literature which
is malled at random should be strictly pro-
hibited. The results of such filth will lead to
further moral decay throughout our
Country.

Barry, you know me as not being a prude,
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but I do object strongly to the distribution
of such rot. The publishers and printers re-
sponsible should be prosecuted to the full
extent of the law. If current laws are not ade-
quate, then Congress should take drastic
action.
Sincerely yours,
Mr. G. R. C.,,
President, Steerhide Co.
PHOENIX, ARIZ.

REFUSAL TO ADMIT CARLOS
FUENTES TO UNITED STATES

Mr, FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the
Senate will recall that last February the
Immigration and Naturalization Service
refused to allow the prominent Mexican
Novelist Carlos Fuentes to go ashore in
San Juan, P.R., when a ship on which he
was traveling from Europe to Mexico
made & call at that port.

I have long been disturbed over inci-
dents of this kind which do nothing to
proteet the internal security of the
United States and do a great deal to
confirm the worst suspicions which are
held about the United States by intel-
lectuals abroad.

When I learned of this embarrassing
treatment of Mr. Fuentes, I wrote to the
Secretary of State and the Attorney
General asking if it would not be pos-
sible to administer the law with a little
more flexibility.

A rather considerable exchange of cor-
respondence followed and has now been
happily concluded with the adoption of
changes in procedures by the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service designed
to avoid repetition of the Fuentes inci-
dent.

I think the changes which the service
has adopted are constructive and I con-
gratulate both the Department of Jus-
tice and the Department of State for
their responsiveness in this case.

I ask unanimous consent that two
news stories from the New York Times
concerning the Fuentes matter as well as
my complete correspondence with the
the Departments of State and Justice
may be inserted in the REecorp at this
point.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
ReEcorp, as follows:

LEFTIST NOVELIST IS BARRED BY UNITED STATES;
FUENTES HALTED AT SAN JUAN AS AN “UNDE-
SIRABLE ALIEN"

(By Henry Raymont)

Carlos Fuentes, a leading Mexican novelist
with leftist leanings, was denled permission
by United States immigration officials to
land in San Juan, Puerto Rico, last Saturday
on the ground that he was “an undesirable
alien.”

In a letter made public here yesterday by
Mr. Fuentes' literary agent, Carl Brandt, the
38-year-old author sald immigration officials
had torn up his transit card and treated him
“like a commeon criminal,”

A Justice Department spokesman in Wash-
ington confirmed that Mr. Fuentes had been
prevented from leaving the tourist vessel
Virginia de Churruca, on the way from Bar-
celona to Veracruz, Mexico. The spokesman,
Jack Landau, said the author's name was
listed as “a person considered undesirable”
by the United States Immigration and Nat-
uralization Service, but he declined to give
any reason.

Mr, Fuentes, whose father 1s the Mexican
Ambassador to Portugal, has long been iden-
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tified with leftist causes, and has been known

for his sympathy to Premier Fidel Castro of

Cuba. Last August, however, he joined a

number of French and Latin-American in-

tellectuals in denouncing the Soviet-led in-
vasion of Czechoslovakia, which Mr, Castro
endorsed.

The young author's problems with the
United States Immigration authorities go
back to April, 1963, when he was refused
an invitation to participate in a television
debate on the Alliance for Progress with
Richard N. Goodwin, at that time Assistant
Secretary of State for Inter-America Affairs.
State Department officials said then that the
visa had been refused in the bellief that Mr.
Fuentes might be a member of the Commu-
nist party.

A year later, a visa was granted, but the
publicity did not brighten the United States
image in cultural circles in Latin America,
where Mr. Fuentes’ works have been steady
best-sellers. His latest novel, “A Change of
Skin,” received widely favorable reviews in
the United States and Europe.

The new ban agalnst Mr. Fuentes drew im-
mediate protests from the publishing and
academic communities, which have long
been sensitive to the exclusion of foreign
artists, writers and sclentists who are sus-
pected of belonging to the Community party
or to Communist fronts.

Roger W. Straus, Jr., president of Farrar,
Btraus & Giroux, Mr. Fuentes’ publisher here,
called the ban against the author “abso-
lutely outrageous” and sald he would de-
mand an explanation from the Departments
of State and Justice.

Two Columbia University officials, who
have invited Mr. Fuentes to lecture at the
university next year, sent a letter of protest
to Attorney General John N. Mitchell. They
are Frank MacShane, chairman of the writ-
ing division of the School of the Arts, and
Charles Wagley, Franz Boas Professor of
Anthropology and director of the Institute
of Latin-American Studies,

Mr. Fuentes, who has been living in Paris
for the last two years, is returning to Mexico
despite warnings of friends who fear he may
be arrested as a result of his denunciations
of the Mexican troops' attack on a student
demonstration just before the Olympic
Games last August. Scores of persons were
killed in the attack.

In an essay In the forthcoming March 18
issue of The New York Review of Books, Mr.
Fuentes criticizes the Mexican government
as an "autocracy” and warns against “the
sinister world order that is taking shape with
the formidable trappings of nuclear terror,
peace by blackmalil, spheres of influence, and
the promise of a planetary fascism that de-
nies both Individual rights and socialist
experience.”

REFUSAL To LeET FUENTES ENTER PUERTO
Rico REVIVES CONTROVERSY OVER ImMmI-
GREATION PoLicY

(By Henry Raymont)

The old controversy. over whether aliens
should be prevented from visiting the United
States because of their political beliefs has
been revived by the refusal of immigration
officials to admit Carlos Fuentes, a promi-
nent Mexlcan novelist with leftist leanings,
into San Juan, P.R.

The issue was ralsed by two former officials
of the Eennedy and Johnson Administrations
amid a mounting storm of protest over the
Fuentes case,.

Mr. Fuentes sald last week that he was
stopped by immigration officials and “treated
like & common criminal” when he attempted
to land In San Juan on Feb. 22. He had been
on his way from Spain to Mexico aboard the
tourlst vessel Virginia de Churruca.

Abba P, Schwartz, former head of the State
Department’s Bureau of Security and Con-
sular Affairs and an advocate of liberal im-
migration and travel policies, sald here yes-
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terday he hoped the action represented “an
isolated instance” and not a reversion to the
more restrictive policles of the 1050's.

In a telegram to Senator J. W, Fulbright,
Democrat of Arkansas, chairman of the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee, Mr.
Schwartz sald that the Fuentes case illus-
trated the need for change in the immigra-
tion law “to prevent further senseless and
embarrassing situations” in the United
States’ foreign relations.

He specifically urged the revival of legis-
lation to strike from the law the exclusion
of persons who are past or present members
of the Communist party or other proscribed
organizations.

Another former high State Department of-
ficial, Willlam D. Rogers, who was head of
the Alliance for Progress program and is now
a Washington lawyer and president of the
Center for Inter-American Relations, in New
York, called on the Nixon Administration
to make clear that the Fuentes incident
“was an aberration” and not general policy,

“The notion that Puentes’s presence among
us could in any sense damage our national
interest is unworthy of serious discussion,”
he sald in a letter to Secretary of State
Willlam P. Rogers, who is no relation.

*“To the contrary,” he continued, “it is his
rejection which will cause us immense harm,
It will be interpreted by the youth and in-
tellectual community in Latin America as
meaning that our commitment to free ex-
Pression is superficial and will confirm the
impression to some that we are timid and
iear‘rul of criticism of Latin-American writ-
ers,’

Observing that in recent years there has
been a growing effort by the United States
universities and private foundations to ex-
pand contacts with Latin-American authors,
Mr. Rogers urged the Nixon Administration
to announce “in clear and convincing terms
that it would welcome Fuentes and other
leading Latin-American writers to our shores,
regardless of their political opinions.”

Meanwhile, protests to Secretary Rogers
and Attorney General John N. Mitchell were
made public over the weekend by several
literary societies.

The Authors League of America, Inc., dis-
closed that a telegram had been sent to the
officials by its president, Rex Stout. The
telegram sald:

“The refusal to permit Carlos Fuentes to
land in Puerto Rico is shocking and repre-
hensible and on behalf of the 5,000 writers
who are members of this organization we
deplore and condemn it and urge that it be
revoked forthwith.”

Robert Halsband, president of the Ameri-
can Center of the International Pen Club,
sent a similar message noting that as “one
of Latin America’s outstanding writers” Mr.
Fuentes had participated in the organiza-
tlon’s international congress in New York in
June, 1966. He called the recent action
against Mr. Fuentes “a disgraceful, unbeliev-
able muddle.”

A Justice Department spokesman sald yes-
terday that Mr. Fuentes' presence at the
Pen Club meeting in 1966 and an earlier visit
in 1964 had been made possible through a
temporary walver, which the Attorney Gen-
eral can extend to persons otherwise excluded
{rom the United States by the immigration

aw.

He sald that there was no record tnat the
author had asked for such a waiver for his
planned temporary stop in Puerto Rico.

MarcH 8, 1969,
The Honorable WiLLiAM P, ROGERS,
Secretary of State,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. SBEcrRETARY: I have been much
disturbed over the refusal of the United
States Government to allow Carlos Fuentes
to disembark from a tourist ship in San
Juan, Puerto Rico on February 22.
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This is the latest of a series of simlilar in-
stances affecting various left wing intellectu-
als over the past several years. There are few
things which do more to damage the image
of the United States among articulate lead-
ership groups abroad.

I understand the requirements of the law,
but wonder if it would not be possible to ad-
minister the law with a little more flexibility.
I am writing to the Attorney General in this
same vein, and I would appreciate it if I
could have the joint comments of your two
departments with respect to this embar-
rassing problem.

SBincerely yours,
J. W. FULBRIGHT,
Chairman.
MARCH 8, 1969.
The Honorable JounN N. MITCHELL,
Attorney General of the United States,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. ATTORNEY GENERAL: I have been
much disturbed over the refusal of the
United States Government to allow Carlos
Fuentes to disembark from a tourist ship in
San Juan, Puerto Rico on February 23.

This is the latest of a series of similar in-
stances affecting various left wing intellectu-
als over the past several years. There are
few things which do more to damage the
image of the United States among articulate
leadership groups abroad.

I understand the requirements of the law,
put I wonder if it would not be possible to
administer the law with a little more flexi-
bility. I am writing to the Secretary of State
in this same vein, and I would appreciate
it if I could have the joint comments of your
two departments with respect to this em-
barrassing problem.

Sincerely yours,
J. W. FULBRIGHT,
Chairman.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., March 26, 1969.
Hon. J. W. FULBRIGHT,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg. CEAmMAN: The Secretary has
asked me to reply to your letter of March
B, 1969 concerning Carlos Fuentes. We have
consulted with the Department of Justice
with respect to this letter and it reflects
the views of both Departments.

Mr. Fuentes has in the past been found
to be ineligible for a visa by consular officers
of the Department of State under Section
212(a) (28) of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act. On two separate occasions, upon the
recommendation of the Department of State,
this inadmissibility was waived by the De-
partment of Justice and he was then granted
a visitor’s visa to enter for a specific period
of time and for a specific purpose.

On February 22, 1969 when Mr. Fuentes
applied for landing privileges at San Juan,
he was not in possession of a visa. He sought
to go ashore under a “special transit with-
out visa” procedure. A condition of this privi-
lege is that the alien must be completely
admissible to the United States. This does
not, of course, preclude a person seeking,
prior to embarkation, a transit, tourist or
other appropriate visa and obtaining, as Mr.
Fuentes has in the past, a walver of a ground
of inadmissibility. Mr, Fuentes did not, how=-
ever, avail himself of this avenue, as he has
in the past.

We are consulting with the Department of
Justice with respect to the question you
raised as to whether the administrative prac-
tice in such cases might be modified and I
will promptly inform you of the results of
these consultations.

Sincerely yours,
WiLriam B. MACOMBER, Jr.,
Assistant Secretary for Congressional
Relations.
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APRIL 17, 1969.
The Honorable WiLLiaM MACOMBER, Jr.,
Assistant Secretary for Congressional Rela-
tions, Department of State, Washing-
ton, D.C.

Dear MRr. SECRETARY: I refer to my letter
of March 8 concerning the case of Carlos
Fuentes and to your reply of March 26.

I note that in your reply you say that you
are consulting with the Department of Jus-
tice as to whether the administrative prac-
tice in such cases might be modified. I would
appreciate at least an interim report on the
result of these consultations.

Sincerely yours,
J. W. FULBRIGHT,
Chairman.
DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., April 25, 1969.
Hon, J. W. FULBRIGHT,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear MRr. CHAIRMAN: I have received your
letter of April 17 regarding possible changes
in the administrative practice which was fol-
lowed in the case of Carlos Fuentes.

The Department of State and the Depart-
ment of Justice have recently had some dis-
cussions regarding possible changes in the
regulations. Further discussions are sched-
uled for next week and I hope to have some-
thing substantive to report as soon as pus:i-
ble thereafter. I will, of course, inform you
promptly of the results.

If we can be of help in any other matter,
please let us know.

Sincerely yours,
Wirtriam B, MACOMBER, Jr.,
Assistant Secretary for Congressional
Relations.

JUNE 4, 1969.
The Honorable WiLLiaM MACOMBER, JR.,
Assistant Secretary for Congressional Rela-
tions, Department of State, Washing-
ton, D.C.

DEeArR MR. SECRETARY: I refer to my letter of
March 8 concerning the case of Carlos
Fuentes and to your reply of April 25.

I note that further discussions with the
Department of Justice were scheduleq for
the last week in April. I would appreciate
a report on the result of these consultations.

Sincerely yours,
J. W. FULBRIGHT,
Chairman.

JuNE 17, 1969.
Hon, J. W. FULBRIGHT,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate, Washington D.C.

Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: I have received your
letter of June 4 in further reference to the
case of Carlos Fuentes and possible changes
in the administrative practice which was fol-
lowed in that case.

We have discussed this matter further with
the Immigration and Naturalization Service.
We understand that the Service is chang-
ing its regulations to eliminate the man-
datory custody requirement for persons in-
eligible for admission under the provision of
the law applicable to Mr. Fuentes. It was
primarily this requirement which resulted in
the refusal of Mr. Fuentes’ application for
landing privileges at San Juan. We also
understand that the Service is taking other
steps in Mr. Fuentes' particular case which
should avold a repetition of his experience
in San Juan.

We appreciate your interest in this matter.

Sincerely yours,
WiLLiam B. MacoMBER, Jr.,
Assistant Secretary for Congressional
Relations.
JunE 23, 1969,
The Honorable WiLLiaAM MACOMBER,
Assistant Secretary for Congressional Rela-
g%ns, Department of State, Washington,
DeAr MR. SECRETARY: Thank you for your
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letter of June 17 reporting on the State
Department's discussion of the Carlos
Fuentes case with the Immigration and Nat-
uralization Service.

I am gratified to know that the Service is
taking steps in Mr. Fuentes' particular case
to avold a repetition of his experience in
San Juan.

However, I still have a few questions.

What is the "mandatory custody require-
ment” which you say the Service is changing
its regulations to eliminate?

What are the “other steps” which the
Service is taking with respect to Mr.
Fuentes?

Why could these steps not be made of
more general application?

I will appreciate an early reply.

Sincerely yours,
J. W. FULBRIGHT,
Chairman.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., July 7, 1969.
Hon. J. W. FULBRIGHT,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate.

Dear Mr. CHamIRMAN: This is in reply to
your letter of June 23 requesting further
information regarding the changes in pro-
cedures which are being made, primarily by
the Immigration and Naturalization Service,
to avoid an incident such as that which oc-
curred with respect to Carlos Fuentes at
San Juan.

The mandatory custody requirement I
mentioned in my letter of June 17 appears in
8 CF.R. 214(c) (1) relating to an alien seek-
ing admission under the transit-without-
visa procedure. This regulation provides that
in the case of an alien who requires a walver
of ineligibility under Section 212(d) (3) (B)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act in
order to be admitted, “the alien shall be in
the custody of the Service at carrier expense
and must depart on the earliest and most
direct foreign-destined plane or vessel.” The
effect of this requirement is often to prevent
the granting of the transit-without-visa
privilege to an alien ineligible under the pro-
visions of the law applicable to Mr. Fuentes.
The elimination of this requirement will per-
mit granting the transit-without-visa priv-
ilege to Mr. Fuentes and other aliens similarly
ineligible.

We understand that the Service is also tak-
ing steps to insure that once a person ineligi-
ble under the provision of the law applicable
to Mr. Fuentes has been granted a walver of
that ineligibility, all ports of entry will be
informed of the granting of the waiver in
order that that fact may be taken into con-
sideration in future applications by the alien
for admission. This procedure will be applica-
ble not only to Mr. Fuentes but to other
allens ineligible under the same provision of
the law.

I hope this information is helpful. If we
can be of any further help on this or any
other matter, please let us know.

Sincerely yours,
WiLLiam B, MACOMBER, Jr.,
Assistant Secretary jfor Congressional
Relations.

FRANCES ENIGHT, DIRECTOR OF
PASSPORT OFFICE

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, one of
the persons in Washington whom I ad-
mire most is Frances Knight, Director
of the Passport Office, who has admin-
istered her shop in a practical and ef-
ficient manner which would be the envy
of any private business. This, I believe,
is a goal toward which all Government
operations should work,

In recent years the increase in for-
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eign travel by our citizens has placed an
inereasing burden on Miss Knight's Of-
fice, and unfortunately administrative
problems have prevented her from tak-
ing steps she has thought necessary to
meet the increasing demand for pass-
ports.

This situation is well deseribed in a
column written by Marquis Childs ap-
pearing in this morning’s—July 17—
Washington Post, entitled ‘‘Passport
Unit Snowed Under by Boom in Foreign
Travel.”

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Childs’ column be printed in the REec-
ORD.

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

PassporT Uwnit Swowep UnDER BY BoOoM IN
ForeiGN TRAVEL

(By Marquis Childs)

Now it's a travel explosion. As though not a
word had ever been spoken about seeing
America first, the perils of the dollar balance
and the gold outflow, Americans in unprec-
edented numbers are rushing off to foreign
shores.

The fiy-now, pay-later plan is said to ac-
count for a large part of the travel boom.
The low rate on chartered flights is another
reason. Clubs, often improvised for the pur-
pose, sign up for a charter at a cost to mem-
bers far below that of regular airline fares.

Travel bargains are attracting those who
never before ventured out of the United
States. An example is a 22-day escorted tour
of six countrles (if 1it's Tuesday, this is
Belgium) for $495, which includes round-
trip fare, meals and hotel. At that rate, the
bargain hunter argues, you can hardly afford
to stay home.

An unhappy consequence of the travel
boom is a virtual breakdown, or at any rate a
frustrating slowdown, in the issuance of pass-
ports. Long lines of irate citizens at every
passport center, and particularly in New
York, reflect the clogged passport ma-
chinery. The most irate citizen is Director
Frances G. Enight of the State Department’s
Passport Office. The tart-tongued Miss Knight
has run an efficient shop. She was caught in
the travel deluge without the essential extra
personnel through no fault of hers, accord-
ing to her staff.

What happened is an example of the
penny-wise, dollar-foolish economy policies
prevailing in other departments as well as
State. Miss Enight has asked State's budget
makers for funds for the fiscal year just ended
to hire an additional 22 persons on a perma-
nent basis, For the current fiscal year she
asked for another 24. A total of 64 is con-
sidered the minimum to handle the ever-
rising demand.

Nothing quite like the present travel boom
had been anticipated. Total applicants for
passports in June were 36 per cent above June
a year ago. The daily average is close to 12,000,
running 30 per cent above 1968. The staff of
the Passport Office is on a 10-to-12-hour-a-
day schedule which includes Saturdays. Espe-
clally galling to Miss Enight is that the pass-
port operation more than pays its way. The
operating budget is $b6 million, while the
office takes in more than $156 million in fees.

The travel boom is expected to slacken as
the rush of summer trippers subsides. The
plight of the passport office is evidence of
the urgent need for an overhaul of the sys-
tem. Aside from the passport offices in 10
cities, reliance has been on Federal or state
courts. With clogged court calendars there is
increasing reluctance to perform this func-
tion. Passport applicants complain of delays
of two months or more.
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The passport tangle is only one compara-
tively small example of how the narrow
frame of Government has been inadequate
to encompass the swiftly expanding economy
or the rise in the number of educated people
bent on foreign travel. Both high-school and
college students are on the move as never
before.

The expansion has been sparked by a
credit explosion. Ever-new credit devices have
sent the debt total of private individuals
soaring to unprecedented levels. How much
fly-now, pay-later has contributed, it is too
early to say, since this powerful appeal
through every advertising medium is fairly
recent.

The total of installment credit as of May 31
for autos, home appliances, television sets
and the whole range of the buy-now-and-
pay-by-the-month goods was an almost in-
credible $91.8 billion, This represented a
jump of $9.5 bilion in the previous 12
months. An added $2.3 billion was outstand-
ing in credit-card and check-credit plans,
These figures do not include real estate and
insurance loans.

The outflow of tourist dollars is an impor-
tant factor in the balance of payments prob-
lem, Various cures were considered under the
Johnson Administration, including taxes on
airline tickets and a limit imposed on the
amount the tourist could spend. The travel
Industry was powerful enough to fend off
these remedies and now the Nixon Adminis-
tration is faced with the same situation en-
hanced by the travel boom.

An effort has been made with limited suc-
cess to offset the outflow by persuading for-
eign visitors to come to America. For the
first five months of this year 557,948 for-
eigners bent on either business or pleasure
came to the United States, an increase of 17
per cent over the same period in 1968. It did
not include nearly 11 million visits of over
72 hours by Canadians and a half million
Mexican visitors. Measured against the horde

of Americans leaving by every available plane
and ship, the offset is small.

A far more serious side of the narrow frame
of Government Is the airport and airways

squeeze. At principal airports the over-
crowding is intolerable and the air control-
lers repeatedly testify to the hazards of hun-
dreds of near misses in the corridors where
traffic is heaviest. This is without the jumbo
jets to come into service in the fall. The
White House has proposed a long-range plan
calling for quick expansion and the taxes to
pay for it. Delay will imperil life and limb
as well as a major industry.

BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE AND
THE ALLIANCE

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, one aspect of
President Nixon'’s decision to deploy Safe-
guard, that has far too long gone unre-
marked, is the impact of the decision to
deploy on our relations with our NATO
allies. NATO, now in its 20th anniversary
year, has recently come through a
troubled period, a period marked both
by French withdrawal from the military
organization and U.S. neglect of serious
political issues. President Nixon in his
April 10 address to the NATO ministerial
correctly identified these concerns and
said: “The alliance today will be judged
by the content of its cooperation, not
merely by its form,” and called upon all
NATO countries to “devise better means
of harmonizing our policies.”

Safeguard proponents maintain that
the decision to deploy was welcomed, or
at least not objected to, by our NATO
allies. Proponents point to a lack of offi-
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cial or unofficial evidence to the contrary
to buttress their view,

In light of this, I bring to the attention
of the Senate a recent study commis-
sioned by the Atlantic Institute in Paris
entitled “Ballistic Missile Defense and the
Alliance.” The study was authored by
Laurence Martin, professor of war studies
at the University of London and asso-
ciate of the Washington Center for For-
eign Policy Research at Johns Hopkins
University. Professor Martin cooperated
with a group of 25 defense experts from
nine NATO countries in producing the
study. The Atlantic Institute, which is-
sued the study, had as its founding direc-
tor general Henry Cabot Lodge; among
the distinguished industrial, political, and
intellectual leaders on its board of gov-
ernors are Kurt Birrenbach of West Ger-
many, Dirk Stikker of the Netherlands,
Paul Henri Spaak of Belgium, Christian
Herter, Jr., John McCloy, and Lauris
Norstad, of the United States, and Manlio
Brosio, of Italy, currently serving as Sec-
retary-General of NATO.

The study concludes that while new
technological developments, including
MIRV, are upsetting the strategic bal-
ance Safeguard is more immediately dis-
ruptive of the accepted frames of stra-
tegic thought. With regard to the Al-
liance, the study states that European
official and public reaction has been
overwhelmingly hostile both to the idea
of ballistic missile defense and to its
adoption by the United States and con-
tinues:

Many Europeans regard it as an attempt
to buy a superfluous margin of American
security at the expense of Europe, at the
same time introducing a new element of
European inferlority into the Alliance.

I ask unanimous consent that the sum-
mary and that portion of the study cov-
ering the Alliance be printed in the
REecorp. The study is 50 pages in length
and is available from the Washington
office of the Atlantic Institute, 1616 H
Street NW., Washington, D.C.

There being no objection, the material

was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE AND THE ALLIANCE
BRIEF SUMMARY

New developments in the fleld of arms
technology seem to upset what seemed to be
a relatively stable strategic relationship be-
tween the two superpowers, While the multi-
ple individually targetable re-entry vehicle
(MIRV) is likely to compel new strategic cal-
culations, Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD)
is more immediately disruptive of the ac-
cepted frames of strategic thought.

Professor Martin’s paper analyses the ef-
fects the deployment of an American BMD
system could have both on the relationship
with the Soviet Union and on the Atlantic
Alliance. It points out that the two powers
are deploying BMD on very diferent patterns:
the Soviet Union is trying to provide some
protection for her population against at-
tacks by the United States, whereas the U.8.
has shifted emphasis from an attempt to
afford protection against China to improving
the defense of the U.S. land-based intercon-
tinental missile against Soviet attacks.

While it does not automatically follow that
BMD entalls a new arms race, it may well
invite a further improvement of offensive
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weapons by which BMD might be overcome:
there are strong arguments to suggest that
BMD cannot offer anything approaching im-
munity. Furthermore, these new technologies
might complicate attempts to limit the level
of strategic armaments, make arms control
measures still more difficult and at the same
time breach the political requirements of
equal sacrifice laid down by non-nuclear
powers as a condition of their signing the
nonproliferation treaty.

Nevertheless there is a case for BMD and
it seems that argument over the merits of
this particular technologlcal possibility has
been allowed to obscure the more funda-
mental requirements of strategic stability.

The European reaction to BMD has on the
whole been unfavourable, the argument
welghing most heavily against BMD being
that it accelerates the arms race and thus
it will worsen East-West political relations.
Many Europeans regard it as an attempt to
buy a superfiluous margin of American secu-
rity at the expense of Europe, at the same
time introducing a new element of European
inferiority into the Alliance. The author sees
very little likelihood in a “European BMD"
coming off, the main obstacles being finan-
cial and political. In his view a BMD deploy-
ment by the superpowers could prove a de-
cisive political blow to the two small nuclear
forces of Britain and France. From a strictly
technical view, however, it is not yet clear
that these forces will become ineffective.
There is no reason to believe that BMD will
undermine the Alllance. Current technologi-
cal developments do, however, afford an ap-
propriate occasion to reassess the strategic
basis of the Alllance in general and the
future of European nuclear power in par-
ticular, The new American Government

should ask itself whether the hostility of
the United States to European nuclear forces
in recent years should not be replaced by a
more constructive effort to build them safely
into the common structure of Western de-

terrence,
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BMD AND THE WESTERN ALLIANCE
The European reaction

Informed discussion of BMD in Western
Europe has been confined to very limited
circles, although some generalized and occa-
slonally sensationalized treatment has been
afforded the subject in the popular press.
Such official and public reaction as there has
been has taken an overwhelmingly hostile
attitude both to the idea of BMD and to
adoption of it by the United States. In
1965-66, when existence of the Soviet Union’s
network was confirmed and the possibility
of American emulation became real, the
British Foreign Office attempted to take
something of a lead in establishing a Euro-
pean viewpoint, The American announce-
ment of the Sentinel system came as a con-
siderable shock to those Europeans who had
begun to feel they were having some influ-
ence upon debate in the United States. This
announcement was, in fact, not one of the
happler pleces of American alliance manage-
ment for, by being made without previous
consultation only a few days before a meet-
ing of the NATO nuclear planning group, it
appeared as an affront casting doubt on the
whole concept of consultation. The omis-
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sion seems to have been intentional, reflect-
ing a correct anticipation that European
reaction would be unfavourable, and that
extended debate could do nothing to bring
consensus but might very well reinforce the
already heated controversy within the United
States. Nevertheless, the timing and style of
the announcement did nothing to alleviate
the misgivings of Europeans at perceiving
yet another aspect of their fate held in hands
patently beyond their control.

Europe’'s negative response is typical of a
paradoxical attitude to American strategy,
in which anxiety at the least sign of Amer-
ican weakness and infirmity of purpose goes
hand in hand with readiness to denounce
American plans and behaviour as provocative
This paradox is partly to be explained no
doubt by the fact that it is frequently dif-
ferent individual and factional voices which
are ralsed in varying circumstances. But
there are other and more significant reasons
for the phenomenon. The chief, perhaps, is
that NATO has never devised or been will-
ing to pay for a strategy for fighting a war
in a way that can offer much prospect of
survival to Western Europe. Europe thus both
depends upon and fears American deterrent
power. As a consequence Europe has been
overwhelmingly more attracted to strategies
for deterring wars than for fighting them.

Success in deterrence is always, and for
everyone, preferable to fighting a defensive
war, because it promises a complete absence
of damage or casualties. But for Europe such
success is vital, for in general war Europe
is open both to devastation by the large
nuclear forces the Soviet Unlon malntains
for this express purpose, and to being over-
run by the Red Army. Thus Europe has great
aversion to conditions of tension under which
the outbreak of war appears very possible and
also to periods of relaxation if they result
in an apparently reduced American determi-
nation to oppose the Soviet Union’s designs.

At least at first sight, BMD seems to be
entirely concerned with fighting wars rather
than with deterrence. This has assured it a
chilly reception in Europe, similar to that
accorded Mr. McNamara's advocacy of flexible
responses involving provision of capacity
to sustain a prolonged conventional engage-
ment in Europe. Concomitantly, the recent
period of sustained détente bred optimistic
reassessments of the sources of the Soviet
Union’s conduct, embracing a spate of re-
visionist history of the origins of the Cold
War, and thereby strengthened the never
wholly absent bellef that much of what
passed for Soviet hostility was largely a nerv-
ous response to Western pressure. Such an
attitude was particularly conducive to fears
that Western military policies of strength
would be merely counterproductive, and thus
encouraged receptiveness to the charge that
BMD would stimulate the arms race.

To this endemically hypercritical attitude
to American strategy a number of special
European considerations doubtless contrib-
ute. There is a certain amount of “sour
grapes” about policies which Europeans can-
not afford. In the case of BMD this feeling
may reinforce the general sense of falling
behind in military technology. The field of
nuclear weapons is an especlally sensitive
one because of European dependence on a
type of military endeavour in which Europe
is at best a marginal participant. NATO’s
elaborate mechanisms for nuclear consulta-
tion testify to the trouble this asymmetry in
the alliance can breed. An American pro-
gramme of BMD sagainst the Soviet Union
would, unless precautions are taken, add yet
another instance of European inferlority and
subordination in the critical areas of na-
tional security.

Thus a varlety of peculiarly European cir-
cumstances disposes Europeans to accept
the negative view of BMD expressed by its
American critics,. The argument welghing
most heavily in the general European oppo-
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sition is that BMD, by accelerating the arms
race, will worsen East-West political rela-
tions. Still the chief focus of East-West con-
frontation, Europe has a special interest in
the state of tension. Anything which may
tend to worsen East-West relations is par-
ticularly deplored because of the hopes bred
in Western Europe over the past two or three
years that changes in the Soviet Union’s out-
look were about to permit a much greater
degree of flexibility in political relations
within Europe Itself, Thus BMD could be
presented as imperiling a prospect in which
Europe had a more direct interest than the
United States. While Europeans know, of
course, of the Soviet Union's investment in
BMD, the impossibility of acting so directly
upon Russian as upon American policy pro-
duces the usual and not unnatural Euro-
pean tendency to minimize the conduct of
the USSR as a consideration that should in-
fluence the United States or justify American
imitations.

The decision to design Sentinel as a defence
against China was not well calculated to win
favour in Europe. There has been a long-
standing divergence between European and
American views about the proper policy to
pursue towards Communist China and an
established tendency for Eurcpeans to regard
American fears as hysterical and dangerous.
While European optimism about the results
of an amiable policy towards China has
suffered some disillusionment in recent years,
the Vietnam war has done at least as much
to reinforce lack of faith in American judg-
ment regarding Asia. Being accustomed to
life under the shadow of nearby Russian
power, many Europeans regard American
fears of China's embryonic nuclear force as
exaggerated and fail to see why deterrence
by offensive weapons should not work in
this case also. Thus the dangers that are
thought to arise from BMD deployment seem
to be incurred for no good reason. As many
of the dangers most vividly envisaged in
Europe naturally affect chlefly European con-
cerns, it was easy to regard Sentinel as an
attempt to buy a superfluous margin of
American security at the expense of Europe.
In the instance of Korea, Vietnam, and else-
where, there has been a long history of Euro-
pean complaints that the United States en-
dangers vital interests at the heart of the
power balance in Europe for much lesser
purposes in Asia.

The American plan to build BMD against
China also served to cast some doubt on the
credibility of the American deterrent as a
protection of the Europeans from Russian
attack, For, goes the argument, if the United
States has come to doubt its capacity to
deter the Chinese, it can scarcely be ex-
pected to stand up to the much more ter-
rible power of the Soviet Union on behalf
of others. This argument fails to take ac-
count of the different stakes that might be
at issue in a confrontation. Most Europeans
are confident that Europe is a more vital in-
terest to America than most Asian countries.
Nevertheless the rapid growth of Soviet
striking power may well reopen the old
doubts in NATO about the credibility of
American nuclear guarantees. This debate,
though dear to the hearts of academic stu-
dents of strategy and to a few official build-
ers of deslgns both grand and small, has
never actually disrupted the alliance. But its
ups and downs, the degree of falth and sus-
picion, certainly affect the level of political
and military cohesion within NATO, while
the possibility of some truly disruptive de-
gree of mistrust cannot be ruled out entirely.
At the present time, moreover, the issue of
the strategic balance is entangled with the
erratlc move towards “flexible response,” a
concept which is itself evoked by the
deteriorating nuclear balance—deteriorating,
that is, from the American near monopoly
of the early fiftles—and which 1s sufficiently
disturbing to allled confidence as to have
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evoked a serles of nervous paraphrases for its
terminology.

Thus it is possible to deplct American in-
terest in BMD as evidence of timidity in the
face of growing Soviet strength, as the often-
heralded age of American vulnerability
finally dawns in reality. BMD could be seen
as part of a retreat into a nuclear Fortress
America. The official justification for Sen-
tinel ought, of course, to suggest another in-
terpretation: that a defended United States
could afford to be more staunch in defence
of its allies. Now that Safeguard has suc-
ceeded Sentinel one could argue that it
does not affect American vulnerability
enough to raise such fundamental questions
about the reliability of the United States as
an ally and should be welcomed as at least a
small addition to the potency of American
retallatory forces. But it is doubtful whether
European opinion makes such subtle
distinctions. The general if erroneous im-
pression that BMD is always a matter of de-
fending population is reinforced by the sus-
piclon that a defence of population is the
ultimate American purpose, whatever justi-
fication may be advanced in the interim.

There does not seem to be any logical
connection between the adoption of BMD
and a disengagement of American power
from Europe. While BMD might form part
of the array of forces with which the United
States retreated into her continental fortress,
it might as easily be part of the arsenal with
which the United States tried to maintain
her position in Europe. Any temptation to
disengage from Europe would presumably
arise from the perception of Russian power
and the risks of opposing it rather than from
the adoption of a particular mode of de-
fence.

Whatever the role of BMD in American
policy, it remains possible that were the day
to come when the United States, and the
Soviet Union, were covered by a supposedly
not ineffective defence, and Europe was not,
the resultant sense of nakedness would be
qualitatively different from that experienced
now. It is true that Europe has been almost
totally vulnerable since the late forties, while
for much of this period the United States
was virtually immune from attack. But there
is a big psychological difference between be-
ing unprotected because technology can sug-
gest no answers and remaining so out of
poverty and disunity. At the very least a
new asymmetry and instance of European
inferiority would be introduced into the alli-
ance.

There is also the unpleasant suggestion
that when both superpowers had acquired a
high degree of defence they would be
tempted to place a higher hostage value on
each other's half of Europe and might con-
duct nuclear or conventional wars more free-
ly on European territory, either for want of
any other strategy or because their fear of
the consequences would be much reduced.
The possibility of nuclear war at Europe’s
expense has frequently been mooted, as, for
example, in the debate over tactical nuclear
weapons. While such a development is not
Impossible, it is not very easy to see what
rational purposes would be served by such
combat or whether—leaving on one side the
rather unrealistically high levels of effective-
ness implied for the defences—would really
enhance the attractiveness of such a course.
Indeed, it might well be that interest in
Europe as a hostage would be much reduced
by a greatly increased sense of domestic se-
curity for the superpowers. It would then be
important to Europe that American disin-
terest did not outpace Russian before Europe
was ready to do more in its own defense.

BMD for Europe
History suggests that if the superpowers
acquired defences denled to Europe, the
European nations would learn to accept it
without much fuss, as they have learned
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to become resigned to other Indications of
their secondary status. Thelr preoccupation
with deterrence and their lack of faith in de-
fence would tend to support such an adjust-
ment. But it is only natural that the pro-
vision of BMD for Western Eurcpe has al-
ready been proposed. Officially, NATO has dis-
cussed such a proposal and dismissed it as
unnecessary and impractical for the moment.
Other voices have suggested that it would
be both desirable and attainable.

There are few hard targets in Europe and
little prospect of any substantial number ap-
pearing, BMD in Europe must therefore mean
defence of population. Indeed, no other pur-
pose seems remotely likely to inspire suf-
ficient enthusiasm to produce the money. Al-
though there is much argument about it, the
technical problem of defending Western Eu-
rope against long-range missile attack is
probably not Iinsurmountable. Warning-
times would be less, but the intermediate-
range missiles chiefly involved in the Soviet
Union’s present pattern of attack are some-
what easier to intercept than Interconti-
nental missiles because they have a slower
re-entry speed. The concentration of popula-
tion in some areas of Europe might facili-
tate rather than impede defence. According
to one expert, the task of mitigating dam-
age to Europe by a missile attack from the
Soviet Union would be no more daunting
than that of coping with the threat by air-
craft.

This observation may be correct but it
also uncovers the prime obstacle to strategic
defence for Europe. The Soviet Union’s bases
are so close to Western Europe that she
would enjoy a wide range of alternative ways
of wreaking destruction if the use of bal-
listic missiles were obstructed. It has al-
ready been remarked tLat really great strides
in defensive technology against missiles
might stimulate other methods of delivery
in the superpower confrontation. In Europe
these alternatives already exist in abundance,
With aircraft, cruise missiles, tactical mis-
slles and the possibility of retargeting
ICEM's, the Soviet Unlon enjoys a massive
overkill capacity against Europe. Thus the
rewards of BMD appear to be even more
dublous in Europe than elsewhere, The Euro-
pean belief that if war comes it will bring
virtually unmitigable consequences, will
make it necessary to produce very convine-
ing proof of the efficlency of BMD in Eu-
rope if it is to be taken seriously. This is
not to say that European indifference can
never be overcome if technology makes great
strides and the superpowers testify to this by
massive deployment.

Even if BMD in Europe came to be
thought desirable, the impediments to its
realization would be formidable. Not the
least of these would be financial, Although
the United States has studied such ideas as a
seaborne BMD system that might, in certain
forms, afford a degree of mobile protection
for others, the main burden would pre-
sumably fall on Europe, Even with generous
American technical assistance to spare
Europe development costs, the expense of a
BMD network ls probably far beyond the
sums European nations are currently in-
clined to devote to defence, especially as
EMD would not necessarily have priority if
some crisis loosened the purse-strings for
military purposes. The most practical ap-
proach would be to see what could be built
for a set sum within the accustomed scale of
NATO endeavours. It might, for example,
be possible to build a single Spartan site
centrally located to afford as wide a thin
defence of Western Europe as the range
would allow., Whether this would have much
military eflectiveness or would go very far to
meet the requirements of those who think
BMD necessary in Europe seems doubtful.
But this is probably the proper order of
magnitude with which to consider the
prospects in Europe.
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For financial, technical and political rea-
sons, any BMD in Europe ought to be ap-
proached on a co-operative basis, This pre=-
sents problems of its own. Arrangements for
control might be more tractable than in the
case of proposed joint offensive forces be-
cause the occasion for use would be a nu-
clear attack on Europe. This contingency
has given little trouble even in establishing
the NATO guidelines for retaliation by of=-
fensive nuclear weapons. Even so, there
would remain some taxing problems. In the
United States the allocation of defence
to specific areas was solved by providing this
defence everywhere. This would probably
be impossible in Europe and the necessary
decisions to Include or exclude populated
areas could be expected to provide ample
ground for controversy. In the American
debate about a thicker defence involving
close-point defence of particular cities, the
latent controversy was amply revealed.
Moreover, the positioning of defensive weap-
ons arouses fears about attraction of en-
emy fire, besides taking up valuable real
estate and establishing an unwelcome re-
minder of unpleasant possibilities. All such
disputes would assume an additional sharp-
ness in an international setting.

Nor can the problem of control be finally
dismissed, Even though the decision on use
may appear a relatively easy one, as such
matters go, none who have watched European
efforts at joint military endeavour can un-
derestimate the capacity for disagreement
over strategic and military management, es-
pecially when large sums of money are in-
volved. The presence of Germany constitutes
an additional complication because the
BMD systems would almost certainly require
nuclear warheads. Such non-nuclear systems
as have been suggested appear impractical for
reasons which include excessive cost. They
are therefore unlikely candidates for Eu-
ropean employment, however much they
would relax political constraints.

With nuclear warheads involved, the Ger-
man role would become of great concern to
the Soviet Union, to Germany's allles, and to
Germany herself. It would be possible to de-
sign a method of control that kept inde-
pendent national decisions by Germany re-
mote from the heart of the defensive system
and still satisfy Germany's security require-
ments. Equally, it would be feasible to de-
sign the physical components of the de-
fence so that they would only be used for de-
fence. Warheads can be made to work only in
the ascent, above certain altitudes or in de-
fined geographical areas. Yet even so it would
be difficult to eliminate all suspicions that
the BMD system was a backdoor to acquisi-
tion of nuclear weapons by Germany, perhaps
the more dangerous for being sufficlently in-
nocuous in appearance to disarm really
powerful reactions. Thus the requirement
for design of a control system is more rigor-
ous than it would appear at first sight, for it
must not only prevent abuse but also provide
conspicuous proof of this to a suspiclous
audience. The political climate may well
change, Germany become less suspect or
Europe less solicitous of the Soviet Union's
feelings, but for the immediate future the
problem of control and Germany’s relation
to it appears a real one.

BMD and the European deterrents

In so far as BMD may be thought to offer
the superpowers immunity from attack by
lesser nuclear powers, as was once the hope
of the United States in relation to China,
it casts great doubt upon the future of Eu-
rope’s own national nuclear forces. Indeed,
not a few American proponents of BMD see
the adoption of a “high posture” of arma=-
ment by the superpowers as the most effec-
tive of antiproliferation strategies, pricing
small fry out of the nuclear business, Thus
Soviet BMD would serve a longstanding pur-
pose pursued by many American policy-
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makers ever since 1945: the elimination of
independent centres of nuclear power in the
West. Such an achievement would be wel-
comed by some as a simple measure of arms
control, by others as the consolidation of
American dominance over aspects of strategic
relations that could involve the United
States in major catastrophe against her
will.

So far, statements from the Soviet Union
have paid little if any attention to the lesser
nuclear powers as an argument for BMD.
This may imply lack of respect for the small
forces or a conviction that they are so much
a part of a unified Western threat as to re-
quire no special consideration. But quite ob-
viously a growing BMD system in the Soviet
Union would pose an insurmountable obsta-
cle to small forces of missiles, supported by
weak technological and economic resources,
long before it would succeed in shutting out
the United States. Irrespective of the advent
of BMD, the future of the European nuclear
forces is in doubt for both political and
financial reasons. The cost of creating stra-
tegic nuclear forces strains the limited re-
sources which European states are willing to
make available. These costs were just man-
ageable in Britain and France when tech-
nology seemed to promise a plateau upon
which a generation of missiles might remain
effective for a long time. Even then mere
wear and tear would have presented a prob-
lem of replacement. All these difficulties are
compounded now that technology is unmis-
takably seen to be still on the move. The
French nuclear forces, yet to come into seri-
ous existence, have encountered well-publi-
cised troubles in development and appear
very vulnerable to the shifting stresses of
the political and economic situation in
France, Official policy in Britain, while main-
taining research and development, at present
holds out little concrete promise of new gen-
erations of weapons to follow the Polaris A 3
now coming into service. Heavily dependent
on American assistance as they are, the
British nuclear forces will be much affected
by the future of Anglo-American nuclear re-
lations. The way forward for Europe so far
as finance and technology are concerned is
clearly a co-operative European venture. But
political obstacles to this are formidable.

With the existing European nuclear pro-
grammes so delicately poised, a new element
lilke BMD could well prove a decisive blow.
Whatever the strictly technical implication
of BMD, it forms the kind of talking point
around which political positions are often
taken.! Yet if European powers wished to
stay in the nuclear business, it is far from
evident that BMD need prevent them in
practice.

The Soviet Union's defensive network poses
little difficulty. Its technical quality is prob-
ably not high and its coverage is so limited
that the small European forces need not suf-
fer from lack of valuable targets. If the So-
viet Union undertakes a general deployment,
the process must take some time, although
careful preparation for upgrading existing
systems might shorten this. Moerover, if Eu-
ropean capacity to develop penetration aids
is less than that of the United States, it is
not negligible. Only the device of massive
saturation attacks seems in principle beyond
Europe's reach. The existing British force,
and the French one when it materializes,
thus seem likely to remain a factor to reckon
with into the medium-term future. It must
be recalled, after all, that the exist-
ing British force is far more potent than
that which China is likely to possess for sev-

11t is not at all obvious that BMD is a
more dire blow to small missile forces than
modern Soviet air defence has been to small
bomber forces. The prevalence of assertions
that it is may reflect changed American atti-
tudes to independent nuclear forces as much
as technological prospects.
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eral years, yet this has been sufficient to pro-
duce alarmist reactions in the United States.
Admittedly the geopolitical context is vastly
different, but the conclusion remains that
the European forces are not militarily neg-
ligible, whatever their political significance.

There is, however, yet another card for
Europe to play. Were the European powers
determined to maintain some nuclear capa-
bility against the Soviet Union yet dubious
of the continued efficiency of their long-
range missiles, they could concentrate upon
exploiting precisely that geographlcal pro-
pinquity to the Soviet Union from which
their own vulnerability arises. Although
anti-aircraft defence is likely to make great
strides in the next few years, it will scarcely
attain perfection. The effort to establish bet-
ter air defences will be particularly taxing
for the Soviet Union if undertaken along
with a full-scale attempt at BMD. Thus the
European powers could provide themselves
with a full range of aireraft, cruise missiles
and shorter-range ballistic missiles to ex-
ploit types of delivery not primary to the
main Soviet-American contest, some of which
might also be of use iIn the task of local
European defence.

The pros and cons of European nuclear
forces will have to be debated in a much
wider context than can be explored here.
Preliminary consideration does not suggest,
however, that those types of BMD that can
be foreseen now should dictate a European
decision to abandon nuclear efforts if they
otherwise seem to serve useful purposes. The
evaluation of these purposes will presumably
depend in large part on the adequacy of the
other arrangements made, especially within
the Western alliance, to ensure the security
of Europe. With American vulnerability high,
with elevated tension in Europe and yet
with ambiguous signs of bilateral Soviet-
American arrangements on nuclear ques-
tions, the present hardly seems the time for
Europe to relinquish its nuclear option on
the future.

It is indeed possible that BMD may rein-
force the arguments for European nuclear
forces. If, for instance, the view should gain
ground that, once protected and facing an
enemy protected by BMD, the superpowers
would be tempted to adopt strategies of con-
trolled nuclear warfare executed by limited
nuclear action in Europe, European nuclear
forces might acquire purposes more plausible
than a crude deterrence of aggression. For
even if it is thought implausible that the
European powers would ever initiate nuclear
strikes in reaction to diplomatic pressure or
conventional invasion, because of the cat-
astrophic retaliation this would bring on
them, it would be another matter to threaten
such actlon as retaliation for any employment
of nuclear weapons by the superpowers
which, though limited for them, was dis-
astrous to the local nations. In other words,
it might be useful to be able to break any
rules which the superpowers tried to observe
in their own Interest at Buropean expsnse.
The European nuclear force would be ex-
ploiting the superpowers’ own interest in
refraining from the full-scale use of nuclear
weapons so ss to make the otherwise over-
whelmingly outnumbered European forces
politically effective. As an American analyst
has put it: “the role of allied strategic
forces—British or French Polaris-type sub-
marines, for example—looks very different
when the advantages of preserving weapons
are commensurate with the advantages of
expending them."”

A strategy of this kind might be held with-
in the limits of a no first-use doctrine and
reserved for retaliation for nuclear acts on
Western European territory. This might both
reduce the provocativeness of the posture and
facilitate solution of the problem of control.
It goes without saying that such a European
venture 1s open to objections and that his-
tory may well take another course. But it
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seems very possible that the advent of BMD is
going to stimulate a fresh look at many
strategic questions that once appeared safely
disposed of in the trans-Atlantlc debate.

ABM: THE BEST OR THE WORST
ALTERNATIVE?

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, in a
number of colloquies recently on the
Safeguard ABM, various Senators have
discussed whether the ABM is “‘provoca-
tive” to the Soviets, and whether alter-
natives to the ABM would be equally,
more or less “provocative.” These al-
ternatives include further hardening of
our missile sites; increasing the number
of ICBM’s; increasing the number of
Polaris/Poseidon submarines; dispersing
our intercontinental bombers; and other
more advanced steps.

During these discussions, it has been
suggested that some of us who oppose the
ABM recommend instead that we deploy
one or more of these alternatives. The
senior Senator from Kentucky has
pointed out—quite correctly, in my
view—that this is not so. What we have
said, on the other hand, is that if at some
point over the next few years the Soviet
or Chinese threat to our retaliatory
forces becomes real—as opposed to pro-
jected—these alternatives would provide
us ample time to react to guarantee the
viability of our second-strike forces.

We should not dwell too long on
whether the ABM is “provocative.” Any-
thing which shifts the balance of stra-
tegic power is provocative, in the sense
that it calls for a response by the other
side to seek to restore the balance. Thus,
whether we call a particular weapons
system “defensive” or “offensive” has as
much actual relevance to the dynamies
of the arms race as whether we called
the Pentagon the Department of Defense
or the Department of Offense,

But there is another aspect of alterna-
tives to Safeguard which merits exami-
nation. This is the military effectiveness
of the alternatives. If, for example, we
were to decide to add a few more Polaris
submarines, in lieu of deploying the
ABM, the dollar cost would be far less.
We must also know, however, before we
decided to take this step, what the effect
of the additional submarines would be
upon the strength of our retaliatory
force, vis-a-vis the deployment of our
ABM.

It is very difficult to make these meas-
urements of the military effectiveness of
the various alternative weapons systems
without using computers, because the
measurements involve balancing thou-
sands of variables. As a result, most of
the studies of the effectiveness of various
alternative weapons systems remain the
province of the Defense Department.

Recently, however, I have had the op-
portunity to read the narrative analysis
of one such computer analysis. This anal-
ys's was prepared by a student at MIT,
Mr. Peter Peckarsky, using unclassified
material, and I think it merits study by
all of us interested in the ABM,

His conclusion is significant: that of
four alternative ways of meeting a hy-
pothetical Soviet move toward a first-
strike force, the Safeguard ABM is the
worst. I should emphasize that this con-
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clusion is not an intuitive, educated
guess; rather, it is a carefully drawn
conclusion based on facts. In carrying
out his analysis, Mr. Peckarsky makes
a series of assumptions which give Safe-
guard more effectiveness than it actu-
ally has, while concurrently overstating
the Soviet's capabilities. Thus, the case
against Safeguard is even stronger than
indicated by the analysis.

In deciding on whether to approve the
funds requested for Safeguard, we
should know why, with some specificity,
the other three alternatives were re-
jected. It does no good to say that the
ABM is “not provocative,” while the
other three alternatives are “provoca-
tive.”” This is particularly so because
Safeguard is not designed solely as a
point defense for our offensive foreces.
Rather, it is a mixture of area defense,
Spartan missiles, and point defense,
Sprint missiles. In addition, it would
change the balance of strategic power.

For these reasons, the paper, which I
will have placed in the REcorp, rein-
forces my own belief that we would do
best not to deploy Safeguard at this
time. I ask unanimous consent that it
be printed in the REecorb.

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

CoMPUTERIZED COST-EFFECTIVENESS STUDY OF
ASSURED DESTRUCTION CAPABILITY DEFENSE
ALTERNATIVES

(By Peter Peckarsky)
ABSTRACT

This paper is a study of the United States’
and Soviet Union’s strategic forces (exclud-
ing bombers) as they may exist on January 1,
1974, Four alternative defenses of the United
States’ assured destruction capability are
postulated as responses to what may become
a Soviet Union first strike capability. The
four options are:

1. Incrementing the current Minuteman
force;

2. Incrementing the current Polaris force;

3. Superhardening the current Minute-
man silos;

4, Deploying a hard-point ABM defense
of the current Minuteman silos.

For a fixed cost, the degree of protection
afforded the assured destruction capability
by the four responses is analyzed assuming
a Soviet Union first strike with varying
levels of effectiveness.

The Main conclusions are:

1. An increment in the Polaris fleet is the
best response to the postulated Soviet threat.

2. Deployment of a hard-point ABM de-
fense of the Minuteman force is the worst
response due to the low confidence in the
system’s reliability and the high sensitivity
of the ABM defense to increases in the num-
ber of attacking re-entry vehicles.

DEFINITION OF PROBLEM

It has been apparent to members of the
J.S. defense community for some time that
hard, fixed, land-based Inter-Continental
Ballistic Missiles (ICBMs) would be vulner-
able to an attack by an opponent's ICBM
force if such a force were of sufficient size
and if the attacking ICBM warheads were of
sufficient accuracy and yleld.

Recently, it has been stated by the re-
sponsible persons within the U.S. Govern-
ment, namely Secretary of Defense Melvin
Laird and Deputy Secretary of Defense David
Packard, that the Soviet Unlon was, in faect,
attempting to develop and deploy an ICBM
force which would possess a first strike
capability against the U.S. Minuteman force
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which consists of 1000 hard, fixed, land-
based ICBM's.!

In the face of this threat, the Nixon Ad-
ministration has decided that it is necessary
to protect a fraction of the current Minute-
man force with a hard-point Anti-Ballistic
Missile (ABM) defense. The rationale offered
for this decision is that it is necessary to
protect this fraction of the Minuteman force
in order to preserve the U.S. assured destruc-
tion capability.®

There are at least three other possible re-
sponses to the threat of a Russian strategic
force increment of sufficient size and effec-
tiveness to constitute a first strike capability
against the U.S.

The three options analyzed in this paper,
in addition to a hardpoint ABM defense of
the Minuteman silos are:

1. An increment in the Minuteman force;

2. An increment in the Polaris fleet;

3. Superhardening of the Minuteman silos.

The method of analysis was to fix the
budget avallable for the mission of pro-
tecting the U.S. assured destruction capabil-
ity five years from now and to determine
what effectiveness each option would pro-
vide if all of the money available for the
above mission were spent on the given
option.

The scenario for the study was a Soviet
Union counterforce first strike against the
U.S8. strategic forces followed by an U.8.
countervalue attack against the population
centers and industrial plants of the attacker.

A computerized model, which will be ex-
plained next, was constructed to determine
the effectiveness of each option in respond-
ing to various Russian attacks.?®

THE MODEL
A. Parametric assumptions

There are two basic ways to solve a cost-
effectiveness problem. Either the cost may
be fixed and the variations in effectiveness
analyzed or the effectiveness may be fixed
and the variations in cost ohserved. This
investigation was conducted using the
former method of solution.

It was assumed that a fixed budget of four
billion dollars ($4¢ B) would be spent in de-
fense of the U.S. assured destruction capa-
bility over the next five years. At this level
of spending, the following forces may be
purchased under each of the four options:

1. At a unit cost of 87 million ($7TM) per
Minuteman, an additional 570 Minutemen
could be added to the ambient force level.
The unit cost includes the cost of procure-
ment for the missile, missile silo, warheads,
and the five year operating and maintenance
cost. Under this option, the Minuteman
force would consist of 1,570 Minutemen as
of January 1, 1974,

2, At a unit cost of $200 million ($200M)
per Polaris boat, an additional 20 Polaris
submarines could be purchased. The unit
cost includes the procurement cost, five year
operating cost, and the cost of the Poseidon
missiles with their associated warheads. Un-
der this option, the Polaris fleet would con-
sist of 61 boats as of January 1, 1974, PFifty-
one of these boats were retro-fitted with mis-
siles carrying Multiple Independently-tar-
gettable Re-entry Vehicles (MIRVs) while
ten of the boats were not retro-fitted with
MIRV-carrying missiles.

3. At a unit cost of #4 million ($4M) per
silo, the current 1000 Minuteman silos could
be superhardened to withstand up to 1000
pounds per square inch (psi) of blast over-
pressure. Under the superhardening option,
the Minuteman force would consist of 1000
Minutemen in superhardened silos as of Jan-
uary 1, 1974.

4. At a unit cost of $1.2 million per Sprint
(the Sprint is a short-range interceptor mis-

Footnotes at end of article,
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slle which would serve as the last line of
defense in an ABM system), it would be pos-
sible to purchase two Sprints for each of
the current 1000 Minuteman silos at a price
of $2.4 billion. This would leave an additional
$1.6 billion for the purchase of radars neces-
sary to control the Sprints, The current price
range of ABM radars is $130 million to 165
million per radar site. The lower figure rep-
resents the cost for a Perimeter Acquisition
Radar (PAR) capable of scanning 90 degrees
while the higher figure represents the cur-
rent high estimate of the unit cost for a
Missile Site Radar (MSR) capable of scan-
ning 360 degrees. Thus it would be possible
to purchase some mix of radars (e.g. 3 PARs
and 7 MSRs, for example), which would by
assumption, suffice to control all of the inter-
ceptors, with the remaining $1.6 billion, The
unit cost for the Sprint includes the cost of
its warhead while the unit cozt for the radars
includes the procurement, operational, and
maintenance costs for five years. On January
1, 1974, with an ABM defense of the Minute-
man force, each of the 1000 Minutemen
would be defended by two Sprints.

The U.S. force structure and capability
were assumed to be specified by the follow-
ing input variables:

1. The total number of U.B. ICBMs
(USICBM) was set at 1,570 in the Minute-
man option and 1,000 in the other three
options.

2. The number of MIRVs per Minuteman
(USMPMM) was set at 3.

3. 200 Kilotons was assumed to be the
warhead yield for each Minuteman MIRV
(USICWY).

4. The Minuteman “bus” reliability
(USICBR) from pre-launch to MIRV sepa-
ration, inclusive, was set at 0.9.4

5. The Minuteman MIRV reliability
(USICMR) from immediately after MIRV
separation to immediately after warhead
detonation, inclusive, was assumed to be
0.95.

6. A fraction of the U.S. ICBM force will
be inoperative at any given time due to
maintenance, testing, and other related prob-
lems. This fraction was set at 0.05 and given
the label USICNO in the computer program.

7. The hardness, or blast resistance, of
the Minuteman silos was' derived by using
figures cited by Deputy Secretary of Defense
Packard in his testimony before the Senate
Forelgn Relations Committee, the Subcom-
mittee on International Organization and
Disarmament Affairs of sald committee, and
the Senate Armed Services Committee. When
Packard’'s figures were used in conjunction
with the Rand Corporation’s “Bomb Dam-
age Effect Computer,” the silo hardness
(USMMSH) was ascertained to be 300 psis
The silo hardness was varied during the anal-
ysls of the superhardening option.

8. The total number of Polaris MIRV-car-
rying submarines (USMS) was set at 51 in
the Polaris option and 81 in the other three
alternatives.

9. The total number of Polarls submarines
which were not retrofited with MIRV-car-
rying missiles (USNMS) was set at 10 in all
four options.

10. The number of Sea-Launched Ballis-
tic Missiles (SLBMs) per Polaris submarine
(USSLPF), of either variety, was 16.

11, The number of MIRVs per SLBM
(USMPSM) was assumed to be 10,

13, 50 kilotons (50 KT) was presumed to
be the SLBM MIRV warhead yield
(USSLWY).

13. the SLBM “bus” reliability (USSLBR)
from pre-launch to MIRV separation, inclu-
sive, was set at 0.9.

14. The SLBM MIRV reliabllity (USSLMR)
from immediately after MIRV separation to
immedlately after warhead detonation, in-
clusive, was set at 0.95.

16. The percent of Polarls submarines in
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port at any given time (USSNO) was as-
sumed to be 25 per cent.

16. The hardness of the Polarls submarines
in port (USSBPH) was assumed to be 20

17. The number of Sprints per silo in the
ABM defense option (USAMNM) was 2.

18. The single-shot kill probability, or ef-
fectiveness, (USAMSK) of each Sprint in the
AMB system was varied as will be explained
below.*

The Soviet Union foree structure and capa-
bility were specified by the following input
variables:

1. The total number of Soviet Union
ICBMs (SUICBM) was varled during the
course of the analysis.

2. The number of MIRVs per ICBM
(SUMPIC) was set at 3.

3. 5 MT was assumed to be the ICBM
MIRV warhead yleld (SUICWY).

4 The ICBM accuracy (SUCEP) was va-
ried during the course of the study as will
be explained below.”

5. The ICBM “bus” reliability (SUICBR)
from pre-launch to MIRV separation, inclu-
slve, was set at 0.9.

6 The ICBM MIRV rellability (SUICMR)
from immediately after MIRV separation to
immediately after warhead detonation, in-
clusive, was set at 0.95.

7. The percent of the Russian ICBM force
which was inoperative due to maintenance
and testing at any given time (SUICNO) was
presumed to be 5 per cent.

8. The total number of U.B.S.R. SLBMs
(SUSLBM) was fixed at 400. This is based on
the assumption that over the next five years,
the Russians will add 4 Polaris-type subma-
rines per year to their current fleet of 5 such
boats. It further assumes that each subma-
rine is capable of carrylng 16 missiles.

9. The number of MIRVs per SLBM (SUM
PSL) was assumed to be 3.

10. One megaton was presumed to be the
SLBM MIRV warhead yleld (SUSLWY).

11. The SLBM “bus” reliability (SUSLBR)
from pre-launch to MIRV separation, inclu-
sive, was fixed at 0.9.

12. The SLBM MIRV reliability (SUSLMR)
from immediately after MIRV separation to
immediately after warhead detonation, in-
clusive, was assufmed to be 0.95.

13. The SLBM accuracy (SUCEP) was pre-
sumed to be the same as the ICBM accuracy.

14, The percent of the Soviet SSBM (Sub-
marine Ballistic Nuclear) fleet in port for
maintenance (SUSLNO) at any given time
was set at 25 per cent.

15. The number of interceptors in the ABM
system around Moscow (SUAMMN) was set
at 100.

16. The number of interceptors in the ABM
system anchored at Tallinn (SUAMTN) was
fixed at 2,000.

17. The number of interceptors in the ABM
system anchored at Odessa (SUAMON) was
assumed to be 400.

18. The SSKP of each interceptor in any of
the Soviet ABM systems (SUAMSE) was
varied during the course of the simulation as
will be explained below,

19, The Soviet Union Anti-Submarine
Warfare (SUASW) capability against the
Polaris boats which were not in port was
varied in the simulation as will be discussed
below.

This completes the parametric specifica-
tion of the problem. In Part B the opera-
tional characteristics of the model are dis-
cussed.

B. Operational characteristics

The following operational assumptions
constrained the model:

1. The bomber forces on both sides were
excluded from the model due to the high
vulnerability and consequent low survivabil-
ity of the U.S. bombers and the problems of a

Footnotes at end of article.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Russian surprise attack by bomber at inter-
continental range.

2. It was assumed that any given weapon
could have only one target and could have
an effect on only that target. In other words,
an U.S8.8.R. ICBM could, at most, destroy one
Minuteman silo. An interceptor missile in
either slde’s ABM system could, at most, de-
stroy one incoming object.

3. It was assumed that the numbers given
on the Rand Corporation’s “Bomb Damage
Effect Computer” accurately represent the
effects of nuclear weapons.

4, It was assumed that the force incre-
ments postulated in each of the four options
would be deployed as of January 1, 1974.

5. There are at least four methods for
coping with an ABM system. They are eva-
sion (i.e. attacking targets out of the range
of the system), leakage (i.e. targeting a num-
ber of warheads on the ABM system less than
the number of interceptors in the system
and relying on inefficiences in the system to
allow a number of weapons to leak through
to their targets), destruction (l.e. destroy the
radars which control the interceptors),
exhaustion (le. presenting N1 targets,
all of which are weapons, to the system,
where N is the number of interceptors, will
insure that at least one weapon will pene-
trate the system). Exhausting an ABM sys-
tem requires more missiles than any of the
other possibilities. It was assumed that each
side would have to exhaust the other side's
ABM system. Hence, it was assumed that
the radars would be indestructible (i.e. no
attack on the radars was allowed) and the
radars and their associated computers would
always be available to gulde the remaining
interceptors.

6. The U.S5. ABM system s assumed to have
a shoot-look-shoot capability. It is assumed
that the Russian ABM systems do not have
this capability.

7. It was assumed that the only way to
destroy a Minuteman was to destroy the
Minuteman silo. This implies that the Min-
uteman control centers, including the air-
borne command center, were less attractive
targets than the Minuteman themselves.

8. It was assumed that durlng the U.S.
countervalue attack all of the surviving
Minutemen and one-half of the surviving
Polaris force would have to penetrate the Tal-
linn ABM system and that the other half of
the surviving Polarls force would have to
penetrate the Odessa ABM system.

9. It was assumed that Moscow would not
be targeted unless the total of the number of
warheads penetrating the two outer ABM
systems (l.e. Tallinn and Odessa) was T00 or
more warheads. In that case, 200 warheads,
or twice the number of interceptors in the
Moscow ABM system, were targeted, through
the use of terminal guldance, on Moscow
after penetrating the outer defenses.

10. The maximum SSKFP allowed for either
an ICBM, a SLBM, or an interceptor in an
ABM system was 0.99.

11. It was assumed that the explosion of
each warhead was an Iindependent event.
That is to say, the attacking warheads
would be in the correct orientation in space
and time to prevent one incoming warhead
from destroying another due to time delays
in their respective detonation times. In
addition, there would be no reinforcement or
cancellation of shock waves. Furthermore,
the U.S. warheads when landing on Russia
would land with their maximum effect and
would also not destroy one another due to
time delays in defonation, For the warheads
to land with maximum effect, 1t is necessary
that the area destroyed by one blast not over-
lap with the kill area of another weapon.

12. It was assumed that each side’'s ICBM
fleet would be able to target any area within
the borders of the other country. The same
type of assumption was made for SLBMs.
In other words, no area in either country
would be considered safe from attack by
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virtue of its being out of range of the other
side’s arsenal.

13. The Soviet Union’s ICBM fleet was pre-
sumed to consist entirely of 85-9s. The U.8.
force was assumed to consist entirely of
Minutemen since the Titan missiles are
scheduled for phase-out before 1974,

14. The missile accuracies referred to were
assumed to be those of the MIRV itself and
not those of the ICBEM or SLBM launcher.

15. It was assumed that each ICBM or
SLBM “bus’ would deploy all of its MIRVs
before coming into the range of an ABM
system.

16. Since the Minutemen silos were equally
protected in each of the four options, it was
assumed that the Soviet Union targeting doc-
trine would be to target each silo with the
same number and type of warheads insofar
as was possible.

ANALYSIS

A semi-complete specification of the prob-
lem would require varying each of the 37
variables over a representative range of
values. Assuming each parameter were given
10 values, 10* {terations should be necessary.
Even assuming that some of the values were
fixed, such as the number of launchers per
Polaris submarine, a semi-complete specifi-
cation of the type discussed above would re-
quire on the order of 10'® continuous years
of computer time, on the system utilized
(the IBM system 360/65/40). The computer
P would generate & stack of data 107
miles thick. Since the necessary computer
time was unavailable and since it would
probably have been unlikely that the data
produced could be analyzed within the al-
lotted time, another approach was chosen.

It was decided to vary those parameters
about which there is the greatest uncer-
tainty. These parameters and their ranges
were as follows:

1. The number of Soviet Union ICBMs was
2000, 3000, and 4000 in the primary com-
puter run?® This variable was allowed to run
over the range of values from 300 to 2000
during the crossroad analysls which will be
explained below. Since this was a worst pos-
sible case simulation, a high range of values
was chosen for the primary run.

2. The accuracy of the Russian ICBMs and
SLBMs was set at high, medium and low
values of 1000, 2000, and 3000 feet.

3. The SSKFP for the interceptors in the
Soviet ABM systems was fixed at .3, .6, and
9.

4. The percent of the Polaris boats, not in
port, which the Sovlet anti-submarine war-
fare forces could destroy was varled from 0
per cent to 25 per cent to 50 per cent to 75
per cent.

5. The SSEP for an Interceptor in the
American ABM system was varied at .3, .6,
and .9,

6. The degree of hardness which could be
obtained for a Minuteman silo in the super-
hardening option was assumed to be 400, 700
or 1000 psi.

Since the Minuteman sllos were equally
protected, the Soviet Union targeting doc-
trine was to target each silo with the same
number and type of warheads insofar as was
possible.

Under the conditlons of the primary run,
972 different cases were analyzed by the com-
puter.

The measures of effectiveness used were the
number of warheads delivered outside of
Moscow (USWDOM), the number of war-
heads delivered on Moscow (USWDM), and
the number of surviving Minutemen (USIS).
Histograms of the above three measures of
effectiveness were constructed for the 324
cases In the primary run in which the hard-
ness of the superhardened silos was 1000 psi.

In addition, a crossover analysis was per=
formed. By crossover point, one means the
point below which a given option is more
cost-effective than a second option and above
which the second option is most cost-effec-
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tive than the first. The crossover analysis
determined the point at which the Polaris
option became more cost-effective than the
option with which it was being compared. In
this case, the cross-over was measured in
terms of the original number of Soviet Union
ICBMs under the assumption that all of the
other variables were held constant.

The results of the analysis are presented
next.

RESULTS

Since this paper is concerned with the
preservation of the American assured de-
struction capability, it would be beneficial
to keep in mind an operational definition of
the assured destruction capability. Secretary
of Defense Robert S. McNamara postulated
in his 1968-72 posture statement that 400
1-MT equivalents would be sufficient to de-
stroy 30 per cent of the Soviet Union’s pop-
ulation and 77 per cent of its industrial
capacity.” The important point to remember
is that 3 200-KT weapons or 7 50-KT weap-
ons would yield a 1 MT equivalent in terms
of the area over which each type of weapon
could deliver 30 psi of blast overpressure.
The figure 30 psi was chosen because it seems
to be well above the highest blast overpres-
sure which a concrete building reinforced
with steel rods could withstand.»?

Accordingly, each Minuteman launcher
will carry a 1-MT equivalent and each Po-
larls launcher will carry 142 1-MT equiva-
lents,

The specific results obtained from the data
generated by several computer runs were:

1. The crossover polnts between the Po-
laris and ABM options, measured in terms of
the number of Russian ICBM launchers, were
calculated by setting SUAMSE =USAMSE =
0.9. Then SUCEP and SUASW were allowed
to vary over their complete ranges of 1000,
2000, and 3000 feet and 0 per cent, 25 per
cent, 50 per cent, and 75 per cent respec-
tively. The resultant matrix of values and
crossover points is given below.

SUASW SUCEP Crossover !

888

25 percent
25 percent________
25 percent
50 percent________
50 percent
S0 percent_ ...
75 percent
75 percent
75 percent

gsssssssssss

! Number of Soviet ICEM launchers above which Polaris
dominates.
2 None (Polaris always dominates),

There Is also a crossover point for
USAMSKE =SUAMSK=0.6 and SUASW=T75
percent. These crossovers are:

SUASW SUCEP Crossover !

75 percent
75 percent____

Al 7
J5percemt. .. .. _______... 760

! Number of Soviel ICBM launchers above which Polaris
dominates.
2 None (Polaris always dominates).

Polaris always dominates the ABM option
for SUASW=0 per cent, 26 per cent, or 50
per cent and USAMSE =SUAMSK =0.8 or 0.6.

There is no crossover for SUASW=1T5 per
cent and SUCEP=1000 feet. Similarly, there
is no crossover between Polaris and ABM for
SUASW=0 per cent, 26 per cent, or 50 per
cent and USAMSE=SUAMSK=0.3 or 0.6.

Other possible payloads for the S8-0 are
15 500-KT weapons or, assuming advances in
MIRV technology, 3 100-ET warheads. For
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either of these two payloads, Polaris is al-
ways the dominant option.

2. For three pairs of values of SUASW and
SUCEF there is a crossover between the
Minuteman option and the Polaris optlon.
The values are:

SUASW SUCEP Crossover !

340
420
820

50 percent.
75 percent. .
75 percent. __

1 Number of Soviet ICBM launchers above which Polaris
dominates.

For all other pairs of values of SUASW
and SUCEP, the Polaris option always domi-
nates the Minuteman option.

3. For two palrs of values of SUASW and
SUCEP, assuming the superhardened silo
hardness is 1000 psi and that each Soviet
ICBM carries 3 5-MT weapons, there is a
crossover between the superhardening option
and the Polaris option, The values are:

SUASW SUCEP Crossover?!

75 percent 2,000
5 percent. i 3, 000

360
1,050

1 Number of Soviet ICBM launchers above which Polaris
dominates.

In all other cases, the Polaris option dellv-
ers more warheads on Russia than any other
option,

4, For a large Russian threat on the order
of 2000 to 4000 SS-9 launchers (i.e. 6000 to
12,000 re-entry vehicles), the minimum num-
ber of warheads the Polaris option would
deliver on Russia was 324 which was roughly
5 times the minimum number (68) of war-
heads the other three options could deliver
outside of Moscow in their worst response
to a Soviet first strike. The maximum num-
ber of warheads delivered by the Polaris
option on Russia was 4,398 which was on the
order of 1,700 more warheads than any of
the other three maximum responses. The
other maximum responses were 2,529 for the
Minuteman option, 2,644 in the superhard-
ening optlon, and 2,498 for the ABM alter-
native,

5. Under the assumption that SUMPIC = 3
and SUICWY = 5 MT, the point at which
the Minuteman, superhardening, and ABM
options failed to deliver any warheads on
Moscow was at SUICBM = 300, SUASW =
50 per cent, SUCEP = 2000 feet, USAMSK —
0.3, and SUAMSEK = 0.9. However, the Polaris
option continued to dellver warheads on
Moscow until the following capability was
attalned by the Russians: SUICBM = 300,
SUASW = 756 per cent, SUCEP = 1000,
USAMSE = 0.3, and SUAMSEK = 0.6. At this
latter point, the Polaris option failed to de-
liver warheads on Moscow, It should be
added, that in the cases where the Minute-
man force* left and it alone accounted for
the damage inflicted on the Soviet Union. In
addition, the Polaris option delivered its
best response more frequently than the other
options and its worst response fewer times
than the other options.

6. The general conclusion is that the
Polaris option delivers better coverage across
& wider range of Soviet Union force struc-
tures and capabllities than do any of the
other options. This s because the Polaris op-
tion is relatively insensitive to varlations in
SUICBM, SUCEP, SUICWY, and SUMPIC.
However, the other three options are highly
sensitive to even small variations in these
parameters.

MODEL DEFECTS

There are & number of obvious ldealiza-
tions in the model which may cause the
results to be slightly inaccurate. A few of
these idealizations and their effects on the
results are:
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1. No radar or decoy attack on either ABM
system was allowed. This would tend to make
the U.5. ABM system look even worse in
comparison with the other three options. In
addition, it would also mean that a higher
number of warheads would penetrate the
Russian ABM system if an attack on the
ABM radars or a precursor decoy attack were
attempted.

2. The assumption that the MIRVs would
deploy before coming into the range of an
ABM system tends to make the ABM system
look worse than they actually are.

3. The 10 Polaris boats which were not
retro-fitted with MIRV-carrying missiles
would probably carry warheads on the order
of 1 MT rather than the 50 KT with which
they were credited in the model.

4. The question arises as to whether or not
the ABM system in the model is as good &
defense as the proposed Safeguard system.
Currently, the Safeguard system calls for the
deployment of about 700 *(phase left out):
was essentially destroyed, the Polaris fleet
was the only component of the U.S. retalia-
tory force Sprints (short-range interceptors)
and 350 Spartans (long-range interceptors)
to defend 350 Minutemen, several SAC bases,
two command and control centers, and the
12 ABM radar sites. The system in the model
employs 2000 interceptors in defense of 1000
Minutemen and does not have an area de-
fense capability. Assuming that the Spar-
tans will be used mainly for area defense,
and not for the hard-point Minuteman de-
fense, it is quite obvious that if there Is a
large enough number of SS-9s to pose a
threat to the Minuteman force then the sys-
tem in the model is better than the Safe-
guard system since the Safeguard system
leaves 650 launchers unprotected. Also, the
model's ABM system protects each of 1000
missiles to the same degree or better than
the Safeguard system protects each of 350
missiles.

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

On the basis of this paper, the following
defense policy recommendations are made:

1. If it is decided that there is a threat
to the U.S. assured destruction capability,
the most cost-effective way to cope with the
threat is to purchase additional Polaris sub-
marines. .

2. The worst way, in terms of cost-effec-
tiveness, to cope with such a threat would
be to buy the currently proposed Safeguard
ABM system. However, research should be
continued into ways to provide a cost-effec-
tive active Minuteman defense to hedge
against the possibility of future increases in
the Soviet anti-submarine warfare capabil-
ity which would compromise the security of
the Polaris fleet. Such a defense would ideally
have the ability to respond with the speed
of light over hundreds of miles and to shoot
many times at each incoming object (l.e. a
shoot-shoot-shoot-shoot . . . capability). One
obvious possibility for such a system would
be a laser ABM system.

FOOTNOTES

1488-9 Helps Administration Score
Points in Missile Debate” by John W, Finney,
The New York Times, March 24, 1069,
Page 30.

? An assured destruction capability is the
ability to achieve the destruction of an op-
ponent’s soclety after incurring a first strike
by the opponent’s entire strategic force on
one’s own strategic forces.

3Coples of the computer program and
print-out may be obtalned on request from
Peter Peckarsky, 4425 West Spencer Place,
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53216,

¢ The so-called “bus” of an ICBM or SLEM
is the part of the launcher which carries the
MIRVs to the point where they depart on
their independent trajectorles. The MIRVs
may be pictured as passengers on the “bus”
while the points of departure may be thought
of as the “bus” stops. The “bus" rellability
includes such things as pre-launch main-
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tenance, inflight guldance, component fail-
ures, and effectiveness of MIRV separation.
The MIRV reliabllity includes the same types
of factors for the portion of the flight after
the MIRV has departed from the “bus.” In
addition, the MIRV reliability includes the
probability that the warhead will detonate
at the right time, in the right place, and in
the proper manner.

5483 9 Helps Administration Score Points
in Missile Debate” by J. W. Finney, The New
York Times, March 24, 1069, Page 30. In
his testimony, Packard said that with an ac-
curacy of about 3000 feet and a warhead
yield of 20 MT, the SS-9 could destroy a
Minuteman silo. Ninety-four per cent of
the time, 300 psi would be produced at the
Minuteman silo under the above conditlons
(i.e. warhead accuracy of 3000 feet and war-
head yield of 20 MT). After assuming that a
confidence level of 90 per cent or above was
sufficlent to consider a target “destroyed,”
the silo hardness was set at B0O psi since
the confidence level in the destruction of the
sllo is 94 per cent.

% The single-shot kill probability of a given
missile is the probability that the missile
will destroy its target. Since a missile’s util-
ity drops to zero after the missile’s warhead
explodes, the missile has only a single shot
at its target.

7 Missile accuracies are measured in terms
of circular errors of probabllity. The circular
error of probability of a missile is defined as
the radius of the circle, whose center is
the point at which the missile was aimed,
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within which the misslle lands 50 per cent
of the time when fired over the distance the
missile is supposed to travel in combat. The
circular errors of probability (CEPs) in this
study will be given in feet.

& A computer run is one complete execu-
tion of a set of instructions given to the
computer, In this case, the set of imstruc-
tions given to the computer told it to com-
pute the results of 972 different types of
Soviet attacks and U.S. counter-attacks and
then to print the results of each attack and
counter-attack.

s “Statement of Secretary of Defense
Robert S. McNamara before the House Armed
Services Committee on the Fiscal Year
1968-72 Defense Program and 1968 Defense
Budget,” Robert S. McNamara, published by
the U.S. Government Printing Office, Wash-
ington, 1968, Pages 41 and 43.

10 “The Effects of Nuclear Weapons,” edited
by Samuel Glasstone, published by the
USAEC, April 1962, Washington, Chapter 5.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

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

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

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

July 17, 1969

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled bill (H.R. 7215) to provide for
the striking of medals in commemoration
of the 50th anniversary of the U.S. Dip-
lomatic Courier Service.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
move, in accordance with the previous
order, that the Senate stand in adjourn-
ment until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o’clock and 12 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Friday, July
18, 1969, at 12 o’clock noon.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by

the Senate, July 17, 1969:
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

John O. Olson, of Wisconsin, to be U.S.
attorney for the western district of Wisconsin
for the term of 4 years.

Farley E. Mogan, of Oregon, to be US.
marshal for the district of Oregon for the
term of 4 years.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, July 17, 1969

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Make Thy face to shine upon Thy
servants; and teach us Thy statutes.—
Psalm 119: 135.

Eternal Father of our spirits, whose
love never lets us go, whose strength
never lets us down, and whose truth
never lets us off, in the glory of a new
day we lift our hearts unto Thee seeking
guidance as we face the trying tasks of
this turbulent time.

We quiet our spirits in Thy presence
and rest in the assurance that Thy
strength makes us strong, Thy wisdom
makes us wise, and Thy love makes us
loving.

Grant that in this hour we and our
Nation may be messengers of hope to
the nations of the world, particularly to
those who sit in darkness without free-
dom but with faith in the coming day
when liberty shall be the life of all.

Bless us in our endeavors to lift hu-
manity to the heights from whence
cometh our help.

In the spirit of Christ we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
ferday was read and approved.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA REVENUE
BILL

(Mr. ADAMS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ADAMS, Mr. Speaker, today sev-
eral of us on the House District Com-

mittee are introducing a District of
Columbia revenue bill.

This bill represents substantially the
position taken by the District of Colum-

bia government with some changes that
we feel are necessary, particularly in the
area of advertising services, the theater
and special events tax, and in limiting a
Federal payment formula to 5 years.

We introduce this bill for considera-
tion by the committee without necessar-
ily advocating each and every one of its
provisions or closing the door to further
amendments.

The District of Columbia Committee
has held lengthy hearings on various
revenue proposals. We want, therefore,
to urge prompt consideration of this
matter and thus have introduced this
bill today.

Mr. Speaker, we have now passed the
beginning of the fiscal year, yet the Dis-
trict of Columbia has neither a revenue
bill nor appropriations for fiscal year
1970. Starting July 1, 1969, the passage
of each month without a revenue bill
has cost the District of Columbia gov-
ernment an estimated $2 million per
month in lost revenues.

We hope by introducing this bill that
we can expedite the establishing of a
sound financial situation for the District
of Columbia.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, on
Tuesday, July 15, I was recorded as not
voting on rollcall No. 106, the passage
of HR. 4018 to provide for the renewal
and extension of certain sections of the
Appalachian Regional Development Act
of 1965.

At the time of this vote, I was in con-

ference with officials of the executive
branch and a group of my constituents
here in the city on a matter of great
importance to the Third District of
North Carolina.

I have consistently supported the Ap-
palachian Regional Development Act,
both in committee and on the House
floor.

I should like for the Recorp to show
that had I been present, I would have
voted “yea” on rollcall No. 106.

GOLDEN EAGLE—PASSPORT TO
AMERICA'S GREAT OUTDOORS

(Mr. MEEDS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute, to revise and extend his remarks and
include extraneous matter.)

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Speaker, I introduce,
for appropriate reference, a bill to amend
the Land and Water Conservation Fund
Act of 1965, as amended, to restore the
popular Golden Eagle program for a uni-
fied system of annual admission fees to
Federal outdoor recreation areas.

This bill would repeal the provision of
the 1968 amendment to the fund act by
which the Golden Eagle program would
go out of existence on March 31 of next
year. This would continue to raise needed
money for the development of additional
outdoor recreational facilities. Although
in the first years of the program, these
fundraising powers were not as great
as had been hoped, this has been im-
proved. The amount raised has grown
ninefold since 1965, and over $5 million
are projected revenues for 1969. Such a
program should not be terminated.

Mr. Speaker, the Golden Eagle pro-
gram has been more than a fundraiser,
however. It has been a particular boon
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