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prising that in the past decade ADC rolls
have more than doubled—some 2 million
new reciplents being added to the relief
rosters. We are In effect manufacturing a
welfare population, replete with squadrons of
illegitimate children, through the ministra-
tions of the social-planners and handout
artists who tell us they are going to abolish
poverty in Amerieca.
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The handout philosophy, in this instance,
has clearly become an Influence for corrup-
tlon rather than improvement. It has cre-
ated a system of incentives which makes
it more profitable not to work than to work,
more desirable to be irresponsible than to
stand on one's own two feet, more seemly
to exist on government checks than to labor
for a living.

21085

The purposes of rellef programs, suppos-
edly, is to help transform dependent citi-
zens into useful ones; the real effect, as the
above-cited figures indicate, is precisely the
reverse. When the workings of welfare can
bring a major American city to the point
where 1t anticipates more illegitimate chil-
dren than legitimate ones, we are in serious
trouble.

SENATE—Tuesday, July 29,

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a.m. and
was called to order by the Vice Presi-
dent.

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

O God, our Father, giver of grace and
wisdom, we lift our tangled lives and
jaded spirits into the light of Thy pres-
ence, beseeching Thee to make the work
this day acceptable in Thy sight. Deliver
us from any coldness of heart or callous-
ness of spirit that would shut Thee out.
Deliver us, too, from all weakness of will;
from the indecision which cannot make
up its mind; from the irresolution which
cannot abide by a decision once it is
made; from giving up or giving in too
soon; from belng too easily discouraged;
from allowing any task to defeat us
however difficult. Grant us the will to
say “Yes” or to say “No” as conscience
commands. May we walk and work with
Thee this day with a clear mind, a gen-
tle spirit, and a pure purpose.

Through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Mon-
day, July 28, 1969, be dispensed with.

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

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had agreed to the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (HR. 10946) to
promote health and safety in the build-
Ing trades and construction industry in
all Federal and federally financed or
federally assisted construction projects.

The message also announced that the
House had passed a bill (H.R. 13079) to
continue for a temporary period the ex-
isting interest equalization tax, in which
it requested the concurrence of the
Senate.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, with
the approval of the distinguished Sena-
tor from New Hampshire (Mr. CoTToN)
who will be recognized shortly, I ask
unanimous consent that all committees
be authorized to meet during the session
of the Senate today.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.
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ADJUSTMENT OF LEGISLATIVE JU-
RISDICTION OVER LANDS—
ETHAN ALLEN AND UNDERHILL,
VT.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 328, S. 59.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be stated by title.

The AssISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A
bill (S. 59) to authorize the Secretary of
the Army to adjust the legislative ju-
risdiction exercised by the United States
over lands within the Army National
Guard Facility, Ethan Allen, and the U.S.
Army Materiel Command Firing Range,
Underhill, Vt.

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

There being no objection, the bill was
considered, ordered to be engrossed for
a third reading, read the third time, and
passed, as follows:

8. 59

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Uniled States of
America in Congress assembled, That, not-
withstanding any other provisions of law, the
Secretary of the Army may, at such times
as he may deem desirable, relinquish to the
State of Vermont all, or such portion as he
may deem desirable for relingquishment, of
the jurisdiction heretofore acquired by the
United States over any land within the Army
National Guard Facility, Ethan Allen, and
the United States Army Materiel Command
Firing Range, Chittenden County, Vermont,
reserving to the United Btates such concur-
rent or partial jurisdiction as he may deem
necessary. Relinquishment of jurisdiction
under authority of this Act may be made
by filing with the Governor of the State of
Vermont & notice of such relinquishment,
which shall take effect upon acceptance
thereof by the State of Vermont in such
manner as its laws may prescribe.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have prinied in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 91-335), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

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

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of 8. 59 is, as stated in the
title, to authorize the Becretary of the Army
to adjust the legislative jurlsdiction exercised
by the United States over lands within the
Army National Guard Facility, Ethan Allen,
and the U.8. Army Materiel Command Firing
Range, Underhill, Vt.

EXPLANATION OF THE BILL

This measure, if enacted into law, will
grant general authority to the Secretary of
the Army to retrocede such legislative juris-
diction as he deems necessary within the two
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Government-owned military resevations de-
scribed above and over which the United
States is now vested with exclusive legisla-
tive Jurisdiction. This will permit the local
authorities to afford these areas adequate
police protection which is now lacking. This
measure is identical with previous enact-
ments on the subject with respect to other
military reservations and is in keeping with
the position of the Interdepartmental Com-
mittee for the Study of Jurlsdiction Over
Federal Areas Within the States.

BACKGROUND OF THE EILL

The two military reservations referred to
in this bill are located about 12 miles apart
in Chittenden County, Vt. Both are presently
under the control of the Department of the
Army and are licensed to the Vermont Na-
tional Guard. Since over the years these in-
stallations have been alternatively used un-
der various designations by the Army and
the Alr Force, a brief history of each may be
helpful,

() The Army National Guard Facility,
Ethan Allen, is situated in the towns of Col-
chester and Essex, County of Chittenden,
Vt. It was originally established by the De-
partment of the Army in 1892 as the Fort
Ethan Allen Military Reservation on 600
acres of land, acquired in fee by the United
States and was expanded by additional land
acquisitions In 1896, 1918, and 1942 to a total
of 1,203 acres. In 1952, the reservation was
transferred to the Department of the Air
Force for use as a cantonment and housing
area and designated Fort Ethan Allen Air
Force Base, In 1960, the alrbase was inacti-
vated, determined excess to Alr Force re-
quirements, following which, in 1964, the
Army reacquired 822 acres by transfer for
Joint use by the Vermont Natlonal Guard
and Army Reserve components. The remain-
ing lands were disposed of by the Air Force
and the General Services Administration.
The reservation, now known as the Army Na-
tional Guard Facillty, Ethan Allen, currently
comprises 822 acres of land and improve-
ments, and is under license to the Vermont
National Guard.

(b) The U.S. Army Materiel Command
Firilng Range, Underhill, Vt., iz located in
the towns of Bolten, Jericho, and Underhill,
County of Chittenden, Vit. It was originally
established by the Department of the Army
in 1926 as the Fort Ethan Allen Artillery
Range on 6,025.97 acres of land acquired in
fee by the United States. In 1941, it was ex-
panded by the acquisition of an additional
5,192.73 acres, making a total land holding of
11,218.70 acres. The installation was trans-
ferred to the Department of the Air Force
in 1952 and redesignated Air Force Plant No.
55. In 1965, It was again transferred to the
Army and assigned to the U.S. Army Ma-
terlel Command. Now known as the USAMC
Firing Range, Underhill, it is licensed to
the Vermont National Guard which uses
the reservation jointly with Reserve com-
ponents of the Armed Forces for training
and testing purposes. Additlonally, approx-
imately 2,175 acres are used on a joint basis
by the General Electric Corp. in conduct of
testing activities for weapons and arma-
ment systems under contracts with the
Army and Air Force.

The United States is vested with exclu-
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sive legislative jurisdiction over all of the
lands within both of these reservations by
virtue of various acts of cession and the
general statutes of the State of Vermont,
generally granted coincidental to the dates
of Federal acquisitions of the respective
lands. From the time of the inactivation of
these bases, an increasing need has devel-
oped for greater police protection and sur-
veillance of the lands and buildings there-
on. During recent years numerous incidents
of vandalism have occurred and on two oc-
caslons, ammunition bunkers were broken
into and live ammunition stolen. Neither
the military departments nor the U.S. at-
torney, located 70 miles away, have sufficient
staffl to provide the necessary police pro-
tection, On the other hand, the State and
the local municipalities do have sufficient
law enforcement agencles to provide the
necessary protection. However, the State
and local agencies, while willing to do so,
are without legal authority over these areas
by reason that exclusive jurisdiction is held
by the United States.

It is well established that, as long as the
United States retains ownership of subject
lands, legislative jurisdiction cannot be re-
vested In the State unless authorized by an
act of Congress. The Adjutant General of
the State of Vermont, with the concurrence
of the Attorney General, has urgently so-
licited the support of this Department in
obtaining revestment of concurrent juris-
diction. It is anticipated that the ability to
utilize the combined forces of the Federal,
State, and local agencies will result in effec-
tive protection and law enforcement in the
reservation areas. This bill, if enacted, would
provide the requisite authority for the retro-
cesslon of jurisdiction to the State of Ver-
mont.

FISCAL DATA

The enactment of this bill will have no
effect on the budgetary requirements of the
Department of Defense.

L ——

A SLIPPERY STEP FOR MAN

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I am just
asking a moment for a philosophical ob-
servation.

The astronauts reported, when they
landed on the moon, that the footing was
slippery. This does not indicate neces-
sarily that the moon is made of glass,
but it does suggest to me that, with our
fiscal and tax problems what they are,
with our concern over the pending bill,
and with our concern over the defense
of the United States, our footing on earth
is not too sure, either.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

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

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. The nomina-
tions on the Executive Calendar will be
stated, beginning with “New Reports.”

HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP-
MENT ACT OF 1968 CORPORATION

The assistant legislative clerk read the
nomination of Carter L. Burgess, of New
York, to be an incorporator of the cor-
poration authorized by section 902(a)
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of the Housing and Urban Development
Act of 1968.

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

FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK
BOARD

The assistant legislative clerk read
the nomination of Thomas Hal Clarke,
of Georgia, to be a member of the Fed-
eral Home Loan Bank Board.

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

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

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

SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVE FOR
TRADE NEGOTIATIONS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Executive
Calendar No. 473.

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

The nomination will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the nomination of Carl J. Gilbert, of
Massachusetts, to be Special Represent-
ative for Trade Negotiations, with the
rank of Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plenipotentiary.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
previous order, the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. Corron) is recognized
for a period not to exceed 2% hours.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, the nom-
ination of Carl J. Gilbert is to a position
of dignity and great significance. It is to
the position of Special Representative
for Trade Negotiations, with the rank of
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni-
potentiary.

Mr. President, I have the highest re-
spect and regard for Mr. Gilbert. He is
a man of unquestioned integrity. He is a
man having long experience, dating
back, I believe, to 1950, with membership
on various trade committees and coun-
cils, and in advising and participating
in our trade negotiations with other
countries. He is skillful; he is a man of
exceptional ability.

The reason why I am raising a ques-
tion regarding the confirmation of his
nomination is that he is a symbol, he has
become a symbol, for devoted, dedicated
adherence to a position of this country’s
having absolutely no restrictions of any
kind upon importations from foreign
countries, in a world in which practically
every other nation engaged in manufac-
turing does, direetly or indirectly, im-
pose restrictions. The result is that this
Nation has become a complete, open
dumping ground for all kinds of foreign
imports, which are, year by year, throw-
ing more and more thousands of our
workers out of their jobs and out of em-
ployment.

Mr. President, I believe in the two-
party system. Ninety percent of the time
I am a loyal supporter of the President
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and his administration. I want the Presi-
dent and Secretary Stans to have the
people whom they want to assist them
in their negotiations. I believe that this
very week Secretary Stans is engaged in
negotiations with the Japanese, particu-
larly or almost entirely on the subject of
textile imports and the problem of try-
ing to obtain some voluntary agreement
for restrictions.

But I think there should be a tangible
indication that the Senate has some
reluctance to confirm the nomination
of a man for this significant position who
is known to be and is frank in his dis-
approval of any restrictions on the part
of the United States except those that
are obtained by importuning other na-
tions to exercise some measure of re-
straint in dumping their goods into this
country, thus causing the destruction
of American jobs.

Mr. President, I would remind Sena-
tors that through the past years—I do
not know how many years, but it has
been a reasonable number—I have come
to the Chamber on an average of once
every 2 months and sometimes every
month. The word goes out to the offices
of Senators who represent States that
are being hard hit by foreign imports
that Senator so-and-so is about to make
a speech on the floor of the Senate about
the destruction of our textile industry
or about the coming destruction of our
shoe industry or the electronics indus-
try or something else. They say, “Will
you please, Senator, come over to the
floor and after the distinguished Sen-
ator has finished his speech we would like
to have as many Senators as possible
register their protests.”

So we come over time after time and
we have a full-dressed talkfest. Some-
times as many as 28, 29, or even 30 Sen-
ators rise and register their deep con-
cern. They wring their hands about
what has happened to our textile jobs,
what is happening to our shoe jobs, and
what is happening to jobs in the elec-
tronics industry, or steel, or perhaps
some other industry.

Then, we all go back to our offices,
having done our good deed for the day.

Mr. President, I have a feeling that
unless we do something other than talk,
unless there is a protest on the floor of
the Senate, unless we register by our
votes what we have been saying over the
yvears, we are not going to be effective in
trying to remedy this situation.

Mr. President, in stating this protest
today, I am doing so with the feeling it
is not hostile to the President, to the ad-
ministration, to Seeretary Stans, or even
to Mr. Gilbert. I feel that it will
strengthen the hand of the President.

There has been a good deal of discus-
sion here over the past week about the
assertion that the installation of the
Safeguard system will strengthen the
hand of the President at the conference
table. I shall not go into the merits or
demerits of that contention. It is a sub-
ject of contention. However, there is one
thing I think I can say without fear of
intelligent contradiction, whatever may
be the facts about the Safeguard system
being a weapon in the hands of the Pres-
ident in his dealings and negotiations
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for disarmament, Certainly some tangi-
ble action or protest by Members of the
Senate, evidenced by their votes, and not
just by speeches, will be of value to the
President, Secretary Stans, and even
Mr, Gilbert, assuming that his nomina-
tion will be confirmed.

I do not think any of us like the mat-
ter of unilateral guotas or restrictions
unless we find no other way. A vote will
strengthen the hand of the President in
dealing with other countries, if there is
real evidence that Congress is becoming
extremely restive and is getting ready to
do something unless we have some satis-
factory and reasonable agreement.

Mr. President, it should be unneces-
sary for me to remind the Senate that
we are not seeking to freeze imports
where they are today, even though they
have jumped during the past few years,
It is not the desire of those of us who are
concerned about this matter to prevent
a reasonable increase as the market
grows. We do feel we must take steps to
see that the increase in confrolled; that
it be 3 percent, 5 percent, or even 8 per-
cent, or perhaps 10 percent, which
would be a reasonable restraint on the
continued increase, instead of jumping
25 percent and 30 percent yearly.

(At this point, Mr. ALLEN assumed the
chalr,)

Mr. President, when it was known that
Mr. Gilbert’s name was coming to the
Senate for disposition, the distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. Pas-
ToRE) asked Mr. Gilbert to come to his
office. I do not know who all of the
Senators were who were invited, but he
telephoned me and I went to his office.
There I found Mr. Gilbert, the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr, PasTorE), and
the Senator from Georgia (Mr. TaL-
MADGE) . The three of us had a heart-to-
heart talk with Mr. Gilbert. He was
very frank, he was very honest, and he
was very cooperative with us in stating
his position.

I have not lobbied Senators. It is quite
possible the distinguished Senator from
Rhode Island or the distinguished Sen-
ator from Georgia might feel some obli-
gation to support the nomination of Mr.
Gilbert after having had the conference.
But I am very clear so far as I am
concerned. While I appreciate his cour-
tesy and frankness, I was not bound by
anything said at that conference.

Mr. Gilbert made his position per-
fectly clear to us—and if it is necessary
to take the time I shall do so but I do
not intend to do it now—and he made it
clear in his evidence before commitiees,
including the Ways and Means Com-
mittee of the other body, the Committee
on Foreign Relations, and the Finance
Committee of the Senate.

His position is that he is now, as he
always has been, absolutely and posi-
tively opposed in general to any kind
of quotas or restrictions on foreign trade
by this country except by mutual agree-
ment. He made it perfectly clear that he
considers textiles to be in a class by
themselves; that he is prepared to the
extent of his ability—and I take his
word for this because I consider him
to be a man of scrupulous honesty and
honor—to back the President and Sec-
retary Stans to the fullest extent in
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conferences regarding textiles seeking
a voluntary agreement, but that he is
not ready and has no intention of press-
ing for voluntary agreements, at present
at least, on any other commodity, and
that so far as textiles are concerned
he is still opposed to any unilateral
action by Congress, the Executive, or
anyone else in imposing or attempting
to impose restrictions of any kind what-
soever.

Let me say, first, that the attitude of
Secretary Stans is that textiles are in
a class by themselves and he wants to
press, particularly the Japanese and
others, for some voluntary restrictions.
But when I addressed guestions to Seec-
retary Stans on another ocecasion, about
shoes and footwear, he said, “We will
take one thing at a time. I am not going
to becloud our case on textiles by even
pressing or talking about shoes, elec-
tronics, steel, glass, or anything else.”

It was my distinct impression from
what Secretary Stans said that he, too,
was opposed, even as a last resort, to
any action on the part of Congress to
impose even a very, very slight and rea-
sonable restraint on textiles.

Now, I do not need to remind the
Senate that practically all the nations
engaged in foreign trade—by various
means are restraining exports from this
country into their country.

They do so by various expedients. One,
by import licenses. Two, by excessive
port fees. Three, by indirect sales taxes.
Four, by health, safety, and sanitary
regulations. Five, by State trading, the
setting up of monopolies by the State.
8ix, by border tax adjustments. Seven,
by excessive health and safety inspec-
tion requirements of the kind which are
entirely unrealistic and only a coverup
and actually are a restraint upon our
exports into their country. Eight, by
diseriminatory credit restrictions.

Now this very week, as I have already
said, the Secretary of Commerce, his
advisers and assistants met, and, I as-
sume, even though he is not yet con-
firmed, that Mr. Gilbert is among them—
and quite properly so—trying to deal
with the Japanese.

Mr. President, In 1959, the late dis-
tinguished Senator from Kansas, An-
drew Schoeppel, who was at that time
the ranking minority member of the
Committee on Commerce, and I, after
holding hearings in the then Territory
of Alaska on another matter within the
jurisdiction of the committee, went to
Japan.

I went there because of my interest
in the textile situation. We went down to
Kobe, where most of the Japanese tex-
tile mills are located. The Japanese are
very courteous and polite. I was shown
through their mills equipped with the
best and most modern machinery that
any plant in this world could possibly
have—furnished by us, while our own
mills were gradually limping along try-
ing to modernize their machinery.

Former Senator Schoeppel and I had
the opportunity to talk to the Japanese
millowners. I have said that they are
very courteous people and they were
courteous enough to us, but when it came
even to venture to suggest some kind of
voluntary restraints on the flow of their
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textiles into the United States of
America, they simply laughed at us.

I do not remember how they phrased
it. They phrased it in somewhat smooth
and stilted language. But what they said
in effect was, “You fellows must believe
in Santa Claus. It is ridiculous. Of course
we are going to export our goods to the
United States as long as we can and in
as great quantities as we can"—by in-
ference, until something is done to re-
strict the amount.

I do not think their attitude has
changed. I recall Secretary Stans, in his
report, talking about his visit to the
United Kingdom, France, Italy, and then
on to Japan and talking about his recep-
tion there. He reported that he felt en-
couraged that in many of the countries
they had come to the point that they
were willing, at least, to discuss and con-
template voluntary restraints on the in-
crease of their exports to us. He reported
that was s0 In every country except
Japan,

Frankly, former Senator Schoeppel
and I found no real, encouraging dis-
position on their part to consider such
an agreement.

I hope that during negotiations this
week, the Secretary finds something
more encouraging.

I hardly dare to expect it.

Inote that the distinguished chairman
of the Ways and Means Committee in the
other body made a statement yesterday
in which he warned that he will support
restrictive trade bills unless other coun-
tries reach an agreement with the United
States on textiles.

Mr. President, I am being very frank.
I suppose it is a poor lawyer and a poor
advocate who gives away his case. I
do not expect that the Senate will re-
fuse to confirm the nomination of Mr.
Gilbert. But I want to say, Mr. Presi-
dent, if a substantial number of Sen-
ators—and I have never challenged any
Senator, I have never tried to embarrass
any Senator, and I am not doing so
now—but if only those Senators who
have spoken repeatedly in this Cham-
ber expressing their deep apprehension
about the loss of jobs, if only they will
cast a protest vote, not against Mr. Gil-
bert personally, not against the Presi-
dent or the Secretary of Commerce, but
write it into the REcorp of the Senate
that they recognize the time has come
to act, then I believe it will have two
beneficial effects.

First, it will serve notice on the ad-
ministration that we are not prepared
to sit quietly by and simply make spo-
radic speeches, but that we have come
to the point where we are going to begin
to take action.

Second, as I said before, it will help
the President, it will help the Secre-
tary of Commerce, it will help Mr. Gil-
bert himself, if that indication can be
brought to his attention.

It is easy to say to representatives of
other countries, “Well, if you do not come
to some agreement, if you do not make
some little concession, Congress will take
the matter into its own hands and im-
pose restrictions.” But if we cannot point
to one single vote that has been cast to
back up the sentiments so many of us
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have expressed, I do not think it is going
to be very impressive.

Other Senators are waiting to speak,
and I shall not prolong these remarks,
but I just want to mention that, as far
as textiles are concerned—and I am
speaking now for my own section,
for my own State, for New Eng-
land—I am aware that long before
foreign nations began to take away our
textiles, our good friends from across
the aisle from the Southern States did
quite a job in getting our textiles away
from us. But solicitous as I am about the
textile industry, it is almost like lock-
ing the stable door after the horse has
been stolen.

Finally, in the Kennedy round, we
got some kind of protection for cotton
fabries; but so far as New England and
my own State are concerned, the largest
cotton mills in the world, the famous
Amoskeag Mills that had existed for a
century, closed their doors and went out
of existence some years ago. So we have
practically no cotton industry left.

Our woolen industry is fighting a last-
ditch fight and needs protection.

There is, of course, the present prob-
lem of protecting man-made fibers.

I would like to mention, so it is in the
Recorp, the fact that in the matter of
footwear, we are starting down the same
road. Apparently the administration and
the Secretary of Commerce and Mr. Gil-
bert have not learned the lesson that an
ounce of prevention is worth a pound of
cure. While we are holding postmortems
on much of the textile industry, the footf-
wear industry is going the same way.

In 1966 the increase of exports over
1965 was practically 10 percent—39.7 per-
cent. In 1967 there was a 34.2 percent
increase over 1966. Last year, 1968, it was
35.8 percent—over 1967.

Thus, from 1965 up to the present time
there has been a 100 percent increase in

footwear imports into this country,
mostly lower-priced footwear. The pro-
jection for 1975, if only the present rate
of increase continues, is a 434 percent
increase over 1965—in 10 years.

I ask unanimous consent to insert in
the Recorp at this point the actual
figures, in addition to the percentages.

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

87, 632, 000
96, 185, 000

129, 137, 000

175, 438, 000
-~ 468, 000, 000

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, one-
fourth of the sales for footwear in our
domestic market has been taken by im-
ports. If the growth is allowed to con-
tinue at the present rate, by 1975 over
50 percent of that market will have been
taken over by foreign imports.

As to jobs lost, in 1968 alone there was
a loss of 64,00 jobs in footwear.

I am using this as an example to show
we do not talk only about textiles. It
was 64,000 in 1968.

By 1975, if allowed to continue at the
present rate—the jobs lost in this coun-
try will be 168,600.

Foreign workers in footwear receive
about one-fourth, in most cases—in all
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cases less than one-half—the wages paid
in the United States.

Three hundred footwear companies
have gone out of business in this country
in recent years. In New England 12
factories have closed in the past 10
months. In my own small State of New
Hampshire three factories have closed
since January. In my small State, 2,500
footwear jobs are done and the people
are out of work.

Mr. President, Mr. Gilbert serves on
certain committees, one of them as
chairman and director of the Committee
for National Trade Policy. That com-
mittee is almost entirely composed of
executives of companies that have al-
ready built factories abroad. Their inter-
est in maintaining jobs for American
workers could not possibly be as keen—
though I am sure they are interested, but
they could not possibly have the same
force of interest—as domestic companies
and the interest of American workers.

It is a healthful sympton that orga-
nized labor has at last awakened to the
situation and is beginning to make its
voice heard.

That brings up another point, which I
shall not go into, but company after
company has been compelled to con-
struct factorles in Taiwan and in Hong
Kong to avail themselves of cheap labor.
So American concerns are going abroad
and sending back into this country for-
eign constructed goods.

In the case of electronics, the Sprague
Co., which has three plants in my
own State and many other plants
throughout the United States, is being
compelled, reluctantly, to do so. It has
already constructed factories abroad, but
so far as I know, up to now it has used
those factories only to send its goods into
other foreign countries, not back into
the United States. But its officials are
very frank to say that they will be com-
pelled to close many of their own fac-
tories in this country, and put our peo-
ple out of work. Sprague makes electrical
components that go into radios and tele-
vision sets. It feels compelled, in order
to compete, to send goods back into this
country from its foreign plants.

Mr. President, that is a situation which
absolutely calls for affirmative action. I
do not know how long we are going to
wait. I have bills I have infroduced in
the Senate, and the distinguished Sena-
tor from South Carolina (Mr, HoLLINGS)
has bills, which we are pressing. I will
not start talking about the Democrats.
I will let them speak for themselves. I
shall not intrude into their business. I
will talk only about my own party. The
last Republican National Convention
wrote into the platform a promise “to
work toward freer trade among all na-
tions of the free world,” but added, “But
artificial obstacles to such trade are a
serious concern.”

Then the platform says:

We promise hard-headed bargaining to
lower the non-tariff barriers against Amer-
ican exports and to develop a code of fair
competition, including Iinternational fair
labor standards, between the United States
and its principal trading partners.

It goes on to say:
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A sudden influx of imports can endanger
many industries. These problems, differing
in each industry, must be considered case
by case. Our guldeline will be fairness for
both producers and workers, without fore-
closing imports.

Then the platform continues:

Thousands of jobs have been lost to foreign
producers because discriminatory and unfair
trade practices—

Practices which I have enumerated
already—
The State Department must glve closest
attention to the development of agreements
with exporting nations to bring about fair
competition. Imports should not be per-
mitted to capture excessive portions of the
American market, but should, through inter-
national agreements, be able to participate
in the growth of consumption.

It goes on with three or four para-
graphs more of plain, downright prom-
ises. I do not know whether the Presi-
dent or the Secretary of Commerce—as
to Mr. Gilbert himself, I know nothing
about his political affiliations—have re-
freshed his memory about this promise
made by the Republican Party, in its
convention, to the workers of America.
I am not talking so much about the em-
ployers or manufacturers, although, if
we are ever going to compete with the
markets of the world, they also must
have a chance—a chance to machine
their mills, a chance to improve their
efficiency and effectiveness, and do what
America has done for generations, or we
would not be where we are today—
wherever that may be right now. They
must have an opportunity.

I am speaking for the workers. I speak
for the workers in my own State, who
are my constituents, and who have been
thrown out of employment every month
in increasing numbers in the last 2
years and will confinue to be unless
something is done.

Those are some of the reasons. I could
quote the statements of Mr. Gilbert,
made to the committee. I have here a
statement which he made in response to
questions by members of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee, in which he said that
he would consider textiles in a class by
themselves, and he wanted fo back up
the President and the Secretary of Com-
merce in trying to get voluntary agree-
ments., He would not say that in the
absence of voluntary agreements he
would ever approve of any unilateral re-
strictions on our part to counterbalance
restrictions elsewhere.

I was in Spain, Mr. President, 3 years
ago. The commercial attaché of the
American Embassy told me that the
Spanish people are eager to buy Ameri-
can-made goods, particularly radios,
televisions, toasters, and all kinds of
electrical appliances; but they could not
buy them. Why? Because only perhaps
half a dozen people in Spain were al-
lowed import licenses; and those import
licenses were restricted to minimum
amounts,

Here we are, openly inviting and al-
lowing everybody to dump their goods
here; and not one of those countries—
I do not care whether it was Japan, the
United Kingdom, France, or any other—
not one of the exporting countries has
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failed to protect its own by restrictions
in some form or other.

Mr. President, I have not had the op-
portunity to confer with the distin-
guished Senator from South Carolina
(Mr. HorLrings), who just arrived in
Washington a few minutes ago, but I
would feel that the opportunity to vote
on this matter—and by that I mean a
record vote— should be afforded so that
Members of the Senate, after all of the
protests we have made in speeches, may
be recorded. I think that a reasonably
substantial protest vote, which is not a
reflection in any way, shape, or manner
on the skill or the integrity of the nomi-
nee, Mr. Gilbert, would be of great value,
and would be a weapon in the hands of
our negotiators as they negotiate with
these other countries.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from South
Carolina.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ad-
mire the character and courage of my
distinguished colleague from New Hamp-
shire, to be able to stand up and speak
for the preservation of American jobs
and the economic sustenance of our
country. With respect to his desire that
we have a record vote, that is also my
desire. With respect to having a protest
vote, I hasten, just on my short return
to Washington, to point out to the dis-
tinguished Senator from New Hamp-
shire that the other crowd has been
working, and our crowd has been taken
down the primrose path that “We are
going to look out for textiles, so why
vote against a guy who is supposed to
go to bat for you, and get him irritated?
Let us just sort of go along with this
situation.”

The fact of the matter is, Mr, Presi-
dent, that I speak not only for textiles
but for all jobs. In the last 3 years, the
U.S. Government has appropriated ap-
proximately $577 million to preserve the
jobs of Americans. Last year and the year
before, the style on the Senate floor was
“jobs.” Anywhere we could pour money
into the urban areas, money into the
ghettos—job training, OEO, any kind of
programs—the key word was “jobs.” And
yet, at the very time that we were spend-
ing almost three-quarters of a billion
dollars to create jobs, we actually ex-
ported jobs by the tens of thousands—an
equal number of jobs. So our policy has
been frustrated.

Simply and to the point, obviously Mr.
Gilbert is very able to do very many
jobs. He has character and he has ability.
But from his past record, it is equally
obvious that he would be a very poor
negotiator for American jobs and for
U.S. trade policy.

He defends himself by saying he is an
advocate. You do not take the fellow who
has been the attorney for arson cases for
19 years and appoint him fire marshal;
you do not take the lawyer who has been
defending drunk drivers for 19 years and
make him highway safety director; you
do not ask Melvin Belli to defend a per-
sonal injury case; and you do not ask
the insurance lawyer to prosecute on be-
half of the plaintiff in a personal injury
case.

Specifically, you do not ask to nego-
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tiate for the sale of a horse with a man
who has already characterized the horse
as a nag, and dead, and out on its feet.
This is the position that Mr. Gilbert has
taken as to American industry.

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

Mr. HOLLINGS. I am happy to yield
to the Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PASTORE. And you do not choose
a fox to protect the henhouse.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Well, I was going to
mention that, but the distinguished
former Vice President and Presiding Of-
ficer of the Senate did not do too well.
There are some around here who are
willing to put the fox in the chickencoop,
and I am holding back on that particular.

But the fact is that we reached this
confirmation discussion, Mr. President, at
a time very critical in America’'s trade
history with respect to jobs and with re-
spect to the credibility of the U.S. Gov-
ernment itself.

Referring specifically to jobs, we were
common adversaries, known to each
other, who had been working on both
sides of the fence for 10 years—I on the
one side in favor of a policy to help us
compete competitively and preserve
jobs, and Mr. Gilbert on the other side
exporting them willy-nilly to any coun-
try. Do not give me the talk about com-
petition. Let us specifically take the Jap-
anese jobs. There is a $1.3 billion deficit
in trade.

There is no antitrust act in Japan.
There is no wage and hour law. There is
no safety standard. There is no work-
men's compensation. There is no over-
time. There is no child-labor standard.

Most of those jobs—I would say 90
percent of those jobs—are performed un-
der conditions that would be criminal
in a manufacturing industry in the
United States.

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

Mr. HOLLINGS., I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I do not
know if the Senator has brought out this
point, but to me it is a very crucial and
important point. During the campaign,
the President of the United States recog-
nized the problems of the textile and
some other industries because of this
great influx of imports. And he said that
special consideration ought to be given
to some of these domestic industries to
make sure that we will not see their
demise and thereby jeopardize Amer-
ican jobs.

I am inclined to believe that the Presi-
dent of the United States is very sincere
about this matter.

Immediately after his inauguration
and the appointment of the Secretary of
Commerce, he expedited the trip of
Maurice Stans throughout the world to
have talks with these various nations ex-
porting to the United States.

Secretary Stans appeared before a
group of Senators. I was there, The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire was there,
The Senator from South Carolina was
there. And I think we were all impressed
with the sincerity of Maurice Stans and
believed he wanted to do something
about the matter.

I think that our friends abroad who
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are exporting to our country at a tre-
mendous volume began to understand
that there was sincerity and resolve on
the part of the administration to do
something about bringing these matters
under control, not by any false proce-
dure, but by agreement.

Lo and behold, an appointment is made
of an individual who represents every-
thing contrary to what we are doing.
After all, these foreign exporters are not
fools. They are pretty smart people. One
ought to deal with them to see how really
smart they are.

What are they saying to themselves?
They are saying, “You cannot possibly
mean what you said during the cam-
paign. You cannot possibly take this
Maurice Stans seriously if you want to
send someone to negotiate the agree-
ments who does not believe in the same
policy.”

That is what we are up against. I
think we have counteracted all the good
we have done and all the progress we
have made thus far, although it is lim-
ited progress, by appointing someone
who exemplifies the opposite viewpoint
and is a contradiction of everything that
we are attempting to accomplish.

I think that the Italians, the Japanese,
the French, and the people in Hong Kong
are looking at us and saying, “You cannot
be serlous. This is double talk. You send
Maurice Stans to us to tell us we have
to control the exports to your country,
and then by the same token you send a
man to negotiate with us who does not
stand for any control at all. What is
this?”

This is the difficulty. This is the di-
lemma. And this is where the irreparable
harm has been done.

I have nothing against the man. I have
talked to him. I think he is a fine Amer-
ican. As a matter of fact, I think the
people on the other side of the aisle think
he is a fine American. I think that the
Senator from New Hampshire is a fine
American. He is a Republican and I am
a Democrat, but we just do not agree
on some things.

And that is all we are saying.

Mr. COTTON. The Senator is correct.

Mr. PASTORE. I am glad we agree on
this matter.

That is all we are saying about My,
Gilbert. We do not agree with him. We
think he is a fine man of excellent char-
acter. This is no reflection on him, He
has a right to believe as he does, as much
as I have a right to believe as I do. I
would not deny him that right. However,
how can I in good conscience go along
with the appointment when he is a con-
tradiction of everything that the Senator
and I have been striving for on the floor
of the Senate and in private meetings
for years and years? It does not make
any sense to me.

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

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, there is
not a Senator who does not remember
down through the years when the Sen-
ate has taken a certain position on a bill
and the conferees appointed on the part
of the Senate to stand by the Senate
position in conference with the House
have been those who were against the
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Senate position and for the House po-
sition,

They were honorable men and they
did their best. We have their confidence,
but I have always had the feeling that
we never go into a conference between
the Senate and the House with the Sen-
ate conferees agreeing with the House in
their hearts and come out as well as we
would if we had in conference those who
really had supported the Senate posi-
tion. It is exactly the same situation
here.

If the President had sent us the name
of the distinguished Senator from Rhode
Island or the distinguished Senator from
South Carolina for this very important
task of negotiator with the rank of Am-
bassador Extraordinary, of course, I
would be in favor of that, although I
would rather he had sent up the name
of a Republican.

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

Mr, COTTON. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I do not
even want them to send up my name
for the position, as extraordinary as it is.
I would rather be a Senator.

Mr. COTTON. What I am saying is
that everyone in the industry, whether
employer or employee, would have really
been reassured because they would know
that this ambassador would conduct ne-
gotiations, believing in his heart in rea-
sonable restraint on the industry.

Just as the Senator from Rhode Island
and the Senator from South Carolina
have so well said, the confirmation of
this gentleman is notice that we are ap-
proving someone to negotiate that we
know is not really in our corner.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, in sub-
stance, I am sure that the distinguished
Senator from New Hampshire would not
want me to negotiate the Republican
vote in New Hampshire, and I certainly
would not want to call on him to nego-
{iin“e the Democratic vote in South Caro-

a.

We have been working on opposite
sides of the fence politically.

I think highly significant is not what
he may say now on textiles, but his rec-
ord through the years, because we will be
negotiating in the main with the Japa-
nese, for whom I have the highest re-
spect. They are the toughest, canniest,
wiliest, and cleverest of negotiators.

I have been working on the other side
of the fence for about 10 years. I think
I know a little bit about how they oper-
ate. Is not the Japanese trade negotia-
tor going to say to Ambassador Gillbert:
“Now, Carl, really, do you mean that?
Do you not remember that in 1968 before
the Merchandise Mart in Chicago, you
said your domestic industry ought to dis-
cipline itself better and ought to be will-
ing to be competitive and not be weaned
by the Federal Government?”

Or they may later say: ‘“Carl, now,
really, before the House Ways and Means
Committee in 1968, did you not say that
import quotas you oppose, of all kinds,
and now you are asking us to agree to
something that you said you always op-
posed and opposed religiously and zeal-
ously for 19 years?”
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Or, again, before the same committee,
is the Japanese negotiator going to use
the words “corruption,” “catastrophic,”
and “explosive”? Is he not going to say,
“Mr. Gilbert, are you not the one who
says quotas would really demoralize and
bring about corrupt practices in trade?
Did you not say it would be explosive to
put these things on that you want us to
agree tonow?”

Are they not going to say: “Mr, Am-
bassador Gilbert, when questioned by
Congressman LanorumMm, before the House
Ways and Means Committee, on frade
policy, when Mr. LanpruM pointed out
the thousands of employees in the textile
industry in Georgia that he was about to
lose, are you not the one who fold Mr.
LanpruM to go ahead and get in a dif-
ferent business and write off this in-
dustry as expendable and noncompeti-
tive and archaic?”

Mr. President, is not the Japanese ne-
gotiator going to say: “Carl, are you not
the one who says that this really has to
do with national security; go ahead and
give the money to the Pentagon and let
the Pentagon give them a grant, but do
not innovate import quotas as a policy
for international trade?”

Those are the kinds of things that the
negotiator, Ambassador Gilbert, would
be confronted with, and as a result he
would end up with being a very, very
poor trade negotiator. And all the time,
as the distinguished Senator from New
Hampshire has pointed out, we Sen-
ators would run down and beat our
breasts and indicate how we were so con-
cerned about the American worker, con-
cerned about the employees, and every-
thing else back in the United States,

As I said earlier, to ask him to be the
trade negotiator is like delivering lettuce
by way of a rabbit. It will never arrive.

Back in 1960, after attesting before
the Tariff Commission as a witness in the
trade cases, we were told at that time by
the then occupant of the chair in which
the Presiding Officer is now seated—
Richard Milhous Nixon—he said:

Don't worry. The Tarif Commission is go-
ing to find with you on your textlle case.
You have lost about 400,000 jobs In a 10-
year period.

This was in March of 1960, when I
came into the Senate Chamber and shook
hands with the then Vice President. He
said:

Don't worry. The Tariff Commission is go-
ing to come out all right. The Japanese rea-
lize the predicament they are in and how
unfair and how uncompetitive this is. They
have put on voluntary quotas; and rather
than go into legislating, they are going to
make a verbal finding in the Tarlff Commis-
slon.

But on June 23 of that year, the Tariff
Commission found again as they had
found in many other hearings. Mr. Gil-
bert, in his testimony, time and again
said: “Exhaust your remedies. You, as an
industry, have not exhausted all your
legal and administrative remedies.”

We are already at the point of exhaus-
tion. We were at the point of exhaustion
in 1960; and I read the original letter of
then Senator John F. Kennedy, who was
exhausted:
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U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., August 30, 1960.
Hon. ErNesT HOLLINGS,
Governor of the State of South Carolina,
State Capitol Building, Columbia, S.C.
Dear Governor Horrines: I would, of
course, be delighted to discuss with you and
with textile industry leaders the problems of
the textile industry and the development of
constructive methods for showing the growth
and prosperity of the industry in the future.
The critical import situation that confronts
the textile Industry which you so eloguently
describe In your letter is one with which I
am familiar. My own State of Massachusetts
has suffered and is suffering from the same
conditions.

Mind you, this is the Carl Gilbert from
Massachusetts, who at that time was
working with the Massachusetts Ports
Authority. He is now—up until his ap-
pointment about 3 months ago—chair-
man of that port authority. But then
Senator Kennedy said that he recognized
the problem in his own State.

Continuing Senator Kennedy's letter:

The past few years have been particularly
difficult for this industry, There seems to
have been a basic unwillingness to meet the
problem and deal constructively with 1t. Dur-
ing the first six months of this year imports
of cotton cloth are twice what they were
during the same perlod in 1859, the highest
year on record. Similarly alarming increases
are occurring on other textile and apparel
products. Since 1958 imports have exceeded
exports by constantly increasing margins.
There are now 400,000 less jobs in the in-
dustry than there were 10 years ago. It 158 no
longer possible to depend upon makeshift
policies and piecemeal remedies to solve the
problems which the industry faces.

As you know, I supported the establish-
ment of the Special Senate Sub-committee
for the Textile Industry, under the chalr-
manship of Senator Pastore, of which Sena-
tor Strom Thurmond is & member. In an ef-
fort to help develop suggestions to improve
the competitive position of the industry in
the United States and world markets, this
SBubcommittee for the first time undertook a
broad Investigation of the problems of the
United States textile Industry and offered a
number of constructive recommendations.
With only minor exceptions, the Eisenhower
Administration has failed to implement these
recommendations,

This was in 1960, In a moment I shall
come to President Nixon and Candidate
Nixon, when he tells of the Johnson-
Humphrey administration failure as to
the industry. In August of 1960, the
Eisenhower administration had failed to
implement these recommendations.

The letter continues:

I agree with the conclusions of the Pastore
Committee that sweeping changes in our for-
eign trade policles are not necessary. Never-
theless, we must recognize that the textile
and apparel industries are of international
scope and are pecullarly susceptible to com-
petitive pressure from imports. Clearly the
problems of the Industry will not disappear
by neglect nor can we walt for large scale
unemployment and shutdown of the indus-
try to inspire us to action. A comprehensive
industry-wide remedy s necessary.

The outline of such a remedy can be found
in the Report of the Pastore Committee. Im-
ports of textile products, including apparel,
should be within limits which will not en-
danger our own existing textile capacity and
employment, and which will permit growth of
the industry in reasonable relationship to
the expansion of our over-all economy.
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I will divert for a moment. After I had
set in the Recorp—July 10, 1969—the
answer to Michael Daniels of the Import
Council and all his charges and paper
that preceded Secretary Stans’ visits to
Europe and Japan, Senator GOODELL
came up and said this was a novel ap-
proach, that the domestic industry
should think that it had a fair share in
the growth of domestic industry, in the
percentage growth. It is not novel. It was
in Senate John F. Kennedy's mind in
August of 1960, and he so wrote:

We are pledged in the Democratic Plat-
form—

The Senator from New Hampshire has
pointed out the Republican platform.
This is the same platform the Democrats
have had over the years—

to combat sub-standard wages abroad
through the development of international
fair labor standards. Effort along this line
is of special importance to the United States
textile industry.

The office of the Presidency carries with it
the authority and influence to ‘explore and
work out solutions within the framework of
our forelgn trade policies for the problems
peculiar to our textile and apparel industry.
Because of the broad ramifications of any
action and because of the necessity of ap-
proaching a solution in terms of total needs
of the textile industry, this is a responsibility
which only the President can adequately dis-
charge. I can assure you that the next Dem-
ocratic Administration will regard this as a
high priority objective.

Additionally, we shall make vigorous use
of the procedures provided by Congress such
as Section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act and the Escape Clause in accordance with
the intention of Congress in enacting these
laws.

Lastly, I assure you that should further
authority be necessary to enable the Presi-
dent to carry out these objectives, I shall
request such authorization from the Con-
gress.

I hope that these thoughts are helpful
to you In your own deliberations and I re-
affirm my interest in discussing problems of
mutual concern with you.

With all good wishes, I am,

Sincerely yours,
JoHnN F. KENNEDY.

Mr. President, President Kennedy was
elected on a Tuesday in November of
1960. By Friday of the same week he
called me on the telephone and said,
“Let us go to work on that textile prob-
lem.” We began meetings. I met with
him at his home in Georgetown. We
agreed to set up a Cabinet committee,
which held hearings and made findings
which thereafter culminated in his White
House seven-point program.

Without reading the entire program,
then, President Kennedy stated in a
White House release of May 2, 1961:

The problems of the textile industry are
serious and deeprooted. They have been the
subject of investigation at least as far back
as 1935, when a Cabinet committee was ap-
pointed by President Roosevelt to investigate
the conditions in this industry. Most recently
these problems were the subject of a special
study by the Interdepartmental Committee
headed by Secretary of Commerce Luther H,
Hodges. I believe it is time for action.

It is our second largest employer. Some 2
million workers are directly affected by con-
ditions in the industry. There are another 2
million persons employed in furnishing re-
quirements of the industry at its present
level of production. Two years ago, the Office
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of Defense Mobilization testified that it was
one of the industries essential to our Na-
tional security. It 1s of vital importance in
peacetime and it has a direct effect upon our
total economy. All the studies have shown
that unemployment in textile mills strikes
hardest at those communities suffering most
from depressed conditions,

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
release dealing with the entire seven-
point program.

There being no objection, the release
was ordered to be printed in the RECoORD,
as follows:

WHITE HOoUsSE PRESS RELEASE, May 2, 1961

The President today announced a program
of asslstance to the United States textile
industry, designed to meet a wide range of
the problems it faces as a result of rapid
technological change, shifts in consumer
preference, and Increasing internatlonal
competition. The program was developed by
the Cabinet Committee, headed by Secretary
of Commerce Luther H. Hodges, which was
formed by the President on February 16,
1961.

In announcing the program, the President
sald:

“The problems of the textile industry are
gerious and deeprooted, They have been the
subject of Investigation at least as far back
as 1935, when a Cabinet committee was ap-
pointed by President Roosevelt to investigate
the conditions in this industry. Most re-
cently these problems were the subject of a
special study by the Interdepartmental Com-
mittee headed by Secretary of Commerce
Luther Hodges. I believe it is time for action.

“It is our second largest employer. Some
2 million workers are directly affected by
conditions in the industry. There are another
2 million persons employed in furnishing re-
quirements of the industry at its present
level of production, Two years ago, the Office
of Defense Mobilization testified that it was
one of the industries essential to our Na-
tional security. It is of vital importance in
peacetime and it has a direct eflect upon
our total economy. All the studies have shown
that unemployment in textile mills strikes
hardest at those communities suffering most
from depressed conditions.

“I propose to initiate the following meas-
ures:

“First, I have directed the Department of
Commerce to launch an expanded program
of research, covering new products, processes
and markets. This should be done in coop-
eration with both union and management
groups.

“Second, I have asked the Treasury De-
partment to review existing depreciation al-
lowances on textile machinery. Revision of
these allowances, together with adoption of
the investment Iincentive credit proposals
contained in my message to the Congress of
April 20, 1961, should assist In the modern-
ization of the industry.

“Third, I have directed the Small Business
Association to assist the cotton textile in-
dustry to obtain the necessary financing for
modernization of its equipment.

“Fourth, I have directed the Department
of Agriculture to explore and make recom-
mendations to eliminate or offset the cost to
United States mills of the adverse differential
in raw cotton costs between domestic and
foreign textile producers.

“Fifth, I will shortly send to the Congress
a proposal to permit industries seriously in-
jured or threatened with serious injury as a
result of increased imports to be eligible for
assistance from the Federal Government.

“Sixth, I have directed the Department of
State to arrange for calling an early confer-
ence of the principal textile exporting and
importing countries. This conference will seek
an international understanding which will
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provide a basis for trade that will avoid un-
due disruption of established industries.

“Seventh, In addition to this program, an
application by the textile industry for action
under existing statutes, such as the escape
clause or the national security provision of
the Trade Agreements Extension Act, will be
carefully considered on its merits.

“I believe this program will assist our tex-
tile industry to meet its basic problems, while
at the same time recognizing the national
interest in expansion of world trade and the
successful development of less developed na-
tions. It takes into account the dispersion of
the industry, the range of its products, and
its highly competitive character. It is my
hope that these measures will strengthen the
industry and expand consumption of its
products without disrupting international
trade and without disruption of the markets
of any country.”

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

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I yield
to the distinguished Senator from New
Hampshire.

Mr, COTTON. Mr, President, I believe
that technically the Senator from New
Hampshire is in control of the time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
EAGLETON in the chair). The Senator is
correct.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, we do
not wish to monopolize the time on one
side.

Mr. President, will the Senator from
South Carolina suspend for the time be-
ing so that other Senators may have an
opportunity to speak, particularly those
who must go to the Republican policy
committee meeting?

Mr. HOLLINS. I yield for that purpose.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from South Carolina be recognized after
certain other Senators have spoken,
without the rule being applied with re-
spect to a Senator speaking twice.

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

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I now
yield such time as he may require to my
distinguished colleague from New Hamp-
shire.

Mr., McINTYRE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 5
minutes.

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

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, first
I commend my senior colleague, along
with the distinguished Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. Horrings), for
bringing this matter of the nomination
of Mr. Gilbert so forcibly to the atien-
tion of the Senate.

I have examined Mr. Gilbert’s record at
some length. I have read the transcript
of the hearings conducted by the Com-
mittee on Finance. I have decided that
my vote today will be cast against Mr.
Gilbert’s confirmation for one simple
reason—the shameful, unfair, unjust,
and obviously political attitude which he
took in the Finance Committee hearings
toward two industries of great impor-
tance, in very different ways, to my own
constituents.

I refer to the shoe industry and the
petroleum industry.

New Hampshire produces shoes, and
the policy of the U.S. Government re-
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garding shoe imports is of vital signifi-
cance to the workers of my State.

New Hampshire consumes petroleum
and petroleum products, and the policy
of the U.S. Government regarding petro-
leum imports is of vital significance to
the consumers of my State.

How does Mr. Gilbert react to the prob-
lems of the shoe manufacturers and
petroleum consumers of New Hamp-
shire? The answer is clearly given in the
hearings before the Finance Committee.

There is “no question at all” in Mr.
Gilbert's mind that the oil industry de-
serves the totally unwarranted quota
protections which it presently receives.
His reason is very simple.

He said:

There has been a finding by the appro-
priate agency that 1t was important.

And he had no guestions about that
finding.

When it comes to shoes, however, Mr.
Gilbert is far less sympathetic to the
needs of domestic industry. He is, fortu-
nately, aware that many of us in the
Congress do have information indicating
that the shoe industry is really in need of
quota protection. Nevertheless, he feels
that our views should be discounted in
light of a Tarif Commission report
which states that protection is not
needed. My Small Business Subcommit-
tee will be holding hearings early this fall
to investigate in depth the problems be-
ing experienced by small shoe manufac-
turers and their workers. In New Hamp-
shire alone over 1,200 workers have lost
their jobs already this year as a result of
plant shutdowns. These hearings should
resolve once and for all the extent to
which the recent flood of imported shoes
into this country is responsible for these
shutdowns.

Mr. President, I simply cannot, as a
Senator from the State of New Hamp-
shire, support the nomination of a special
representative for trade negotiations who
is perfectly willing to question the need
for legitimate help for the shoe industry
but who is unwilling to question the un-
warranted and unfair subsidies granted
to the petroleum industry.

We are not, in New England, asking
for any more than our fair share of the
benefits which can accrue from the Na-
tional Government. But it is totally un-
fair for national trade policy to force us
to pay outrageously high prices for pe-
troleum while at the same time not per-
mitting us to keep our citizens employed
in the shoe industry. If Mr. Gilbert were
consistent in his philosophy, I could
probably find it possible to vote for his
nomination, even if I disagreed with him.
But when his inconsistencies add up to a
totally unfair trade policy from the point
of view of my own constituents, I must
vote “no” on his nomination.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague for his remarks.

Mr, HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from New Hampshire
for placing into focus vital considera-
tions with respect to this particular ap-
pointment. It is very important to real-
ize that Mr. Gilbert’s record in his
trusteeship jobs, as chairman of the
Committee for a National Trade Policy,
coupled with the knowledge that for 19
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vears Mr, Gilbert has been in favor of
free trade against any kind of unilateral
or import quotas, has sustained the fact
that, while he is a man of character, his
interest in this field has been established
as representing those of a committee
favoring a policy of free trade, which the
leaders of our Government opposed in
both 1960 and 1961,

The very seven-point program by Pres-
ident EKennedy, which I placed in the
REcorD, was implemented with respect
to cotton but not with respect to wool-
ens and manmade fibers,

Specifically what is the power of a
trade negotiator? For one thing, Mr. Gil-
bert thinks he does not have enough
power. He has been a witness before the
Congress many times, When the Trade
Expansion Act was presented to the
Congress in 1962, he attested that that
office should have more power than it
has, that it should be at the highest
level, the ambassadorial level.

Specifically, I may mention the bill
that was passed by the Senate last year
and was before the committee of con-
ference. We had the Senate speak on
this important bill. We had over half of
the Members of the House of Represent-
atives endorse a similar bill, word for
word. In fact, we told them we would
accept theirs. But Ambassador Roth kept
chastising us that it would be the end
of free trade, that it would be the worst
thing that could happen to the United
States of America. He was representing
the State Department viewpoint, which
has been its position consistently from
the time we began on this particular
problem in 1959,

What was the position of President
Nixon? As a candidate for the Pres-
idency, he sent a telegram to Repub-
lican sponsors of textile import control
legislation on August 21 of last year, dur-
ing the campaign, which was given na-
tionwide publicity. The telegram reads:

As you know, my assoclates and I are con-
tinuing our evaluation of factors bearing on
constructive development of the total U.S.
economy in the years ahead. Among these
factors is the ability of private enterprise
to achieve real growth, thereby contributing

most effectively to job preservation and op-
portunity.

Again answering the distinguished
Senator from New York (Mr. GoobpgLL),
there was placed in the Recorp an an-
swer to the particular question of where-
in we ever got the idea that domestic in-
dustry was entitled to such protection.
The President of the United States, run-
ning on that platform, said so in this
telegram, which I continue to read:

One such consideration involves the im-
pact of dramatically increasing imports on
the 2.4 million people directly employed in
the Natlon's textile and apparel industries
and the countless additional thousands in-
volved directly or indirectly in related
activity.

EKnowing of the concern you have demon-
strated in these industries and their employ-
ees, as evidenced by your support of legisla-
tion designed to encourage orderly textile
trade, I thought you might like to have my
views on the subject.

The Johnson-Humphrey Administration
has falled to carry out the Program initiated
by President Kennedy and reaffirmed less
than four years ago.
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There is the record. President Kennedy
blamed President Eisenhower. President
Nixon blamed President Johnson and
Vice President Humphrey. Every time the
people get a chance to vote on the ques-
tion, this is the way they vote. They put
the man in. Where does the policy come
from? From the people. The policy we
have before us is the policy of the peo-
ple, and we should not have it destroyed
by a negotiator who is representing the
other side. I read further from the tele-
gram:

At the same time, it has permitted much
of the rest of the world to establish or main-
tain barrlers to the products of our industry
while we have provided foreign textile pro-
ducing nations virtually unlimited access to
our markets.

As President, my policy will be to rectify
this unfair development and to assure
prompt action to effectively administer the
existing Long-Term International Cotton
Textile Arrangement.

Mr. President, President Nixon said
that, as President, he was going to rectify
this unfair development, however, he is
nominating a man who has opposed LTA
from its inception and has insisted on
nothing being done on wool and man-
made fibers.

This raises the credibility gap. I con-
clude the reading of the telegram:

Also, I will promptly take the steps neces-
sary to extend the concept of international
trade agreements to all other textile articles
involving wool, man-made fibers and blends.

Our goal will be the creation of an environ-
ment which will encourage job-creating
growth of the domestic industry while per-
mitting imports to participate fairly and in
an orderly fashion in the future expansion
of the domestic market. Opportunities for our
own industries to participate on a reciprocal
basis in the future expansion of textile and
apparel markets in the rest of the world also
must be assured.

Minus such an overall policy I am con-
vinced that the potential for tens of thous-
ands of new jobs In these industries will be
jeopardized. On the other hand, the pro-
gram to which I am committed will provide
this vast industrial-agricultural-fiber com-
plex far-reaching opportunity for employ~
ment of American citizens in both rural and
urban communities where jobs are needed
most,

Mr. President, the importation, for ex-
ample, of manmade fibers, has increased
100 percent during the first 4 months
of 1969. By the same token, a specialized
study by Arthur Anderson Associates was
made of the textile industry, projecting a
25-percent lowering in jobs, at the pres-
ent rate and under the present policy, by
1975, or 600,000 jobs.

This study was made during the last
few months. And here is a President com-
mitting himself to rectify that situa-
tion, and appointing, if you please, a man
who has opposed it religiously for 19
years. The credibility gap. This is what
cursed us with foreign countries, with
respect to manmades and woolens. Spe-
cifically, in December of 1961, when the
Assistant Secretary of Commerce, Mr.
Hickman Price, went to the London
conference to represent the U.S. Govern-
ment, he was preceded by State Depart-
ment personnel, who advised the con-
ferring nations, “Do not worry, have no
fear, we are not serious about this thing;
let Secretary Price make his noise, let
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him go through his act, let him get his
headlines; we will adjourn this confer-
ence and nothing will be done.”

And that is exactly what happened. It
was so bad that Mr. Price, after using
the conference room for 4 hours one
afternoon, was told by the authorities at
the hotel that the rent on the room was
over with, The State Department did not
have any other place to meet and the
meeting had to be adjourned. Mr. Price
had fo go and rent a room out of his own
pocket and try to salvage the conference.

Time and again, the President has said
one thing and the State Department an-
other. President Johnson said in Rhode
Island in September 1964, and in Geor-
gia in October 1964, that he was going
to implement the Kennedy program. But
where was the State Department and
Secretary Rusk? Where were Nick Katz-
enbach and that crowd last year, when
we were working in direct opposition to
the policy?

I think by now the Japanese have got
the message: “If you stick with the State
Department, do not worry, we will get
all the jobs. Pour the coals on, boys, we
have got a readymade situation.”

As a result, they have almost no con-
cern. They voted almost unanimously in
their Diet—save one vote—not to even
discuss the subject with Secretary Stans,
Mr. Gilbert, or the U.S. representative—
the country that we freed and nourished
back to economic sustenence, the coun-
try whose textile industry we built with
American payroll dollars. We are told:
“We will not even discuss it with you,”
and on top of that, the administration
appoints as its negotiator Mr. Carl Gil-
bert, and asks the Senate to confirm it.

Mr. President, in a speech before the
31st Chicago World Trade Conference on
February 28, 1968, Carl Gilbert made a
very stirring address in behalf of his
position that he has stuck to for the past
19 years. Mr. John Hight, the executive
director of the Committee for a National
Trade Policy, on March 13 of that same
year said this about the Gilbert speech:

Although Mr. Gilbert spoke in his personal
capacity, we feel that what he sald repre-
sents essentially the viewpoint of this Com-
mittee. We know you are familiar with the
problems discussed here and recognize that
1968 is a critical year both for maintaining a
liberal trade policy and for beginning to solve
our balance-of-payments problems,

Here are excerpts from the speech
made by Mr. Gilbert:

There seems to be complete agreement,
verbally at least, to the proposition that of
vital importance to our national future “is
the ability to maintain and improve the com-
petitive position of the United States”, to
quote the recent report of the Counecil of
Economic Advisers. Virtually all of the pri-
vate sector would agree on this proposition
when talking in terms of the need of greater
governmental restraint on inflationary
forces, Yet those Industries now seeking new
protection from the forces of import com-
petition seem hell bent on permanent and
virtually irreversible impairment of their in-
dustries’ capacity to compete by removing the
restraining Influence of competition. What
is the ultimate end of this course of action?

If any industry should have learned how
ineffective are “jawbone” controls of the
wage-price spiral, the steel industry, God
knows, should have. If it weren't for the
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impossibly bad results on all the rest of us,
I would almost like to sit back and watch
the inevitable interplay of the forces in-
volved if they should get the quotas some of
the industry seem to think they want.

With quotas in effect I would expect with-
in a short terms of years to find the American
steel industry permanently priced out of
the international market and to be returning
to the Congress agaln and again asking the
Congress for further legislation to erect other
and higher barriers to protect them against
the inevitable consequences of the earlier
measures enacted to enable them to avoid
the restraining influences and stimulation
afforded by competition.

Most of us have learned the hard way
the basic truth that in this hard world in
which we live, no one is going to get any-
thing of value for nothing, The same is true
of whole countries in the field of national
trade regulation. If new tariffs are imposed
or quotas established by the United States at
the instance of one industry, some other
American industry or industries must be
made to pay the price for that new pro-
tection, either by compensatory reductions
in tariffs on imports in their fields or through
consent by the U.8. to increases of foreign
tariffs on U.S. exports. At its best, this is
bad, since in its simplest terms this involves
robbing Peter to pay Paul—a regrettable
degree of direct participation by government
in the allocation of foreign trade between
industries.

How does Mr. Gilbert say to “com-
pete?” Like all the other members of
the Committee on a National Trade
Policy, he says, “Go overseas and build
your plant, and employ Japanese and
Chinamen in Hong Kong, and the
people in Pakistan; go to India and all
the other countries.”

Mr. President, that is what he says—
to compete. He does not say anything
about the wage and hour law. He does
not say anything about unemployment
compensation. He does not say anything
about child labor standards, about safety
standards and regulations. He does not
say anything about the cost to the in-
dustry of health regulation and pollu-
tion control. He does not say anything
about the antitrust laws in America
which all American Industry is beset with
now. In Japan, they have the cartel
system.

He is talking as if he were back in the
Smoot-Hawley days of the 1930's. He says
to compete, and to go ahead under non-
competitive conditions in manufacturing
under circumstances which would be
criminal within the United States.

On page T of his talk he says:

God knows nothing stimulates research
and development, process improvement and
the drive for greater efficiency than the hot
breath of competition, and we would be fools
to seek to remove that stimulus or reduce
its influence.

Mr, President, no one has ever asked
for less than that in the American textile

< industry which is the most competitive. I

have had cases of plagiarization where
they have copied the exact pattern, cases
where they had tried to develop, as we
have done in the United States, modes
and processes of manufacture. We are
the most competitive industry. And we
have been sustaining a limited growth
in spite of all of this just because we are
competitive and productive.

Mr. President, I again quote from Mr.

ilbert:
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In short, to & very great extent the indus-
tries now seeking quotas have not, to use the
old lawyer's phrase, exhausted their existing
specific remedies against some of these al-
leged evils, and instead seek to short-cut es-
tablished procedures by going direct to Con-
gress where the alleged evils can be asserted
in terms of generallities rather than specifics.

Mr, President, we had during the 1950’s
over 20 escape clause cases which were
brought before the Tariff Commission
and in only two cases were there favor-
able findings.

As former Senator John F. Kennedy
said in the earlier correspondence which
I submitted for the REcorp, the industry
was exhausted to the tune of 400,000
jobs. And the projection is that it will
be exhausted under the present policy to
the tune of an additional 600,000 jobs.

This is the lawyer running around
making lawyer talk and saying, “You
have not exhausted your remedies.”

The only thing this policy has sup-
ported is jobs for lawyers before the
Tariff Commission. It has not created
any additional jobs. Let me point out the
contrast between sophisticated jobs in
some industries and the unsophisticated
jobs in the textile industry. Everyone will
agree that textile jobs are semiskilled.

Question: Is the United States satis-
fled with the policy where we will rele-
gate to ourselves nothing but the sophis-
ticated technology, the computerized

type of industry and leave all of the
other jobs for the countries importing
into the United States?

Everyone talks about black power and
black economy and black enterprise and

giving them loans.

Seventeen percent of the textile indus-
try is in black employment in the State
of South Carolina. And since the first of
the year, since January 1, 1969, they
have had an increase in Negro employ-
ment of more than 10 percent.

This is what we are talking about.
These are the job opportunities we need.
But, instead, we get this runaround
about being competitive and exhausting
our remedies. We listen to Senators on
the floor say how they stand for jobs
and training to give the underprivileged,
the undereducated, the unskilled an edu-
cation and the economic opportunity to
become a part of society. At the same
time, we are exporting jobs by the thou-
sands.

This is what we have to listen to and
yet we are being asked to confirm this
man.

I quote further from Mr. Gilbert:

Perhaps it was a mistake for the U.S. ta
agree to this provision in the GATT in 1947,
but the answer to the pro‘nlems it creates
today does not lie in unilateral action on
the part of the U.S. It can come only from
patient negotiation and agreement with the
other GATT nations.

I quote further from Mr. Gilbert:

It seems to me unfortunate that the heavy
emphasis in the administration’s 1968 pro-
gram to remedy our balance of payments
problems sound so strongly of protectionism.
Restriction on the international movement
of capital, of people, and of goods runs
counter to all of our national aims.

This is the foreign investor talking
who further stated:
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What has happened to us as a nation when
our government, as well as major segments
of Industry, faced with the disciplines of the
international market place moves first to
find ways to remove the immediate pressures
to action which those disciplines provide.

It sounds to me as if the gentleman is
more qualified to be the president of a
military college. I never heard anyone
talk about discipline in the Senate and
never heard anyone in the world of in-
ternational trade use that term.

Mr. Gilbert says further:

Have we lost our fortitude?

Now we get the adjectives. Have we
lost our fortitude? We are losing our
shirts. We are losing our economic sub-
sistence. We are not losing fortitude.

Mr, Gilbert continues:

Are we confessing to the world that we
haven't the moral stamina to Jjustify our
position of world leadership?

We are confessing to the world that we
believe in the wage and hour law con-
trols, unemployment compensation, a
safe place for man to work, and that
we believe in health standards and the
right of competition protected by our
antitrust laws. That is what we are say-
ing to the world. We are not saying this
gobbledygook about moral stamina and
fortitude.

Mr. Gilbert continues:

There are these deeper issues involved in
the question we have been discussing. I hate
to believe that the answers to these questions
are In the affirmative but I keep waiting for
the clarion call from Washington to pull in
our belts and fight to defend the things we
believe in.

Here is a man chastising us and urging
us to fight for the things we believe in.
And after 19 years of fighting the Ameri-
can textile industry and the quota policy
for Japan. Japan has a quota today and
all of the trade countries have guotas.
They were agreed to by 34 countries.

He wants to fight, he says, against what
he has believed in for 19 years. I cannot
take his word in a personal call when he
says, “Don't worry, Fritz, I will look out
for you on textiles.”

I think it is more serious than that. I
think we will lose textile jobs, leather
jobs, electronic jobs, and all other kinds
of jobs we can possibly think of to foreign
trade under a noncompetitive situation.

I read further from Mr. Gilbert:

It has also seemed clear to me for a long
time that national defense motivated support
of a particular industry should be in the
form of a direct open suhsldy——-rather than
by way of inducement to industry wide price
increases—and ought to be charged to the
defense budget—If defense consideration are
that direct and slgnlﬂcam.

The businessman approach to the
problems of America always destroys the
human element. They get frustrated.
They become a little restless. And they
say to throw money into the problem.
That is the guaranteed annual wage, the
negative income tax. Then, when we have
an industry that involves the national
security, we are told to give them a grant
through national defense and give them
the money. We are told that we do not
have to be competitive in free enterprise,
as enunciated by Cordell Hull, but that
we should give them a grant.
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This is the fellow who will negotiate
for the United States on this all-impor-
tant question.

Mr, President, Mr. Gilbert appeared
before the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee on June 11, 1968, At that particu-
lar time he testified for the Committee
for a National Trade Policy as follows:

Our committee has always opposed import
control legislation, because such statutes
would Impair the national interest. Once
the United States starts a pattern of import
quotas, allocating a fixed percentage of the
U.S. market to American producers and the
balance to foreign suppliers, we will find
ourselves opening a Pandora's box of govern-
mental controls.

Of course, Mr. President, we got im-
port quotas under the long-term ar-
rangement; and all we are asking for is
the very same thing that President Ken-
nedy talked about—a comprehensive,
industrywide solution, to make it com-
prehensive or extend it to woolen and
manmade fibers. No Pandora’s box has
been opened under the LTA for cotton.

The fact is that the wholesale price
index has been increased .7 percent since
1961, when we had the 1-year short-term
arrangement extended for 5 years under
the LTA, and last year for a 3-year pe-
riod, in comparison with a 6-point in-
crease in the wholesale price index of all
other commodities.

I continue to quote Mr. Gilbert:

A protected market inevitably leads to a
spiral of price increases.

It has not led to price increases in cot-
ton articles. For the cotton, in the shirts
we wear, the cotton farmer gets less than

does the launderer for cleaning it. The

price of that shirt, relatively speaking,

has increased by three times less than

the average increase in the wholesale

price index of other articles in America.
Mr. Gilbert further stated:

We could expect to see a wide range of Gov-
ernment intervention in the U.S. economy
such as we have never experienced except in
wartime, and one which could totally distort
the competitive economy which has made
America prosperous.

I will state what it does to the competi-
tive economy, Mr, President, When I was
Governor of South Carolina, a watch in-
dustry came to open up a plant—the El-
gin Co., from Elgin, Ill. We even renamed
the town of Blaney, S.C., to Elgin, S.C.
South Carolina trained 425 employees for
this plant. Within a year and a half, they
were 30 percent more productive than the
average employee at the Elgin, Ill., in-
stallation. There was nothing wrong with
their training; there was nothing wrong
with their skill, But they could not make
a profit under Mr. Gilbert's concept of
competitive enterprise. They came, ex-
hausting their remedies before the Tariff
Commission. The result: They were de-
nied relief, and the plant has moved
overseas. They do not make Elgin
watches in Illinois or in South Carolina
or in America. The directors and the
stockholders of Elgin are making a grand
profit now. But the American worker does
not have a job. Unemployment—that is
what we are talking about.

I quote Mr. Gilbert further:

In addition, we must anticipate that for-
elgn suppliers, limited to a fixed share of the
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U.S. market, regardiess of how efficiently they
produce, will turn more and more to divid-
ing up that share on &8 cartel-like basis, and
will undoubtedly raise their prices in the
process, The temptations to price rigging, and
even corruption, will be great. And the price
that will be paid by U.S. consumers will be a
heavy one.

Now, Mr. President, here is a man who
last year—within the past 13 months—
believes that any kind of trade regulation
to help a man hold a job in America
and help the industry to compete on a
fair and equitable basis is going to bring
corruption. He said it regularly, con-
stantly, persistently, and repeatedly for
19 years—until he was appointed trade
negotiator. Then he said: “Oh, I believe
there is something to be said for the tex-
tile industry. It deserves study. You
know, if the President is thinking along
these lines, maybe I could help.”

I do not happen to think so. I think he
has made such a sorry record in this re-
gard that any fellow negotiating with
him would put him in deep centerfield,
and he would be completely powerless to
represent the interests of the United
States.

I quote Mr. Gilbert further:

Moreover, U.S. manufacturers who are big
users of steel, and other Important materials,
will find themselves progressively priced out
of world markets on their manufacturers
and, In more and more cases, obliged to
manufacture abroad not on_ly to supply for-
eign markets, but even to supply their own
normal markets in the United States.

Temporarily, Mr, President, steel is
being taken care of. Oil is taken care of.
They have a quota. Steel is taken care of.
They have their quota. So we do not find
the oil people around, and we do not find
the steel people around, because they are
temporarily taken care of.

But what is happening to black jobs,
that everybody is talking about, on a
national basis? Where are we employing
them in the textile industry in South
Carolina? What has happened to the
semiskilled in Appalachia, for whom we
are trying to get jobs? We are exporting
the job overseas by giving them Gilbert.
Do we understand why they riot and are
restless and wonder about Congress?
They wonder about this body. They give
all this talk and get headlines on TV, but
what do they give us? The Japanese
negotiator—that is what they have.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I appear
today in support of the confirmation of
the nomination of Carl J. Gilbert to be
the President’s Special Representative
for Trade Negotiations.

This is a key post in the trade field.
The nomination has not been confirmed
for 3 months. I do appreciate the sincerity
of the opposition to the nomination. I
have known Mr. Gilbert for a long time,
and I have had a great interest in the
trade policies of the United States under
a series of administrations which go back
over the past 20 years. Therefore, I felt
it appropriate that I speak at this time.

Mr. Gilbert is an American who is
unusually well qualified for this position.
He has appeared at length before the
Committee on Finance and the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations, and has an-
swered all questions fully. Both commit-
tees have reported his nomination favor-
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ably. Yet, although a crucial trade con-
ference is presently underway in Japan,
and at a time when the new administra-
tion is actively formulating its new trade
policies, the United States is being
denied the use of the full services of Mr.
Gilbert because the Senate has yet to
act on the President’s nomination.

I make this point because he is now
leading the position of the United States
in a very important area. We have a
serious trade imbalance with Japan.
Later in my statement I shall refer to

some of the problems that are involved.

The position of the United States be-
comes of great importance.

There can be no doubt of Mr. Gilbert’s
qualifications. A lawyer for 17 years in
the Boston firm of Ropes, Gray, Best,
Coolidge, & Rugg, he distinguished him-
self as a citizen with a cool, reasoned
approach to complex issues. For the past
20 years he has served the Gillette Co.
in various capaclties and was chairman
of the board at the time of President
Nixon's nomination on April 10 of this
year. His business affiliations are im-
pressively extensive. As a former di-
rector of firms dealing with textiles, elec-
tronics, banking, and publishing, Mr.
Gilbert would bring to this critical posi-
tion the breadth that is so important in
the formulation, coordination, and ad-
ministration of our foreign trade policy.

The opposition to Mr. Gilbert has
trained its guns upon his advocacy of
trade liberalization. In fact, those most
vehemently opposed to the nomination
have expressed concern that Carl Gil-
bert would be anathema to the textile
industry. I cannot concur with this
opinion as this is not the impression I ob-
tained from the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee hearings on the nomination and
from my knowledge of Mr. Gilbert.

Under questioning by the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. McGeE), he agreed that
the textile interests must be preserved
but not overprotected. This is an emi-
nently reasonable position. It is also im-
portant to note that the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. HoLLINGS) care-
fully questioned Mr. Gilbert at length
before the Senate Finance Committee in
regard to his position on foreign im-
ports and quotas. The Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. HoLLINGs) ap-
parently was satisfled with Mr. Gilbert's
answers, particularly with regard to Mr,
Gilbert’s stated firm intent to carry out
the President’s textile policy and general
trade policy.

Yet, there is a potentially more criti-
cal aspect surrounding this recommenda-
tion. During the tenure of Ambassadors
Christian Herter and William Roth, the
Special Representative for Trade Nego-
tiations has been responsible to the Ex-
ecutive Office of the President. This
structure reflected the belief that U.S.
trade policy should not be the hostage
of a particular agency or department of
the Government.

In order effectively to coordinate often
conflicting views within the executive
branch of our Government, it is impor-
tant that the lines of responsibility run
directly to the White House, Only then
can U.S. commercial interests be clearly
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delineated and translated into an effec-
tive policy.

Mr. Gilbert has, much to my satisfac-
tion, assured the members of the Foreign
Relations Committee that this tradi-
tional structure will be preserved when
he undertakes his duties as U.S. chief
trade negotiator. It is worth repeating
that Mr. Gilbert has publicly testified
that as a representative of the President
of the United States, he would carry out
the trade policies of this administration
to the best of his ability.

I should now like to explain why it is
urgent that the Senate act on this nom-
ination today. Indeed, we will act on it
affirmatively.

With significant justification, we in
Congress and the Nation have been con-
centrating our attention and efforts in
recent months on the serious inflationary
danger threatening this Nation. These
problems certainly demand our concerted
action, but we must not let it obscure our
view of an integrally related and equally
serious economic problem—our deterio-
rating international trade position. The
Nation’s balance of payments, the chief
indicater of that position, skidded from a
surplus in the fourth quarter of 1968 to a
deficit of over $1.7 billion in the first
quarter of the current year. Similarly,
our balance of trade with the nations of
the world showed a deficit of about $275,-
000,000 in the first quarter of 1969 in the
area of general merchandise alone and
an overall balance of payments deficit of
up to $4 billion is threatened in 1969.

It must be remembered, the sharp re-
versal of the whole postwar trade history
of the United States, when we had sur-
pluses in trade of $5 billion to $6 billion
consistently, year after year.

Although our balance-of-payments
problem is longstanding and obviously
not easily solvable, I rise now to bring to
the attention of my colleagues one op-
portunity to begin the alleviation of this
serious imbalance—the Tth annual meet-
ing of the Joint U.S.-Japan Committee
on Trade and Economic Affairs which
has just opened in Tokyo. It is not mere
coincidence that the eyes of the interna-
tional economic community are viewing
this conference with particular interest.
Not only is Japan our greatest overseas
trading partner—two-way trade exceed-
ed $7 billion in 1968—but Japan as well
makes the greatest contribution to the
U.S. trade imbalance,

In the past year, Japan showed a sur-
plus of over $1 billion in her export-
import trade with the United States. In
the first 5 months of this year alone, the
Japanese surplus was more than a half
billion dollars. In April and May, the
Japanese trade surplus was running at a
monthly rate of approximately $150 mil-
lion. This contrasts with 1961 when our
trade balance with Japan was $782 mil-
lion in the black.

In terms of the health of the interna-
tional trading and monetary system, a
surplus of such magnitude needs careful
handling. Surplus nations must act with
a special sense of responsibility—and it
is my hope that Japan will soon take the
necessary measures to help in dealing
constructively with this imbalance. I re-
peat, trade policies which result in a
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mere 9-percent annual rate of increase in
1968 of U.S. exports to Japan, while our
imports from Japan increase by 35 per-
cent over the same 1-year period, raise
political and economic problems.

Yet, more than any other nation in
the free world, Japan has erected the
most severe nontariff barriers to US.
goods and capital. Since the war, our
corporations have actively promoted U.S.
sales in the Japanese market, but have
been faced with continuing and, in my
view, increasingly unjustified trade and
investment barriers. It is true that some
easing of restrictions were enacted by
Japan as a result of the Kennedy round
and GATT. I am also gratified that the
Japanese Government has just put 24
items including automotive engines, wool
textile goods, color film, large electric
generators, and machine tools on liberal-
ized trade list. It i1s to be hoped that more
significant items will be added to this
list in the very near future.

But in reviewing these limited liberal-
ization measures, I must ask whether a
progressive, economically powerful coun-
try whose automobiles are now being sold
in all principal markets of the world,
should not move away from trade and in-
vestment controls more appropriate to
the era of the model T. Is not the com-
plex and comprehensive Japanese sys-
tem of trade and investment controls, es-
tablished when Japan was striving to re-
build its economy, in need of a complete
model change? Would not, also, the Jap-
anese consumer welcome the product di-
versification and lower prices that would
result from trade liberalization?

Now, the reason I place these issues
before the Senate is that they are the
very issues with which the President's
special representative for trade will be
dealing in Japan—right now. It is with
issues such as these which the Presi-
dent's Special Representative for Trade
Negotiations must be integrally involved.
Mr. Gilbert, a member of the American
delegation to the meetings with Japan,
is scheduled to make a major address
concerning the need for an improved
frading relationship between the United
States and Japan. It should be obvious
to us all that such an otherwise signif-
icant statement would have negligible
impact if delivered by a man who has not
yvet been confirmed by the U.S. Senate.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New York yield at that
point, so that I may ask for the yeas
and nays?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays are ordered.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the Senator
from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, tradition-
ally, the Japanese are a people more sen-
sitive to the proprieties of proper pro-
tocol than perhaps are Americans. More
than 3 months have passed since the
President of the United States nomi-
nated an American of outstanding qual-
ifications and character to become his
special representative. Hopefully, if we
do confirm him today, it will acquire
much more significance to Japan and
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I hope will have a measurable effect on
them, which is certainly very badly
needed.

The situation certainly calls for our
immediate and positive action in the
Senate on this nomination. Mr. Gilbert
is over there, under the shadow of having
been appointed 3 months ago. Although
he is an outstanding man and very well
known, he is still not confirmed by the
Senate. How much more acceptable will
be his speech and his representation of
the United States in the ensuing nego-
tiations if his status is confirmed by the
Senate.

I, therefore, sum up as follows, Mr.
President.

First. Mr. Gilbert is a man of outstand-
ing qualifications, one of the most dis-
tinguished Americans who could be ap-
pointed in this field. He is a most desir-
able man for the United States to enlist
in its services in this very critically im-
portant position.

Second, because of his assurance of
objectivity and his profound awareness
of the problems, particularly of the tex-
tile industry in terms of trade and tariff
barriers, which he has explained to the
committees of the Foreign Relations and
Finance, which have caused them to re-
port him out favorably.

Third, because he is right now in a
conference of critical responsibility and
great delicacy in which his confirmation
will be of materially beneficial effect to
the United States, I urge the Senate to
confirm this nomination.

Mr, COTTON. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from New York for his con-
tribution.

Mr. President, without losing his right
to the floor, will the Senator yield 10
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. BROOKE), who
must go to a policy meeting?

Mr, HOLLINGS. I am delighted to
vield to the Senator from Massachusetts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Harris in the chair). The Senator from
Massachusetts is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. BROOKE., Mr. President, I rise in
support of the nomination of Carl J.
Gilbert to be the President's special
representative for trade mnegotiations.
I believe that the President could not
have chosen a better man to fill this key
position.

I have known Carl Gilbert for many
years, He has lived and practiced in
Massachusetts since the late 1920’s. In
his eareer at the Harvard Law School,
as a partner in the distinguished Boston
law firm of Ropes & Gray, in his mili-
tary service, as president and chairman
of the board of the Gillette Co. in Bos-
ton, and as officer, director, and counsel
for several major U.S. firms and orga-
nizations, Carl Gilbert has always dis-
tinguished himself,

His experience in the field of inter-
national trade has been extensive, de-
riving not only from his business asso-
ciations but from his role in many trade-
related organizations. Over the years he
has served as chairman of the advisory
committee on the Export-Import Bank,
chairman of the Committee for a Na-
tional Trade Policy, director of the At-
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lantic Council, and chairman of the
Massachusetts Port Authority, to name
but a few.

In appearances before both the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations and the
Committee on Finance, from which he
received unanimous approval, question-
ing was extensive and detailed; and I
believe a number of important points
emerged which will be of interest to the
Senate,

I know that much concern has been
expressed regarding Mr. Gilbert's views
on what has been referred to as “free
trade.” This is, of course, a relative term,
for never in the history of the world
has genuine free trade been in effect.

Mr. Gilbert readily acknowledged that
as a spokesman for various organizations,
and for the Committee for a National
Trade Policy in particular, he had advo-
cated freer trade among the many ex-
porting and importing nations of the
world. Freer trade, as he deseribed it at
that time was essentially an anti-in-
flationary measure; for where genuine
competition exists, industries will make
every effort to reduce prices and improve
the quality of their goods.

But Mr. Gilbert also emphasized in
his testimony that his commitment to
freer trade was neither ideological nor
irrevocable. First of all, he stressed that
his previous arguments had been made
as an advocate, in the fullest legal sense
of the term, In his own words:

My entire life has been spent either as a
lawyer presenting my clients' views in the
strongest terms of which I was capable, or
as a member of an organization pursuing
the organization's objectives with all the
energy at my command.

He goes on to explain that—

In these (previous) statements I was
speaking, of course, as a private cltizen,
sometimes in terms of hyperbole,

Second, he readily agreed that our
trade policy could not be decided in a
vacuum. Considerations of national se-
curity, protection of domestic manu-
facturers, and preservation and expan-
sion of employment opportunities, are
also essential factors, “Free trade,” or
“freer trade,” is not an unmitigated
blessing and ecannot be pursued as an
end in itself. His previous positions will,
therefore, be carefully reviewed in the
light of the additional facts to which he
now has access and his own larger
responsibilities.

In other areas, Mr. Gilbert expressed
grave concern over the expanding use of
nontariffs by our trading partners, and
he committed himself to insuring that
not only the United States, but also the
other nations of the world meticulously
observe their international commit-
ments. He promised to take a “much
tougher approach” in policing present
international trade agreements and com-
mitting ourselves to new ones. And he
promised to take another serious look at
the growing problems of such troubled
industries as shoes, textiles, and steel.

As an advocate for international busi-
ness and trade associations, Mr. Gilbert
presented an eloquent and persuasive
case for freer trade. As an administrator,
with concerns encompassing the health
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aof domestic industries as well as our role
in world frade, I am certain that Mr,
Gilbert will apply that same understand-
ing and eloquence to representing the
interests of all his “clients” fairly and

‘effectively.

I have great confidence in Carl Gil-
bert’s knowledge, judgment, and excep-
tional abilities. I urge that he be con-
firmed for the office to which he has
been nominated, that of the President's
special representative for trade nego-
tiations.

I thank the distinguished Senator
from New Hampshire and the distin-
guished Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Massachusetts yield?

Mr. BROOKE. I yield.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Does the Senator
from Massachusetts believe that the elec-
tronics industry of Japan, with no wage
and hour controls, with no unemploy-
ment compensation, with no child labor
standards, with no health and safety
standards, is competitive with the Massa-
chusetts electronics industry?

Mr. BROOKE., Not at all. I do not sug-
gest that in my vote of confidence for
Mr. Gilbert.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Does the Senator
know that the nominee does not sub-
scribe to competition?

Mr. BROOKE. No; and in his testi-
mony before the Committee on Finance
he did not so indicate.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Does the Senator
know that on the contrary, before Mr,
Gilbert testified before the Committee
on Finance, he testified last year before
the Ways and Means Committee and op-
posed legislation such as the Senator has
offered on electronics and textiles as pro-
moting corruption that would cause
spiraling prices and wages, and that the
industry should discipline itself?

Mr. BROOKE. As the Senator from
South Carolina knows, I have long been
an advocate and have worked very
closely with him in these matters affect-
ing the textile industry, the shoe indus-
try, and the electronics industry. I can
assure the Senator with all the persua-
sion at my command that I would not
vote for the confirmation of Carl Gilbert
if I thought he would not act fairly and
equitably and in the best interests of
American industry. I think that his
statements before the Committee on Fi-
nance are statements upon which the
distinguished Senator can rely because
this is a man of exceptional ability and
great integrity. As he said before those
committees, he had acted as an advocate,
as a lawyer by profession, and he repre-
sented his clients to the best of his abil-
ity. In dealing with other nations as
representative of a larger and more di-
verse clientele, he will keep in mind the
best interests of the United States and
its industries. I believe him and I ask
my colleagues to believe him.

Mr. HOLLINGS. It is not a question
of his integrity. The question is with re-
spect to how capable he would be in the
position of trade negotiator as a result
of his 19 years of advocacy of a different
position. He has been zealous in opposing
what the distinguished Senator proposed
and voted for last year. The question is:
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How is he going to answer the question
from the country of Japan, when he pro-
poses quotas on woolens and says, “This
is what my Government wants. I have
integrity and I am sincere,” and the Ja-
panese negotiator says, “Carl, forget it.
This is the thing you said would promote
corruption.”

Does not the Senator think that com-
promises his position if he is the trade
negotiator?

Mr. BROOKE. I do not think he can
be or will be compromised.

Mr, HOLLINGS. Does not the Senator
think that after 19 years of taking one
position and the last 60 days taking an-
other position, that that, in and of itself,
is a compromise?

Mr, BROOKE. No, I do not think so.
As I said, I think the man will represent
the United States and its industries to
the best of his ability and in keeping
with the policies established by our
Government.

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

Mr. BROOKE. I yield.

Mr. COTTON, Mr. President, as I said
earlier, I recognize the fact that since
1950 Mr. Gilbert has acted in various
capacities. He is experienced in the prob-
lems of our foreign trade. His integrity
has been brought out to me.

He has defiritely said before the Com-
mittee on Finance and in conversation
with the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. Pastore) and me, “I want it defi-
nitely understood that textiles are in a
class by themselves. I am willing to do
all I can wholeheartedly do to secure
voluntary curtailment or somec restraint
of increasing imports in textiles. This is
as far as I can go.”

I asked him about shoes. He said he
was not sure shoes needed protection.

In the Committee on Finance in re-
sponse to a question by the minority
leader, Mr. Gilbert said:

Mr. Gmueerr. Well, my response was not
intended to indicate that I had an opinion
as to whether the shoe industry needed pro-
tectlon or not. It was to indicate that, on
the record there are two conflicting views
as to the need or lack of it. And my point
was that I think this called for prompt and
thorough examination of the facts to find
out what the true facts are on the basis of
which a judgment could be arrived at. I
have no opinion on the subject at all, sir.

Senator Dmmksen. Of course, Mr. Gilbert,
it calls for something more than an investi-
g-stlon. It calls for some action, if what is
related to me is the fact.

Mr. GireerT. It Is that
talking about.

I cannot conceive of a man who has
been concerned in his various capacities
over the years since 1950 or earlier as
director of the Foreign Trade Council
and a former director of the Committee
for National Trade Policy, and who has
before him obviously the facts that we
have that in 1968 alone 64,000 shoe
workers lost their jobs; that in New
England alone, in the last 10 months, 12
plants have gone out of business—Inci-
dentally, five of them in my little State
of New Hampshire where we lost over
2,500 jobs—I cannot conceive his saying
that he has no opinion at all or “I am not
satisfied the shoe industry needs any

“if" that we are
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protection at all. We have to start from
the beginning and give it a study.”

He is honest about it. He said, “I will
go with you on textiles. I do not approve
of any unilateral action taken by this
country so as to get a curtailment on
textiles. I am with you 100 percent in
my assurance, but on nothing else.” I
think that that sort of proclaimed posi-
tion, sincere as he is, and honest and
able as he is, is just like sending the
Senator from New Hampshire over to
the House to sit in a committee on con-
ference and when I sit down for the
House position out of a belief in the
House position as a matter of honor to
carry through, I do not believe that the
House Members will listen to me. I do
not think this impresses people with
whom we are bargaining.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I do not
think anything will be gained by discus-
sion and debate on protectionism at this
time. As I understand it, what Mr. Gil-
bert was saying before the Finance Com-
mittee—and apparently he made his case
because they unanimously voted to re-
potrt his name to the Senate for con-
firmation—was that he was well in-
formed about the textile industry, that
he understood it, and understood the
need for strengthening the textile indus-
try’s position. When it got to a question
of shoes and other products, there are
many who feel that we cannot have a
blanket quota which would cover all the
industries, that we should take each one
separately and discuss it and investigate
it and make a determination as to what
each industry needs. A quota may not be
the best thing; perhaps subsidies may be
the answer to some industries. But I think
what he was saying was that he had an
open mind, and that he would do the
work and make the investigations before
he made a final determination.

I think Carl Gilbert is the kind of man
we need in this position. The Senator
from New Hampshire has said that the
man has eminent qualifications for the
job by virtue of the long service he has
had. And his integrity is not in question.

When we have qualifications such as
his, and the unquestioned integrity of a
man who has always been honest with
us, when he has been before the com-
mittee twice, and the committee being
satisfied with what he said, I think that
the distinguished Senator from South
Carolina may have exaggerated fears
concerning Mr. Gilbert. I would have
fears myself if I did not believe that mr.
Gilbert could take a larger view in carry-
ing out the policies of the President and
the country, but I firmly believe he can
do this, and will do it.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, there
is no question as to the character and
integrity of George Ball and Christian
Herter or of William Roth. But they have
been the nemeses of our premise on tex-
tiles for the past 10 years.

When President Kennedy was trying
to implement his own program, the State
Department, through George Ball,
dragged its feet. Mr. Ball said he did not
believe in it.

That is not a question of integrity. It
is a question of heart, of belief, of con-
fidence in fair representation of the
Government’s position.

21097

George Ball did not believe in Presi-
dent Kennedy's seven-point program
and dragged his feet and undercut the
program,

Later on, trade negotiator Christian
Herter just sort of stood still. Although
President Johnson came forward and
sald in Providence, R.I., and in Georgia,
what he was going to do but nothing was
done. Thereupon came Mr. Roth, who
outright opposed what the distinguished
Senator from Massachusetts and I voted
for last year when it got over to the con-
ference committee. So it is not a ques-
tion of the man just coming up. I rather
question it when they tell me, “You have
got to fight.” He says, “You have got to
believe,” when he talks about disecipline
in strong terms, just like a cheerleader
in a ball game. But I find his heart has
been on the other side. His word I re-
spect, but I do not believe he has devel-
oped his heart in the past 60 days to
represent the employees of America, un-
derprivilegzed as they are. He thinks
otherwise.

Mr. President, we never had any trou-
ble with the pronouncement of President
Eisenhower, but President Kennedy later
said it was President Eisenhower’s fault.

We never had any trouble with Presi-
dent Kennedy in his pronouncement, but
President Johnson said it was President
Kennedy's fault.

Now when we get to President Nixon,
we did not have any trouble with Presi-
dent Johnson's pronouncement, but
President Nixon ran on a program that
the Johnson administration did not carry
out what it was supposed to do.

All on account of one point: the trade
negotiator. He has been the one ruining
us every time when they bring up the
bill on foreign trade policy and Mr.
Gilbert, nominated for trade negotiator
has been on the other side for years—
for 19 years.

The Senator from Massachusetts says
I have got unfounded fears. Well, there
is no education in the second kick of a
mule. I am now around to the fifth kick.

Mr. COTTON. Mr, President, unfor-
tunately, I have the responsibility of con-
trolling the time, and shortly all our
time will expire, unless we are able to
get an extension, in 10 minutes.

There is one Senator who wishes to be
heard. I do not wish any one of us
tOy—

Mr. BROOKE. I appreciate very much
the time the distinguished Senator from
New Hampshire has given me. Let me
just say in conclusion that I think that
the distinguished Senator from South
Carolina has made out a case against all
Presidents of the United States. I think
that is where the power to make policy
lies, so that is probably where he should
lodge his complaint, not necessarily with
the trade negotiator, The trade negotia-
tor is only carrying out the philosophy
and the policies of Presidents of the
United States.

I believe we will see that Mr. Gilbert
will be a pleasant surprise to us. The
fears the Senator entertains at the pres-
ent time are false fears.

Mr. COTTON. Let me say to the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts——

Mr. BROOKE. I hope that I am right.
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Mr. COTTON. That in this respect
every President of the United States I
have served under since Harry S. Tru-
man—who, incidentally was capable of
telling the State Department to take a
jump in the lake, every one since—Re-
publican and Democrat—in this respect
has knuckled under to the State Depart-
ment time and time again. Thus, I am
disappointed in our Presidents, as is my
good friend from South Carolina.

Mr. BROOKE. I am not being critical,
I assure the distinguished Senator. He
knows that, of course.

Mr. COTTON. Mr, President, I am
happy now to yield to the distinguished
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. HANSEN).

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, let me
say, first of all, that I have nothing but
the greatest respect for Mr. Gilbert, Al-
though I do not know him personally,
everything I have read about him in-
clines me to believe that he is a man
of extraordinary talent and ability, and
of unimpeachable integrity. Certainly,
he is a person in whom the President of
the United States might well repose the
utmost confidence.

Mr. President, let me point out that,
philosophically, I am a free trader.

As a student many years ago of eco-
nomics courses, it seemed to me to make
good sense to contend that if a country
can produce things which it is best
equipped to produce, we would all have
more in the long run.

It is only because of some very per-
sonal experiences and a rather long pe-
riod of observation over the intervening
years between my academic career and
where I now serve, that I have become
disillusioned with the argument that
holds such great philosophical appeal for
s0 many.

I would also like to point out that I
am not unaware that the argument has
been made repeatedly and pointedly and
persuasively that to lower tariff barriers
is, indeed, one of the surer and more
direct routes to world peace.

Mr. President, I occupy, as it is my
privilege to do, one of the two Senate
seats of the State of Wyoming.

For those who may not know, Wyo-
ming ranks fifth among the 50 States in
oil production.

Wyoming is probably No. 2 in produc-
tion of uranium at this time,

Wyoming is high up in the produc-
tion of wool. Further, we consider our-
selves to be an important beef-producing
State, although we are not in the top
10. We also produce sugar beets.

For those who have been in the West
and have visited Wyoming, I need not
point out that we are, as my distin-
guished predecessor Milward Simpson
pointed out, “a land of high altitude and
low multitude.”

We do not have many people in Wy-
oming, Our average elevation is perhaps
5,000 feet. As a consequence, there are
not many crops that can be successfully
produced in Wyoming.

Sugar beets happen to be one of those
crops. They are our best cash crop.

The production of hay on the moun-
tain meadows found throughout the
State is an important source of winter
forage for the cattle raised in our State
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and for some of the herds of sheep that
are found in Wyoming.

I point out that we do not have all of
the agriculture options some States have.
We do not have an agricultural economy
of sufficient flexibility to enable us to go
into the production of other types of
crops if we cannot raise and profitably
market our sugar beets.

While I know the problem of sugar
quotas is resolved in a separate act,
nevertheless I want to point out that
sugar beets happen to be one of the rela-
tively few successful cash crops we have
in Wyoming.

I would like to ask the question, Why
does not free trade work? What is
wrong? Where has this policy, which has
such great appeal to many, many peo-
ple, broken down?

Let us consider our declining trade bal-
ances. If we were to subtract from the
balances in the last few years the amount
of money that has been poured into dif-
ferent types of subsidized industry by the
United States, we would have had a nega-
tive balance of trade long before this.

Why does not free trade work? In the
first place, we ought to take note of the
fact that the taxes the average business-
man pays in this country represent a far
greater investment in government than
is true in many other parts of the world.

These taxes provide funds for some of
the finest government services. They
finance programs that are of interest to
all of us. Therefore taxes necessarily
represent a very important cost of doing
business.

Secondly, and of prime importance,
American wages and the American
standard of living are higher in this
country than in any other country in the
world. While it can be contended philo-
sophically that free trade makes sense, it
does not make good sense when we com-
pare, on the one hand, the wages paid in
this country and the wages paid in other
countries that are in competition for the
American market.

I know something about the ecattle
business because I happen to be in that
business. I have been observing that im-
ports of beef into this country have been
climbing steadily, almost without inter-
ruption, for the last 20 years. They have
come from countries like Australia, New
Zealand, and Ireland. Denmark imports
a great deal of pork into this country.
Those imports have come from areas of
the world that do not start to pay the
wages that the American livestock pro-
ducer pays. They come from parts of the
world where the contribution the live-
stock producer makes to his country does
not start to approximate the contribu-
tion that is made here.

Why should that be of concern to us?
It is of concern to me because actually
what we are doing is exporting jobs.
Every time we put an industry out of
business, every time we make the eco-
nomic stability of a business shaky, we
threaten the jobs of the people who are
engaged in that business.

It is unnecessary for me to point out,
because distinguished Members of this
body have already called attention to it,
what has happened in the textile and
shoe industries. The same thing is hap-
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pening in other industries. As a matter of
fact, just across the border in Mexico,
one of the important electronic manu-
facturing companies that is based in the
United States has a sizable number of
employees in the nation of Mexico. The
wage paid those Mexican workers is about
30 cents an hour,

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

Mr. COTTON. Mr, President, it is pro-
posed that there be a quorum ecall in or-
der that Members of the Senate who are
now in committee can return in time for
the vote. I ask unanimous consent that
the limitation of time be extended for
5 minutes more.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from New Hampshire?

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Reserving
the right to object, for how long?

Mr. COTTON., Five minutes.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I have no
objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senator is recognized for
an additional 5 minutes.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, it is of
prime concern to all of us that we ex-
amine what is happening today. The
American market is the most avidly
sought after market in the world. That
is true because of the purchasing power
Americans have.

I say it makes little sense at all to de-
stroy the purchasing power of our peo-
ple by depriving them of jobs, which is
precisely what we are doing when we per-
mit different facets of American industry
to go under because of competition from
foreign countries where the wages paid
do not even approximate what we pay
workers in the United States.

For that reason, I must express my
concern for the jobs not only of the peo-
ple in my State of Wyoming but people
throughout America, and for the kind of
purchasing power that those jobs pro-
duce, in order that there may be a ready
and a good market for the products we
raise in Wyoming and throughout the
rest of the country.

The oil business today is an important
contributor to Wyoming’s economy. If we
were to lower all of the barriers that limit
the importation of oll into the United
States at this time, there is no doubt in
my mind at all that the oil industry as
we know it in the State of Wyoming
would dry up and become practically
nonexistent.

Likewise, if we permit the unlimited
importation of beef, lamb, and wool these
industries would suffer irreparable dam-
age.

Such a course of action might have an
initial appeal to consumers anticipating
lower prices.

But I respectfully point out, Mr. Presi-
dent, that in the long run such actions
would weaken the United States. It
would wreak havoc to our schools in
many districts of Wyoming, and else-
where, because of the loss of taxes the
cowman, the woolgrower, the oilman
presently pay.

It would hurt our economy. The money
these businesses generate would go to
foreign producers—not our next door
neighbors.
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It would mean unemployment. No
longer would the services of many now
employed in the United States be needed.

The welfare and relief burden would
be increased upon our remaining taxpay-
ers and employers.

For these reasons, Mr. President, I
shall vote “nay” on the matter of the
confirmation of Mr. Gilbert in order
that there can be no doubt about my
position regarding the further lowering
of our trade barriers to unlimited im-
ports,

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that an article in to-
day’s Washington Post, reporting on a
speech by Representative WiLsur MILLS,
chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee of the House of Representatives,
be inserted in the Recorp at this point.

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

Mmrs WaRNs oF U.S. TRADE RESTRICTIONS

Rep. Wilbur Mills (D-Ark.), chief sponsor
of trade legislation in the House, warned
yesterday that he will support restrictive
trade bills unless other countries reach agree-
ment with the U.S. on textile exports.

Mills, in a House speech, said he would
give other nations until this fall to accept a
voluntary limitation on textile exports to
the U.S.

Mills, chairman of the House Ways and
Means Committee, indicated his remarks
were mainly almed at Japan. They were
clearly timed to coincide with a meeting this
week between Japanese cabinet ministers
and U.S. officlals, including Commerce Secre-
tary Maurice Stans.

Mills sald that if the Japanese would agree
to negotiate, then other countries would
follow.

Noting that during the first five months
of this year U.S. imports of woolens and syn-
thetic fibers were up 29 per cent over the
same 1968 period, Mills declared that "this
situation is out of control."

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, there be-
ing no other requests for time, I yield
back any time that may be left.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

The Chair, under the previous order,
will now state the question.

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that,
notwithstanding the previous order, the
able junior Senator from Arkansas be
recognized for a period not to exceed
5 minutes.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
merely report—not that it is new—that
this nomination was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations on April 14.
There were printed hearings. I do not
think there was any objection to the
nomination in the committee.

As the Senate knows, this matter was

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

really held up at the request of the chair-
man of the Committee on Finance. That
committee has now looked at the nomi-
nation and, as I understand it, reported
it back. It has been on the calendar again
for 3 weeks.

I have known Mr. Gilbert for many
years. He is a very reputable man of un-
questionable integrity. He has been a
great success in our private enterprise
system. He has been nominated by the
President. The Foreign Relations Com-
mittee approved his nomination unani-
mously, I believe.

‘We have insisted upon the jurisdiction
of that committee over ambassadorial
nominations. This matter was discussed
at considerable length before. So I will
not repeat that.

All I wish to say is that I think it is
entirely proper that the Senate now pass
upon the nomination of Mr. Gilbert. I
hope the Senate will overwhelmingly
approve him.

I realize that there is some difference
of opinion about our present tariff poli-
cies. All of us have interests in our own
States which conflict even within indi-
vidual States. Certainly there is a con-
flict among the various States.

In my own State there is a degree of
difference of view between the export
segment of our economy, such as cotton,
soybeans, and poultry producers.

I believe that it is in the interest of
certainly a majority of the people in my
State and in this country that we keep a
high degree of freedom of trade. I realize
that there are certain special situations
that need special attention. I would not
for a moment pretend that there is never
a situation which does not warrant spe-
cial attention. However, in general, I
think the country has prospered and that
we have done much better in a period of
relatively free trade.

I am always apprehensive of the re-
turn to the principles of Smoot-Hawley
following World War I, or not long pre-
ceding the great depression of the early
1930’s.

I would hope that the Senate would en-
dorse Mr. Gilbert, who, I believe, shares
the views that, on balance, it is best for
the industries of our country to main-
tain a relatively free trade, always ac-
knowledging that there may be special
cases.

I am very pleased, in any case, to sup-
port the nomination.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, several Senators must attend com-
mittee meetings at 2 o’clock. There has
been considerable discussion on the nom-
ination. If no other Senators wish to ad-
dress their remarks to the nomination, I
ask at this time that the Chair put the
question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having expired, the question is, Will the
Senate advise and consent to the nomi-
nation of Carl J. Gilbert, of Massachu-
setts, to be Special Representative for
Trade Negotiations? On this question
the yeas and nays have been ordered, and
the clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DIRKSEN (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the distinguished Senator from Alaska
(Mr. STeEVENS). If he were present, he
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would vote ‘“yea.” If I were permitted
to vote, I would vote “nay.” Therefore,
I withhold my vote,

Mr., BENNETT (after having voted in
the negative). On this vote I have a pair
with the senior Senator from Kentucky
(Mr. Coorer). If he were present, he
would vote “yea.” If I were permitted to
vote, I would vote ‘“nay.” I therefore
withdraw my vote.

The bill clerk resumed and concluded
the call of the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KeNnepy), the Senator
from Utah (Mr, Moss), and the Sena-
tor from Maryland (Mr., TyYDINGS) are
necessarily absent.

Mr. SCOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON) and
the Senator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS)
are absent on official business.

The Senator from Maryland (Mr.
MATHIAS) is necessarily absent to attend
the funeral of a friend.

The Senator from EKentucky (Mr.
Coorer) is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. BerLmon), and the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. MATHIAS)
would each vote “yea.”

The position of the Senatur from Utah
(Mr, BENNETT), the Senator from Ken-
tucky (Mr. Coorer), the Senator from
Illinois (Mr, Dirksen), and the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. STeVENS) have been
previously announced.

The result was announced—yeas 61,
nays 30, as follows:

[No. 58 Ex.]

YEAS—61
Gore
Gravel
Griffin
Harrls
Hart
Hartke
Hatfield
Hruska
Hughes
Inouye
Jackson
Javits
Jordan, N.C.
Jordan, Idaho
Long
Magnuson
Mansfield
MeCarthy
McGee
McGovern
Metcalf

NAYS—30
Gurney
Hansen
Holland
Hollings
McClellan

McIntyre
Muskie

Alken
Allott
Anderson
Baker
Bayh

Miller
Mondale
Montoya
Mundt
Murphy
Nelson
Packwood
Pearson

Percy
Proxmire
Ribicoff
Schweiker
Spong
Symington
Williams, N.J.
Williams, Del.
Yarborough
Young, N. Dak,
Young, Ohio

Boggs
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd, Va.

Cannon
Case
Church
Cranston
Curtis
Dodd
Dominick
Eagleton
Ellender
Fong
Fulbright
Goodell

Allen

Bible

Byrd, W, Va.
K

Randolph
Russell
Saxbe
Scott
Smith
Sparkman
Stennis
Talmadge
Thurmond
Goldwater Prouty Tower
PRESENT AND GIVING LIVE PAIRS, AS

PREVIOUSLY RECORDED—2
Dirksen, against,
Bennett, agamst,
NOT VOTING—T
Bellmon Mathias Tydings
Cooper Moss
Kennedy Stevens
So the nomination was confirmed.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
President be immediately notified of the
confirmation of this nomination.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
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objection, the President will be notified
forthwith.

Mr. PELL subsequently said: Mr.
President, it was with the greatest
of reluctance that I cast my vote against
the nomination of Mr. Gilbert. I would
not have done so if he were being nomi-
nated for any other position within the
gift of the executive branch of our Gov-
ernment, because he is a man of singu-
lar intelligence, integrity, and ability.

However, the welfare of the textile in-
dustry is of particular importance to my
own State, and that welfare depends in
great part, upon the necessity for quotas
on our imports of textile goods. Mr, Gil-
bert is opposed to quotas, and for that
reason would be in a difficult position
in working out and negotiating arrange-
ments favorable to the textile interests
of our area.

I hope, though, that at a later day I
may have the opportunity to vote for
the confirmation of Mr. Gilbert for any
other job not directly related to this
question of quotas.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate resume the consideration of legis-
lative business.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate the unfin-
ished business, which the clerk will state.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. S. 2546, to
authorize appropriations during the
fiscal year 1970 for procurement of air-
craft, missiles, naval vessels, and tracked
combat vehicles, and research, develop-
ment, 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 pur-
poses.

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR-
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant
to the previous order, the Senate will
now proceed for a period of 30 minutes to
the transaction of routine morning busi-
ness, with statements therein limited to
3 minutes.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:
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ProPOSED WATER UsEr AcT oF 1969

A letter from the Secretary of Transpor-
tation, transmitting a draft of proposed leg-
islation to provide for the imposition of
waterway user charges and for other pur-
poses (with accompanying papers); to the
Committee on Finance.

Prorosep HicHwAY User Acr or 1069

A letter from the Secretary of Transpor-
tation, transmitting a draft of proposed leg-
islation to provide additional revenues for
the Highway Trust Fund and for other pur-
poses (with accompanying papers); to the
Committee on Finance.

REPORT OF THE COMPTROLLER GGENERAL

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the costs incurred to pre-
serve the Columbia River Basin as a source
of salmon and steelhead trout, dated July
29, 1969 (with an accompanying report); to
the Committee on Government Operations.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

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

By the VICE PRESIDENT:

A resolution adopted by the Rockland
County Board of Supervisors, New City, N.Y.,
praying for the continuance of tax exemp-
tion of bonds of local governments; to the
Committee on Finance.

A letter, in the nature of a petition, from
Francis L. and Lucile P, Cavendar, of Attle-
boro, Mass,, expressing the hope that the re-
cent accldent will not adversely reflect upon
Senator Epwarp EENNEDY, personally or pro-
fessionally; to the Committee on Rules and
Administration.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. SPAREMAN, from the Committee
on Banking and Currency, with amend-
ments:

S.J. Res. 140. Joint resolution to provide
for the striking ol medals in honor of Amerl-
can astronauts who have flown in outer
space (Rept. No, 91-337).

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

S. Res. 205. Resolution to set forth as an
expression of the sense of the Senate a basic
principle regarding the recognition by the
United States of forelgn governments (Rept.
No. 91-338).

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia subse-
quently said: Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the report on Senate
Resolution 205, filed earlier today by the
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT) ,
from the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, be printed, together with individ-
ual views.

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

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A
COMMITTEE

As in executive session, the following
favorable reports of nominations were
submitted:

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

I. W. Abel, of Pennsylvania, Harold Brown,
of California, William J. Casey, of New York,
Douglas Dillon, of New Jersey, William C.
Foster, of the District of Columbia, Kermit
Gordon, of the District of Columbia, James
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R. Killlan, Jr., of Massachusetts, John J.
MecCloy, of New York, Lauris Norstad, of
Ohio, Peter @. Peterson, of Illinois, J. P.
Ruina, of Massachusetts, Dean Rusk, of the
District of Columbla, Willlam W, Scranton,
of Pennsylvania, Cyrus Roberts Vance, of
New York, and John Archibald Wheeler, of
New Jersey, to be members of the General
Advisory Committee of the U.S. Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency; and

Kenneth Franzheim II, of Texas, to be
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten-
tiary to New Zealand.

AUTHORIZATION FOR PERMANENT
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGA-
TIONS TO FILE REPORTS

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, at the request of the Senator from
Arkansas (Mr, McCLELLAN) , I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Government Operations have until No-
vember 30, 1969, to file reports of its
Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga-
tlons. These reports are as follows:

“Riots, Civil, and Criminal Disorders
in Houston, Tex., and Nashville, Tenn";

“Riots, Civil, and Criminal Disorders
in Plainfield, N.J.";

“Riots, Civil, and Criminal Disorders
in Detroit, Mich.";

“Riots, Civil, and Criminal Disorders
in Newark, N.J.”;

“Riots, Civil, and Criminal Disorders,
OEO Grant to the Woodlawn Organiza-
tion, Chicago, I11.”; and

“Riots, Civil, and Criminal Disorders,
OEO Grant to Wilmington Youth Emer-
gency Action Council, Wilmington, Del.”

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

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. MONDALE:

5. 2715. A bill for the relief of Dr. Venanclo
Tiu Jo; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. SCOTT:

8.2716. A blll providing for a study of
serious interruptions of certaln essential
services; to the Committee on Commerce.

(The remarks of Mr. Scort when he intro-
duced the bill appear later in the RECORD
under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr, ERVIN:

8. 2717. A bill to amend title II of the
Soclal Security Act so as to permit certain
additional individuals who become disabled
prior to attaining age 31 to become entitled
to disability insurance benefits, to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mr. BENNETT (for himself, Mr.
ALLEN, Mr. ALrLoTT, Mr. BYyrp of West
Virginia, Mr. Burpick, Mr. CANNON,
Mr, CHURCH, Mr. Coox, Mr. CorToN,
Mr. CurTis, Mr. DoLE, Mr, DOMINICK,
Mr. EASTLAND, Mr. ErRvin, Mr, FANNIN,
Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. GrAVEL, Mr,
Hawnsgw, Mr. Harris, Mr. Hruska, Mr,
Jorpan of Idaho, Mr, MANSFIELD, Mr,
McGee, Mr. MercaLr, Mr., Moss, Mr.
Munbpt, Mr. MurRPHY, Mr. PACKWOOD,
Mr. PearsoN, Mr., ProxXmime, Mr,
Saxee, Mr. SCHWETKER, Mr. ScorT, Mr.
SPARKMAN, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. TaALn-
MADGE, Mr. THUurRMOND, Mr., TOWER,
and Mr, Youna of North Dakota) :

S.2718. A bill to modify ammunition
recordkeeping requirements; to the Commit-
tee on Finance, by unanimous consent.

(The remarks of Mr. BENNETT When he
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introduced the bill appear later in the Recorp
under the appropriate heading.)
By Mr. TOWER:

5.2719. A bill to prohibit the sending of
certaln unsolicited merchandise through the
mail and to authorize treble-damage suits for
injuries caused by such merchandise which
is potentially harmful and unpurchased; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

{ The remarks of Mr. Tower when he intro-
duced the bill appear later in the RECORD
under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. MURPHY (for himself, Mr.
Fanwniw, and Mr. GOLDWATER) :

S.2720. A blll to place additional restric-
tlons on the political activities of members
and commissioners of certain Federal agen-
cles; to the Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration.

(The remarks by Mr. MurrHY when he
introduced the bill appear later in the REcorp
under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. JAVITS (for himself, Mr.
ProuTy, Mr. BELLMON, Mr. DoMINICE,
Mr. MurpPHY, and Mr. SCHWEIKER) :

S.2721. A bill to amend the Higher Educa-
tlon Act of 1965 to authorize Pederal incen-
tive payments to lenders with respect to in-
sured student loans when necessary, in the
light of economic conditions, in order to as-
sure that students will have reasonable access
to such loans for financing their education;
to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.

(The remarks of Mr. Javirs. when he
introduced the blll appear later in the REcorp
under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. NELSON:

S.2722. A bill to amend title II of the So-
cial Security Act to provide a general in-
crease of 26 percent in the amount of the
benefits payable thereunder (with a mini-
mum old-age benefit of $100), to provide
for cost-of-living increases in such benefits
in the future, to increase the amounts indi-
viduals may earn without suffering deduc-
tlons from such benefits, and to amend title
XVIII of such Act so as to include eye care,
dental care, hearlng aids, and routine physi-
cal examinatlons within the services cov-
ered by the Insurance program established
by part B of such title, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance.

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

By Mr. FONG:

S.2723. A bill for the relief of Hermogenes
Lucuesta Rana;

S. 2724. A Dbill for the rellef of Estrella
Baysa Garcia;

S.2725. A bill for the relief of Burgos Jose
Maglay; and

5.2726, A bill for the relief of Ming EKam;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MILLER.:

S. 2727, A bill to provide for the sharing
of Federal tax receipts with the States and
their political subdivisions for purposes of
education; to the Committee on Finance.

(The remarks of Mr. Mi.LEr wWhen he in-
troduced the bill appear later in the REcorp
under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr., ALLOTT (for himself and Mr.
DoMINICK) :

S. 2728. A bill for the rellef of James E.
Fry, Jr., and Margaret E. Fry, to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

8. 27T16—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
PROVIDING FOR A STUDY OF SE-
RIOUS INTERRUPTIONS OF CER-
TAIN ESSENTIAL SERVICES

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I introduce,
for appropriate reference, a bill provid-
ing for a thorough independent investi-
gation of the causes and effects of elec-
tric power failure resulting from storms,
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severe or prolonged adverse weather con-
ditions on transportation and other es-
sential public services. Under my bill,
the Director of the Office of Emergency
Preparedness would be required to sub-
mit the results of his study to Congress
within 1 year from the date of enact-
ment together with any recommenda-
tions minimizing the adverse effects of
electric power failures.

The introduction of my bill is
prompted by the recent power shortage
which nearly crippled the Northeast
United States, as has happened at least
twice in the past few years, We all well
remember how New York, our Nation's
largest city, was brought to a standstill
a few years ago. I recall how millions
of Americans, of whom I was one, groped
about, flashlights in hand, in search of
their cars, their homes, and their dinners.
The New York blackout occurred in the
cool autumn, not in the oppressive heat
of summer when air conditioning is
draining additional amounts of electric
power, With the hottest period of this
year still ahead of us, and already with
one crisis just barely averted, we seem
to be facing the real possibility of an-
other blackout.

It should be noted that I introduced
bills similar to the one which I am in-
troducing today, following major black-
outs, in both the 89th and 90th Con-
gresses, but that no action was taken.
With no pun intended, I would hope that
in the light of recent events, my bill will
now be considered favorably.

This month’s power crisis was averted
by prompt action of 12 major utility
companies in four States, comprising one
of the Nation’s largest power combines.
These companies were forced to appeal
to their own customers to curtail the use
of electricity to “avoid any widespread
power failure.” The four States involved,
Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Maryland,
and Delaware, represent approximately
20 million people, or one-tenth of our Na-
tion's population. Officials of the Penn-
sylvania-New Jersey-Maryland intercon-
nection, the power pool, said that the
“potential emergency” this month ex-
isted due to the combined effect of very
hot, humid weather and an “unexpected
loss of generating capacity due to equip-
ment failures.”

Although it is an isolated example, I
am aware of at least one instance of such
equipment failure in my own Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania. According to
press reports, there is a malfunctioning
at the Keystone Mine-Mouth generating
plant near Johnstown, Pa. The plant,
which normally puts out 1.8 million kilo-
watts, was down to only 650,000 when the
emergency occurred. One of two gener-
ating units, which normally produce
900,000 kilowatts each, was shut down by
mechanical failure on June 28. Since
then, malfunction in the other unit has
reduced its production to 650,000 kilo-
watts, If these reports are accurate, then
we can ill afford to continue operating as
we have in the past.

Mr. President, the recent power short-
age underscores the great need for an
in-depth look at the power sefup which
we utilize 24 hours a day. We must de-
velop ways and means to avert the type
of crisis which once again nearly
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caused us tremendous disruption. The
study proposed in my bill should help in
designing the framework necessary for
an orderly approach to solving the prob-
lem, and I urge its prompt enactment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

The bill (S. 2716) providing for a study
of serious interruptions of certain essen-
tial services, introduced by Mr. ScorT,
was received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Commerce.

S. 2718—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
FOR REPEAL OF AMMUNITION
REGISTRATION

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I rise
on behalf of myself and several other
Senators to introduce a new ammunition
bill. This is a slightly modified version
of my previous bill, S. 845.

I should like to explain to the Senate
the purpose for this new legislation.

It has been made quite clear to me
that the House Judiciary Committee has
no intention of considering and report-
ing any firearms or ammunition legisla-
tion in the 91st Congress. Consequently,
in the end it would be a futile effort to
have the bill reported by the Senate
Judiciary Committee only to have it die
in committee on the House side. The
American sportsman deserves to have
this legislation enacted. I feel an obliga-
tion, therefore, to the legitimate sports-
man and gunowner who buys ammuni-
tion and to the 39 cosponsors of S. 845 to
find a way to pass this bill.

I believe that I have accomplished
this by redrafting the bill to amend sec-
tion 4182 of title 26 of the United States
Code which deals with firearms record-
keeping under the internal revenue part
of the Code. This redrafting was accom-
plished with the full cooperation and
support of the Treasury. By amending
section 4182, which covers the record-
keeping responsibilities of the Alcohol,
Tobacco, and Firearms Division in the
Internal Revenue Service, it is entirely
logieal and reasonable to have this bill
referred to the Senate Finance Com-
mittee.

The bill as written does precisely the
same thing as did S. 845, It simply re-
moves the recordkeeping requirements
of the 1968 Gun Control Act with regard
to ammunition. Of course, when this is
done, the regulations drawn up by the
Treasury Department in 19638 will also
be abolished. These regulations, which
require nine separate pieces of informa-
tion, are nothing more than backdoos
registration.

Under the Gun Control Act of 1968,
the Secretary is required to record the
name, age, and address of a person buy-
ing any type of ammunition. But, as the
regulations came from the Treasury
last year, a person is now required to
give his name, address, date of birth,
date, manufacture, caliber, gage or
type of component, quantity of ammu-
nition purchased and a driver's license
or other type of identification. I do not
feel from my reading of the act or the
debate, that Congress intended such a
procedure.
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Now after administering that act for
some 8 months, the Treasury is quite
convinced that registration of persons
buying shotgun, rifle, .22 caliber rimfire
ammunition and component parts of the
same types of shells is unnecessary and
unrealistic.

1 should point out that this bill, as did
S. 845, will not eliminate registration re-
quiremenfs on the purchase of most
handgun ammunition. The ammunition
it deals with is the type used mostly in
sporting types of firearms.

I also feel this bill should be enacted
before the 1969 fall hunting season be-
gins. Many of our sportsmen have not
yet undergone the experience of pur-
chasing ammunition under the present
law, I predict that if we do not enact this
before the fall season begins, we will
hear from the law abiding, legitimate
gunowners as never before.

I wish to express my thanks to the
distinguished chairman of the Juvenile
Delinquency Subcommittee who most
graciously withheld consideration of
S. 845 in the hearings which began last
week. He has been most cooperative.

The following Senators have joined
me in cosponsoring this new legislation:

Senators JameEs B. ALLEN, Democrat
of Alabama; GorboN ArLLoOTT, Republi-
can of Colorado; Rosert C, BYrp, Demo-
crat of West Virginia; QuenTiN BURDICK,
Democrat of North Dakota; Howarp
Cannon, Democrat of Nevada; FRANK
CaURCH, Democrat of Idaho, MARLOW
Coox, Republican of Kentucky; NORRIS
CorroN, Republican of New Hampshire;
CarL Curtis, Republican of Nebraska;

RoserT DoLE, Republican of Kansas;
Perer Dominick, Republican of Colo-
rado; James O. EasTLAND, Democrat of
Mississippi; Sam J. ErvIN, Jr., Democrat
of North Carolina; PauvL J. FANNIN, Re-
publican of Arizona, Barry M. GoLp-

WATER, Republican of Arizona; MIKE
GraveL, Democrat of Alaska; CLIFFORD
P. Hansew, Republican of Wyoming;
FreEp R. Harr1s, Democrat of Oklahoma;
Roman L. Hruska, Republican of Ne-
braska.

Also Senators LEN JoroaN, Republi-
can of Idaho; Mike MANSFIELD, Demo-
crat of Montana; GaLe W. McGeE, Dem-
ocrat of Wyoming; LEe MeTCALF, Demo-
erat of Montana; Frank E. Moss, Demo-
crat of Utah; KarL E, MunpT, Republi-
can of South Dakota; GEORGE MURPHY,
Republican of California; RoBERT PAcK-
woop, Republican of Oregon; JamEes O.
PearsoN, Republican of Kansas; WiL-
LiAM Proxmirg, Democrat of Wisconsin;
WiLriam B. Saxse, Republican of Ohio;
RIcHARD SCHWEIKER, Republican of
Pennsylvania; HucH Scorr, Republican
of Pennsylvania; JoHN SPARKMAN,
Democrat of Alabama; TEp STEVENS, Re-
publican of Alaska; HERMAN TALMADGE,
Democrat of Georgia; STRoM THURMOND,
Republican of South Carolina; Joun G.
Tower, Republican of Texas; MivLToN
R. Youne, Republican of North Dakota.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that since this bill amends the In-
ternal Revenue Code, it be referred to
the Committee on Finance,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be recelved and referred to the Com-
mittee on Finance, as requested.
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The bill (S. 2718) to modify ammuni-
tion recordkeeping requirements, intro-
duced by Mr. BENNETT (for himself and
other Senators), was received, read
twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Finance, by unanimous
consent.

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. President, I
should like to congratulate the Senator
from Utah on his worthwhile statement,
and offer my strong support for his ef-
forts to modify ammunition recordkeep-
ing requirements.

I have been opposed to those gun con-
trol measures which have the sole effect
of imposing burdensome requirements
on sportsmen and other law-abiding citi-
zens, but which have no effect on erimi-
nals, and do not serve to deter crimes.
The existing ammunition reporting re-
quirements are in this category, and I
feel it is our duty to modify them.

This bill, by exempting shotgun shells,
.22-caliber rimfire ammunition, and
metallic ammunition suitable for use
only in rifles, would relieve the buyers of
these kinds of ammunition from the bur-
densome Internal Revenue Service re-
porting regulations, which I feel are
beyond congressional intent when it
passed the 1968 law.

Under the existing definition of “am-
munition” records are required, even in
routine sales of ammunition to law-
abiding hunters and sportsmen, of the
date of sale, the manufacturer and cali-
ber of the ammunition, and the buyer’s
name, address and birth date. The buyer
must also furnish a means of identifica-
tion, such as driver’s license, in order to
buy his ammunition.

In addition, it is interesting to note
that sportsmen, not criminals, load their
own shells, yet under the current defini-
tions sales of components to reload shells
must be registered. This is bureaucratic
paperwork at its worst, and I have asked
Senator BENNETT to include the exemp-
tion of component parts in the amend-
ment.

These paperwork requirements to buy
a box of shells are an example of unnec-
essary bureaucratic excess. But more im-
portant, they are totally ineffective in
terms of the purpose of the 1968 act; the
control of crime and criminals. By re-
moving rifle and shotgun ammunition
from these paperwork requirements, we
do not weaken the drive against crime
in any way, but we do remove unneces-
sary and inefficient inconveniences from
law-abiding citizens.

For instance, worthwhile measures
which do deter erime are those which
impose mandatory additional prison sen-
tences for crimes committed while pos-
sessing or using firearms. I support these
proposals, which can work, just as I op-
pose the inclusion of ammunition re-
porting requirements, which have no ef-
fect on crime.

Administrative complaints have not
succeeded in clarifying the Internal
Revenue Service regulations, and I there-
fore urge passage of Senator BENNETT'S
bill to remedy these excessive procedures.

Mr. SAXBE., Mr. President, I think of
this particularly in terms of its effect
upon those who are trapshooters and
skeetshooters and the difficulties which
have come about through this law and
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the interpretations which have been
changed several times.

This is a large and growing sport. A
high percentage of these sportsmen load
their own ammunition. They save the
shells and buy simple components,

By forcing them into this intricate
paperwork, and by making it difficult for
gun clubs to acquire and dispense the
ammunition on their grounds, they have
discouraged a sport which has been one
of the outstanding American sports to
grow in this century.

I believe that, rather than discourag-
ing these people, they should be encour-
aged. This bill, I believe, will go a long
way toward encouraging them.

5. 2719—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO PROHIBIT THE SENDING OF
CERTAIN UNSOLICITED MER-
CHANDISE THROUGH THE MAIL

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I am in-
troducing today a bill that would pro-
hibit the sending of certain unsolicited
merchandise through the mail and au-
thorize suit for triple damages for in-
juries sustained as a result of violation
of this act. I am proposing this measure
today because I have become increas-
ingly aware of the need for a clarifica-
tion of the consumers’ rights and re-
sponsibilities in this area.

I became aware of this problem as a
result of complaints from my constitu-
ents, and on further investigation, I be-
gan to see the need for legislation. At
present there is no uniform law setting
down the rights and responsibilities of
the consumer with regard to the receipt
of unwanted and unsolicited merchan-
dise. Not knowing what is required of
him, the consumer sometimes becomes
obligated eventually to purchase mer-
chandise which was never desired. This
is because, many times, the burden is
on the recipient to return the merchan-
dise within a specified period of time
in order to escape being billed. It may
happen that the recipient inadvertently
uses the merchandise, mistaking it for
a sample, finding out only too late that
he has obligated himself to purchase it.
One would suspect that this would hit
especially hard with respect to the poor,
who are less informed with regard to
legalities, and less able to pay. Mrs.
Irma Angevine of the Consumer Feder-
ation of America, in response to my in-
quiries, indicated that, in her opinion,
legislation would be very helpful. She
stated that the problem was mentioned
frequently in letters from consumers,
and in question-and-answer sessions in
her travels around the country. The Post
Office Department also indicated that
the problem would seem to be quite sig-
nificant, if complaints and congressional
inquiries are any indication.

My legislation would seek to relieve
this situation by shifting the burden of
action away from the consumer. The bill
would prohibit the Postmaster General
from delivering merchandise offered for
sale, unless such merchandise is sent at
the request of the addressee. Merchan-
dise sent by nonprofit organizations ex-
empt from taxation under section 501(a)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
would not be restricted by the provisions
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of this bill. In addition to prohibiting
the mailing of such merchandise, my bill
would authorize suit for triple damages
for injuries resulting from potentially
harmful merchandise which has been
transmitted through the mail in viola-
tion of this act, and which has not been
purchased by the addressee. I include this
provision to provide some relief for ac-
cidents which may occur when children
come into contact with drugs, pesticides,
and razor blades transmitted through the
mail in violation of this act.

Mr, President, I feel that this legisla-
tion would be beneficial to all Americans.
It would remove the burden of proof
from the consumer, and hopefully avert
some of the accidents involving poten-
tially harmful products.

Mr. President, I ask that the text of
this bill be printed in the Recorp at this
point.

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

The bill (S. 2719) to prohibit the send-
ing of certain unsolicited merchandise
through the mail and to authorize treble-
damage suits for injuries caused by such
merchandise which is potentially harm-
ful and unpurchased, introduced by Mr.
Tower, was received, read twice by its
title, referred to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service, and ordered to
be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

S.2719

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That (a) chapter

51 of title 39, United States Code, 1s amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new section:

“§ 4011. UNSOLICITED MERCHANDISE

“(a) Merchandise offered for sale through
the mall is nonmailable matter, shall not
be carried or delivered by mall, and shall
be disposed of as the Postmaster General
directs, unless—

*{1) such merchandise ls sent at the re-
quest or upon the authorization of the ad-
dressee; or

“{2) such merchandise 1s sent by an orga-
nization which is exempt from taxation un-
der section 501(a) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954.

“(b) If any person ls injured, or his prop-
erty is damaged, as the result of potentially
harmful merchandise which (1) has been
transmitted through the malls in violation
of subsection (a) of this section, and (2)
has not been purchased by such person, he
may commence & civil action In a district
court of the United States against any per-
son who caused such merchandise to be
malled. The clvil action may be brought,
without regard to the amount in controversy,
in any judicial district in which the de-
fendant resides, is found, has an agent,
maintains a place of business, or in which
such merchandise has been recelved. The
person may recover in any such action three
times the damages sustalned by him, to-
gether with the cost of the sult and any ex-
penses, Including loss of earnings and rea-
sonable attorney fees, Incurred as a result
of the prosecution of such suit.”

(b) The analysis of chapter 51 of such
title, immediately preceding sectlion 4001, is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new item:

*4011. Unsolicited merchandise.”.

Sec., 2. (a) Chapter B3 of title 18, United
States Code, 1s amended by adding at the
end thereof the followlng new section:
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“§ 1735. UNSOLICITED MERCHANDISE

“Whoever knowingly deposits for malling
or delivery, or knowingly causes to be de-
livered by maill according to the direction
thereon, any matter declared to be nonmail-
able under section 4011 of title 39, shall
be fined a sum not to exceed $50 for each
such violation, each malling constituting a
separate violation.”

(b) The analysis of chapter 83 of such
title, immediately preceding section 1691,
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new item:

“1735. Unsolicited merchandise.”

S. 2720—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO PLACE ADDITIONAL RESTRIC-
TIONS ON THE POLITICAL ACTIV-
ITIES OF MEMBERS AND COMMIS-
SIONERS OF CERTAIN FEDERAL
AGENCIES

Mr., MURPHY. Mr. President, I intro-
duce a bill and ask that it be appro-
priately referred. This measure would
extend present prohibitions on political
activity to the heads of the Federal
Government's major regulatory agencies
and the Civil Service Commission. My
bill would extend existing laws’ prohibi-
tions on political activity to the following
Federal agencies: the Atomie Energy
Commission, the Board of Governors of
the Federal Reserve System, the Civil
Aeronautics Board, the Federal Home
Loan Bank Board, and the National
Labor Relations Board, the Federal Com-
munications Commission, the Federal
Maritime Commission, the Federal Power
Commission, the Federal Trade Commis-
sion, the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion, and the Securities and Exchange
Commission.

Mr, President, the regulatory process
and the regulatory agencies are an im-
portant part of our Government, Deci-
sions rendered, regulations promulgated,
and actions taken impinge on the daily
life of every American. A decision to buy
a television set, ride on a train or a plane,
buy or sell common stock, make a tele-
phone call, borrow or lend money, hire
or fire an employee—all these and many
more activities are affected to some de-
gree by the actions of the regulatory
agencies of the Government.

Shortly after assuming office in 1961,
former President John Kennedy said of
the regulatory agencies:

The responsibilities with which they have
been entrusted permeate every sphere and
almost every act,ivlty of our national life.
Whether it be transportation, communica-
tions, the development of our natural re-
sources, the handling of labor-management
relationships, the elimination of unfair trade
practices, or the flow of capital investment—
to take only a few examples—these agencles
and their performance have a profound effect
upon the direction and pace of our economic
growth.

Under title V, section 7324 of the
United States Code, Pederal employees of
executive agencies are prohibited from,
first, using official authority or influence
for the purpose of interfering with or ef-
fecting the result of an election or sec-
ond, taking an active part in political
management or in political campaigns.
Subsection (d) (3) of this section pro-
vides an exception from taking an active
part in the political management or in
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political campaigns prohibition for those
appointed by the President with the ad-
vice and consent of the Senate, My bill
would remove this exemption and thus
prohibit partisan political management
and campaigning by members of cer-
tain Federal boards and independent
commissions.

Also, my bill would amend section 7323
of title V of the United States Code,
which prohibits political contributions.
The section provides that an “employee
in an executive agency may not request
or receive from, or give to, an employee,
a Member of Congress, or an officer of a
uniformed service a thing of value for
political purposes.” As is the case under
section 7324, there is an exemption from
this prohibition for one appointed by the
President with the advice and consent of
the Senate. My bill would eliminate the
exemption for the major regulatory
agencles previously mentioned and the
Civil Service Commission. There is a
comparable criminal provision in section
602 of title XVIII of the United States
Code and there are no exceptions; how-
ever, this eriminal provision eovers only
soliciting or receiving things of value,
and it does not apply fo giving. There-
fore, it would be possible for a member of
the regulatory agencies or the Civil
Service Commissioner to give a political
contribution to a Member of Congress.

Hence, there is a need for extending
the prohibition on giving to the heads of
regulatory agencies and the Civil Service
Commissioner, and by removing the ex-
emption of section 7323 for these agen-
cies my bill does just that.

Upon reexamination of these excep-
tions from the political activity restric-
tions for persons appointed by the Presi-
dent with the consent of the Senate, I be-
lieve it is clear that the exemption for
heads of regulatory agencies does not
meet the rationale and purpose of the
exemption. The exemption was put in the
act in recognition that certain individ-
uals who are in top policymaking posi-
tions and who are required to answer for
the administration must of necessity be
allowed to identify with and support the
administration in power. But it is clear
to me, Mr. President, that the heads of
regulatory agencies, to whom my amend-
ment would extend the prohibition or
political activity restriction, are not in
political positions. These individuals
have tremendous power. They exercise
quasi-judicial powers. They are not sup-
posed to be answerable to the adminis-
tration in power. They are not respon-
sible for the formulation and execution
of administration policy. Their task is to
carry out the policy pursuant to the
various statutes enacted by the Congress.
In administering these laws, they decide
cases and issues that have a tremendous
infiluence on the lives of each of our citi-
zens. Certainly, when one considers the
great social and economiec impact of de-
cisions made by the regulatory agencies,
the genera] public has every reason fo
demand—and my amendment helps pro-
vide—political neutrality in the exercise
of their duty.

While I would be the first to admit,
Mr. President, there has been overall
little abuse in this area, nevertheless one
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can recall the adverse publicity and re-
action that resulted during the last Con-
gress when the former head of the Civil
Service Commission, Chairman Macy,
participated in party fund-raising ac-
tivities, In my judgment, it was partic-
ularly unwise and unfortunate for the
chairman of the Federal agency respon-
sible for the administering of Federal
laws designed to prevent pernicious po-
litical activity of public employees to
actively eject himself into partisan ac-
tivities. The Civil Service Commission is
charged with the responsibility of ad-
ministering Federal laws deemed neces-
sary to maintain an impartial and ef-
ficient civil service. I would observe, Mr.
President, that my bill would extend the
political restrictions to the major regu-
latory agencies, including the Civil Serv-
ice Commission. The bill further provides
that where the Civil Service Commis-
sioner is involved in a violation, the Jus-
tice Department will act as the enforce-
nment agency.

Also, Mr. President, my bill would
amend section 7323 of title V so as to
eure a present defect. This section, orig-
inally enacted in 1876, requires the re-
moval of an employee violating its pro-
visions, but it does not give a particular
agency enforcement responsibility, My
bill would assign enforcement responsi-
bility to the Civil Service Commission,
Finally, my bill would amend the penalty
provision of section 7323 of title V of
the United States Code to provide a range
of penalties, instead of the sole penalty
of dismissal as provided in section 7325
of title V of the United States Code.

Mr. President, this bill is very con-
sistent with past efforts of mine. Where
there is abuse or great potential for
abuse, and there is in this instance, I have
attempted to make certain that politics
are removed from the programs. For ex-
ample, when the President early this
year announced that he planned to eli-
minate politics from the Post Office De-
partment, I immediately issued a state-
ment applauding his action. I ask
unanimous consent that this statement
be inserted at the conclusion of my re-
marks,

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

(See exhibit 1.)

In addition, I led the effort beginning
in 1965 to remove politics from the
poverty program. As ranking Republican
on the Senate Labor and Public Welfare
Subcommittee on Employment, Man-
power, and Poverty, I am convinced that
these amendments have had a salutary
effect on the program and are helping
to assure that the funds are being used
for the program’s intended beneficiaries
and not for political purposes.

Mr. President, because this bill makes
good sense and because it deals with an
area where abuse has occurred and where
the potential for abuse is even greater,
I urge that the Senate Post Office and
Civil Service Committee give the bill its
most careful consideration. The bill is
most consistent with the administration’s
announcements and actions toward im-
proving Government and restoring the
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people’s confidence and faith in our
governing institutions. I am optimistic
that the measure will recelve the ad-
ministration’'s endorsement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

The bill (S. 2720) to place additional
restrictions on the political activities of
members and commissioners of certain
Federal agencies, introduced by Mr.
MurpHY (for himself and other Sen-
ators), was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Rules and Administration.

The statement, presented by Mr.
MureHY, is as follows:

ExHIBIT 1

WasHINGTON.—Senator George Murphy (R.
Calif.), who in the 90th Congress led a
successful effort to eliminate politics from
the poverty program, today praised Presi-
dent Nixon's decision to take politics out of
the Post Office Department.

“Ability, not party affililation, must be the
test of employment,” Murphy said. “In the
past, the party out of power has frequently
urged the elimination of the ‘spolls system’
in the postal system. Already this patronage
system has cost the taxpayers far too many
dollars.

“Last year I supported a Republican
amendment to the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act which would have removed patron-
age from the Post Office. Although the
amendment passed the Senate, the measure
died when the House falled to take action
prior to adjournment. By his decision, Pres-
ident Nixon demonstrated that performance,
not promises, will be the hallmark of the
Republican Administration.”

Murphy said that hardly a day goes by
in his office when he does not recelve a com-
plaint regarding the postal system, “There
is general realization that the Post Office De-
partment must be made to operate on a
more businesslike and efficlent basis. No busi-
ness could survive which perpetuated a pa-
tronage system such as has existed in the
Post Office Department since the days of Ben
Franklin. A successful business must judge
its employees on ability and performance,
and so must the government,” he sald.

“This courageous political decision by
President Nixon and Postmaster General
Blount Is in the best interests of the Natlon,
of postal efficiency, and of postal employees.
I feel confident it will provide the bases for
markedly superior postal service,” Murphy
concluded.

5. 2721—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO INSURE CONTINUATION OF
GUARANTEED STUDENT LOANS

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, President, I intro-
duce, for myself and Senators Proury,
Berrmon, DoMINICK, MURPHY and ScH-
WEIKER, the Insured Student Loan Emer-
gency Amendments of 1969. This is an
administration bill.

As a result of soaring interest rates
and the tight money market, an esti-
mated one-third of the students seeking
guaranteed loans in order to enter col-
lege this fall are being rejected. This
measure seeks to forestall the crisis
which these young people are facing as
they make plans to return to college in
a month or two. Because of the emer-
gency situation, I intend to work for
Senate action prior to the congressional
recess. Hearings are already under way
in the House,
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This measure would permit the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare,
after consultation with the Secretary of
the Treasury, to prescribe an incentive
allowance to be paid by the Government
to eligible lenders whenever the statutory
interest limitation of 7 percent—or cur-
rent economic conditions—deter eligible
lenders from making student loans. This
Federal incentive payment may not ex-
ceed 3 percent per annum and rates may
differ geographically. The amount of the
incentive allowance is a percentage of
the principal balance of all outstanding
student loans disbursed by the lender
on or after July 1, 1969. There is no ad-
ditional cost to the student. The esti-
mated Federal cost for fiscal year 1970
is between $5 million and $7 million.
However, additional appropriations
would not be required because of the
availability of carryover funds f{rom
fiscal year 1969.

Last year alone more than 730,000 stu-
dents obtained some $670 million in
guaranteed loans and, as tuition costs
and college enrollment increase, many
more young people are expected to apply
for the fall semester. The cost of at-
tending college is now the second largest
expenditure that a family can under-
take—greater than the cost of a car
which formerly held second place. Un-
like the cost of a home—the largest ex-
penditure—which can be spread over a
long period of time, it falls due in a
period of only 4 or 5 years. Thus, It is
quite often necessary for this money to
be borrowed. And, considering that col-
lege graduates earn at least $150,000
more during their lifetime than non-
graduates, this loan is a wise investment
in the future.

The law sets a T-percent interest limit
on guaranteed student loans. This rate
is not competitive with other personal
loans in the financial marketplace. Many
lenders have informed the U.S. Office of
Education that their activity at the 7
percent rate must either be halted en-
tirely or restricted to children of favored
customers.

The incentive grant approach which I
propose has a number of advantages. As
monetary conditions improve, the incen-
tive payment may be adjusted accord-
ingly, thus avoiding both the student and
the Government being committed to
artifically high interest rates. This plan
will provide the immediate improvement
required to get guaranteed loans flowing
once more, It reflects current money
market conditions. It is easier to revise
downward than fixed interest rates. It
avoids conflict with State usury laws and
the fixed ceilings established by law in
some State guarantee programs, as is
the case in New York State. It is simple
to administer. It is the least expensive
solution to a nettling problem for, as
money market conditions improve, the
Federal Government is not committed to
payment of inordinately high Interest
costs over a number of years. And, finally,
costs are not increased to the student
borrower, most of whom come from low-
and moderate-income families.

I ask unanimous consent that a brief-
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ing memorandum furnished me by the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, be included as a part of my re-
marks.

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

The bill (8. 2721) to amend the Higher
Education Act of 1965 to authorize Fed-
eral incentive payments to lenders with
respect to insured student loans when
necessary, in the light of economic con-
ditions, in order to assure that students
will have reasonable access to such loans
for finanecing their education, introduced
by Mr. Javrrs, for himself and other Sen-
ators, was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare.

The material furnished by Mr. Javirs
is as follows:

INSURED STUDENT LOoAN EMERGENCY AMEND-
MENTS OF 1969

BRIEFING MEMORANDUM

This legislation permits an incentive al-
lowance payable to eligible lenders when-
ever the Secretary of HEW determines that
statutory interest limitations or other cur-
rent economic conditions deter these lenders
in making student loans. The amount of the
incentive allowance is a percentage of the
principal balances of all outstanding loans
disbursed by the lender on or after July 1,
1969. The percentage (if any) may not ex-
ceed three percent per annum, it must be
prescribed each six months by regulation,
and the amount determined is payable after
each such period.

When making the determination of the
percentage, the Secretary may, at his dis-
cretion, set differing rates on an appropriate
geographical basis or according to classifica-
tion of the lender.

The Act is effective as of July 1, 1969.

Question. What kind of precedent does
the “incentive allowance” proposal estab-
lish for other loan programs?

Answer. None, because this program in
itself is not similar to any other program. In
other words, this is a unique approach for
a unique program to the problem of provid-
ing appropriate flexibility in the rate of re-
turn to lenders. One of the significant dif-
ferences in the Guaranteed Student Program
is that the Federal Government pays directly
to the participating lender a portion of the
interest on behalf of eligible student bor-
rowers. In addition, the lender is “locked
into” a long period of deferred repayment
at a minimum fixed rate of interest. During
this perlod, market conditions frequently
change, and lenders develop liquidity prob-
lems which are not subject to the usual sec-
ondary market forms of relief. It should also
be noted that under other federally spon-
sored programs there is a greater flexibility
in the yleld to the lender by virtue of addi-
tional charges in the form of discount
(points) and application of finders fees. Some
permit use of the "add-on” method in com-
puting interest. Because of the availability
of a higher yield, loans under these programs
are thereby made more readily attractive in
secondary market. Since these techniques are
not permissible under the Guaranteed Stu-
dent Loan Program, the avallability of this
proposed “incentive allowance” becomes all
the more necessary if the program is to
survive,

Question, Shouldn't the student pay a por-
tion or all of the Iincentlve payment to
lenders?

Answer. It is anticipated that there may be
reluctance on the part of Congress to in-
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crease the costs to students, One advantage
of the incentive cost allowance is that it
keeps the costs to the borrower on a level
keel.

In the States listed below this additional
cost to the student would be prohibited by
State statute governing the respective stu-
dent loan programs. The statutes of these
States limit the interest rate to seven per-
cent. Each of these States has just recently
amended its laws to permit the seven per-
cent rate authorized by the Higher Education
Amendments of 1968 (P.L. 90-575). These
States are Georgia, Louisiana, Maryland, New
York, and Vermont.

These legislatures are not in session at the
present time and therefore lenders in those
States would be prevented from sharing in an
increased return. No doubt the result would
be for lenders to continue to limit the num-
ber of student loans they would be willing
to make,

Question. Why are we rewarding lenders
for past efforts?

Answer. There are two ways in which lend-
ers might be rewarded for past efforts under
the incentive allowance proposal:

1. The proposed incentive allowance is to
be effective July 1, 1969, for all loans dis-
bursed on or after that date. It is quite possi-
ble that the legislation will not be enacted
until sometime later. Unless the legislation
applies to loans made on or after July 1, 1969,
we are sure that the lenders in many cases
will not continue to process applications un-
til such time as they are assured of the high-
er rate of return. As the peak application
period is during the months of July, August,
September and October, any delays could
have severe Implications as to the availability
of funds for loans to students in FY '70.

2. As the incentive allowance is to be paid
on loans outstanding, we will continue, if
economic conditions deem it necessary, to pay
the allowance in the future on loans which
were made on or after July 1, 1969, This is
important so that a lender’s student loan
portfolio will provide a return commensurate
with current economic conditions. In addi-
tion, this will help create a secondary market
as investors will be assured of a return which
is consistent with current market conditions,

If economic conditions improve, the
amount of the payment will be reduced or
even eliminated.

Question, How will the Secretary of HEW
establish the percentage rate that deter-
mines the amount of the incentive allow-
ance?

Answer. It iIs anticipated that the percent-
age rate will be determined by the Secretary
of HEW in consultation with the Secretary
of the Treasury, the Chairman of the Coun-
cll of Economic Advisors, and the Chalrman
of the Federal Reserve Board. Current eco-
nomic indices such as Treasury Bill Rate,
the prime rate, Federal Reserve re-discount
rate, etc., may be taken into account in set-
ting an appropriate rate.

Question. Why is the Administration rec-
ommending the incentive payment plan in
contrast to a free rate?

Answer. The incentive plan, which reflects
monetary conditions may be more easily ad-
justed downward as the prime rate is re-
duced, and will be withdrawn when the
prime rate falls below the statutory loan
maximum of 7% . This is consistent with the
Administration’s efforts to halt infiation and
improve conditions in the money market.

Question. Why should we pay this incen-
tive allowance on loans made to borrowers
with an adjusted family income over $15,000?

Answer. The adjusted family income is cal-
culated on applications for student loans
only to determine who pays the interest on
the loan. It was not intended that those
borrowers with an adjusted family income
over $15,000 be discriminated against. Re-
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gardless of who pays the interest, the lend-
er's return is the same.

If the incentive allowance were denied fo
holders of loans made to students whose
adjusted family income is over $15,000, lend-
ers would no doubt hesitate to make loans
to these students at all since their return
would be reduced. Thus the original intent
of the legislation would be thwarted.

Last year, the intent of Congress on this
subject was quite clear when they approved
the administrative cost allowance! for all
student loans regardless of the adjusted
family income.

Paying an incentive allowance only on
certain loans would also create administra-
tive problems which lenders would consider
burdensome.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join in cosponsoring this emer-
geney legislation, the Insured Student's
Loan Emergency Amendments of 1969.

The legislation would allow the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare
to prescribe an incentive allowance above
the present 7-percent simple interest rate
authorized by the guaranteed student
loan program. The incentive allowance,
which may not exceed 3 percent, may be
paid whenever the Secretary determines
that the statutory interest limitation or
economic conditions are deterring eligi-
ble lenders from making student loans.
With the Federal Government paying
the incentive cost allowance, there would
be no additional cost to the student.

In a few days, the peak student loan
application periods of August, Septem-
ber, and October will be upon us. Al-
ready my California offices have been de-
luged with desperate calls from students
urging that something be done to see
that the loans will be made so that they
might pursue their higher education. I
recently read that it had been estimated
that 200,000 of the youngsters applying
for the guaranteed loan program may be
turned down. We clearly cannot let this
happen, and I know I speak for the
many students in California and their
parents in congratulating the admin-
istration and Secretary Finch in sending
down this emergency legislation.

As a member of the Subcommittee on
Education, I certainly hope that early
and expeditious action will be taken so
that the student loans may be made.

Financing higher education is a real
struggle for many students and their
parents. The Federal Government has
various programs of grants, direct loans,
and guaranteed loans to help them. The
latter program was enacted in 1965 with
the purpose of providing assistance in
financing college expenses for those stu-
dents from moderate-income families
who had been excluded from loan and
other assistance under the various Fed-
eral programs. Last year, the guaranteed
loan program, as well as the other stu-
dent financia] assistance programs, were

1The Administrative Cost Allowance was
authorized by P.L. 90460 (August 3, 1968)
in order to enable lenders to receive a yleld
of 7 percent in those States where a guar-
antee agency's authorizing legislation lim-
ited the rate charged to the borrower to 6
percent. This would be pald over the life
of the loan, but only for loans made until
not later than 120 days after the adjourn-
ment of the State’s next legislative session.
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extended as part of the Higher Education
Amendments of 1968. I strongly sup-
ported the extension. During the hear-
ings on the Higher Education Amend-
ments of 1968, we also faced this prob-
lem and for this same reason.

Interest rates were ballooning with
the result that the student loans were
not competitive with other loans for
which the rate of return was determined
by the money market. As a result, the
committee increased the then maximum
statutory interest rate from 6 to 7 per-
cent, With the higher interest rate, 730,-
000 students received loans totaling
$670 million in the past year. In Cali-
fornia, in fiscal year 1969, 76,054 students
secured loans totaling over $69 million,
Thus, this is a most important program
in my State.

Inflation has continued, however, and
interest rates have skyrocketed until the
prime interest rate today of 815 percent
is the highest in the economic history of
this Nation. All other installment loan
interest rates are pegged upward from
the prime rate, With interest rates like
this, the student loans are once again
not competitive.

Thus, Mr. President, the administra-
tion has sent to the Congress a unique
proposal in response to an emergency
situation. It has my strong support. The
need for this bill illustrates yet another
group—the students—who are harmed
by inflation, and spotlights once again
the necessity of taking actions to curb
inflation.

8. 2722—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
AMENDING THE SOCIAL SECU-
RITY ACT

Mr, NELSON. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill for
major reform of our social security law.

It is almost 35 years since Congress
accepted the concept of social insurance
and enacted the first social security law.
Twelve times since its passage—100 years
late in coming—the social security law
has been gradually upgraded, so that
it has now become the very bulwark of
our social programs.

Today over 92 percent of persons
reaching the age of 65 are eligible for so-
cial security benefits. Nineteen of every
20 widows and young children are now
eligible for survivors benefits. Close to
20 million people are enrolled under
medicare.

But despite the program's broad cov-
erage on paper, it still falls pitifully short
of providing a decent living wage for the
majority of elderly Americans.

It has often been said that the true
measure of a nation’s cultural greatness
can be determined by how well it cares
for its elderly citizens.

In the hurry-up, quickly changing life
of today's hectic world, we frequently
are guilty of too quickly shunting aside
those people whose productiveness has
made our own lives easier and more
meaningful.

‘When one retires, the fact is usually
overlooked that income does not remain
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the same, but usually is reduced by about
50 percent or more. At the same time,
costs rise and purchasing power dwindles.

Through the genius of medical tech-
nology, we have succeeded in creating
longer life for our generation of grand-
parents, but I question whether we have
really made life more enjoyable and com-
fortable.

It is a sad fact that the aged are the
single largest group making up the pov-
erty rolls in Amerieca.

Nearly 6 million Americans over the
age of 65 live in poverty. This represents
almost one-third of all Americans over
the age of 65.

It is particularly shocking to learn
that the number of people in this cate-
gory is steadily increasing, while the
number of people under age 65 who live
below the poverty line is steadily de-
creasing.

Our modest “War on Poverty” is clearly
not reaching these people.

The solution is not education. It is not
manpower training.

The solution lies simply in the guar-
antee of a modest and reasonable yearly
income.

Although social security was intended
to supplement other retirement incomes,
only about 17 percent of soclal security
recipients have outside resources. For the
more than 80 percent remaining, social
security benefits are their sole means of
support.

For these people, social security pay-
ments are not enough to provide even the
barest necessities of life.

The bill I am introducing today would
make these basic changes in the social
security law:

An immediate increase in minimum
monthly benefit payments to $100 for sin-
gle persons and $150 for couples accom-
panied by a 25 percent across-the-board
increase in benefits;

" An automatic inerease in benefits to
accompany rises in the cost of living of
2 percent or more;

A raise in the amount persons may
earn without having benefits withheld
from $140 a month to $200 a month;

Reduction in the heavy burden of social
security taxes placed upon employer and
employees by inclusion of general tax
revenues into social security payments;

Inclusion under medicare coverage, of
the cost of prescription drugs, eye,
dental and hearing care, and routine
physical examinations.

BENEFIT INCREASES

The present minimum monthly bene-
fit of $55 is clearly inadequate. In 1967,
when the Congress last amended the
Social Security Act, and raised the
minimum from $44 to $55, many of us in
the Senate fought for a higher minimum.
Finally, the Senate passed a bill with a
$70 minimum, but even this modest in-
crease was lost in the conference session.

Thirteen of my colleagues and myself
registered our protests by voting against
this weak conference committee report
because we wanted to force the bill back
to conference to accept the better Senate
bill. Our “Nay” votes signified that we
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felt that our country was capable of doing
more for its elderly and its poor; and we
still do.

The 25 percent across the board
monthly benefit increase I am proposing
and the increase to a minimum monthly
payment of $100 for single persons and
$150 for couples would immediately re-
move an estimated 2 million elderly per-
sons from poverty. Any benefit increase
less than that would have little impact.

The administration has recommended
a T-percent increase to be enacted this
year and others have proposecd a 10-per-
cent increase to be passed next year. But
the effect of these minimal inereases
would be completely wiped out by the
Increases in the cost of living.

The Consumer Price Index has risen
over 5 percent since the last benefit
increase took effect in the beginning of
1968. By January 1970, when this legis-
lation would take effect, the cost of liv-
ing will have risen at least 9 percent.

Therefore, even with a T-percent in-
crease, the beneficiary who received a
$100 monthly payment in January 1968
will receive only $98.16 In purchasing
power in January 1970—or less than
he was receiving prior to the benefit
increase.

COST-0OF-LIVING INCREASE

The social security program’s biggest
single defect is the lack of adequate
benefits in the face of the rising cost of
living. We have increased the benefits
from time to time, but the increases
merely keep pace with or even fall be-
hind the current cost of living.

The need to tie social security in-
creases to the rise in the cost of living
has long been evident. In 1968 alone the
Consumer Price Index rose by 4.7 percent,
The CPI will rise an additional 4 percent
over each of the next 4 years.

Congress cannot possibly make ade-
quate adjustments in benefit increases
to keep pace with these CPI increases.
The 7.7-percent benefit increase enacted
in January 1965 was accompanied by a
T7.9-percent increase in the cost of living
since the previous increase. Prices are
rising even more rapidly today.

I believe that we should attack this
continuing and nagging problem head
on. This proposal provides that for each
increase of 2 percent or higher in the
Consumer Price Index, social security
benefits would be increased by the same
percentage. Such an adjustment, taking
place not more than once a year, will
greatly reduce the hardships of the el-
derly trying to budget their expenses on
fixed incomes.

The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Weifare would be required to report
to the Congress whenever he determines
that a cost-of-living increase is to be
provided and to include in his report the
effect of the increase on the actuarial
status of the soclal security trust funds,
together with his recommendations for
meeting the cost of the increase.

RETIREMENT TEST

Today there are an estimated 1.8 mil-
llon social security reclipients who are
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affected by the social security retire-
ment test which places restrictions on the
amount beneficiaries may earn in outside
incomes. Under present rules, those under
age 72 who wish to work may earn only
$1,680 a year hefore they begin to lose
their social security benefits. Between
$1,680 and $2,880, they lose $1 for every
$2 earned. After $2,880 they lose $1 for
every $1 earned.

Elderly persons should be encouraged
to work whenever they are willing and
able. They should not be penalized be-
cause they are healthy and still able to
be productive members of society.

The bill I am introducing today would
increase the exempt earnings from $1,680
to $2,400 a year and beyond that would
withhold only $1 for every $2 in benefits.

GENERAL TREASURY FUNDS

In order to finance necessary increases
in social security benefits, Congress has
throughout the years had to raise the
tax rates of both employees and employ-
ers. In my judgment, that tax rate—now
at 4.8 percent for both employers and
employees—has risen as high as it can

0.

While social security was originally
established as an insurance program, it
has been expanded from time to time to
include certain welfare benefits to recip-
ients who have not paid into the fund.
Though these benefits are wholly justi-
fiable, employers and employees who
regularly pay into the fund should not
be expected to pay for benefits to other
social security recipients who have paid
little or none of the cost of these bene-
fits.

Under my proposal, the Treasury
would contribute to the social security
funds fixed percentages of the social se-
curity funds collected in a given year.
For fiscal year 1970, general tax revenues
would total 6 percent of the social secu-
rity taxes collected and that figure
would rise to 12 percent in fiscal 1971, 18
percent in fiscal 1972, 20 percent in fiscal

“‘TABLE FOR DETERMINING PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT AND MAXIMUM
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1973, and 25 percent in fiscal 1974, and
each year thereafter.
MEDICARE COVERAGE

While the old age, survivors, and dis-
ability insurance provisions of social se-
curity have existed for many years,
medicare is relatively new and is still
being developed. There are several im-
provements which should immediately
be added to the medicare law which I
have included in this bill:

Expand medicare coverage to pay for
eye care, including the cost of glasses,
dental care, including dentures, and
hearing aids, including the examination
for the aid;

Upgrade medicare to include one free
annual medical examination for elderly
citizens;

Include the cost of prescription drugs
under medicare;

Revise medicare payment formula so
that the beneficiary pays one-third of
the cost, and the Government pays two-
thirds.

Drug costs make up a substantial por-
tion of every older American's budget.
Even though persons 65 or over con-
stitute only 10 percent of the American
population, they account for 20 percent
of the $3.5 billion spent on prescription
drugs every year.

Under this bill, reimbursement for
drugs under medicare would be based
on the lowest priced generic or brand
name drug consistent with Federal Food
and Drug Administration standards.

A formulary committee would be es-
tablished to compile a list of necessary
drugs and would disseminate that list
once a year to doctors and pharmacists.
The alphabetical list would include the
name of each drug or biological by es-
tablished name, and a list of brand name
equivalents with prices. The list would
apply only to presecription, and not over
the counter drugs.

The proposals of this bill are not the
only reforms needed in social security.
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They are simply the most basic, most
urgent.

But cost considerations preclude en-
actment of all the needed reforms at
one time. Reform is long overdue. The
proposals set forth in this bill will cor-
rect some of the most glaring short-
comings. Adoption of the general tax
revenue funding method will make pos-
sible a more equitable and realistic
social security law.

Many in the Congress have spoken for
so long of the distorted sense of priori-
ties existing in our society. Social secu-
rity reform is one national priority that
cannot be further postponed.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the bill and a section by section anal-
ysis of it be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

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

The bill (S. 2722) to amend title II of
the Social Security Act to provide a gen-
eral increase of 25 percent in the amount
of the benefits payable thereunder (with
a minimum old-age benefit of $100), to
provide for cost-of-living increases in
such benefits in the future, to increase
the amounts individuals may earn with-
out suffering deductions from such bene-
fits, and to amend title XVIII of such
act so as to include eye care, dental care,
hearing aids, and routine physical ex-
aminations within the services covered
by the insurance program established by
part B of such title, and for other pur-
poses, introduced by Mr. NELSON, was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, referred to
the Committee on Finance, and ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

S, 2722

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
section 215(a) of the Social Security Act is
amended by striking out the table and in-
serting in lleu thereof the following:

FAMILY BENEFITS

b | I 11

(Primary
insurance
amount
under
1967 act)

(Primary insurance
benefit under 1939
act, as modified)

(Average
monthly wage)

v N 1

(Primary insurance
benefit under 1939
act, as modified)

(Maximum
family
benefits)

{Primary
insurance
amount)

1 v

(Primary
insurance
amount
under
1967 act)

(Primary (Maximum
insurance family

(Average
amount) benefits)

monthly wage)

Or his

_ primary
insurance
amount
(as deter-
mined
under
subsec.
(c)) is—

If an individual’s
Erlmary insurance
enefit (as deter-

mined under
subsec. (d)) is—

Or his average
monthly wage (as
determined under

subsec. (b)) is—

But not
more
than—

But not
more
than—

At least— At least—

And the
maximum
amount of
benefits
payable (as
provided in
sec. 203(a))
on the basis
of his wages

and self-
employment
subsection income
shall be— shall be—

It an individual's
rimary insurance
2nefit (as deter-

mined under

subsec. (d)) is—

But not
more
than—

The amount
referred to
in the
mecedu;lz
paragraphs
of this

Al least—

Or his

_ primary
insurance
amount
(as deter-
mined
under
subsec.
() is—

And the
maximum
amount of

hgre;nts

payable (as
provided in
sec. 203(a))
on the basis
ol his wages
and self-
employment
income

shall be—

Or his average  The amount
monthly wage (as  referred to
determined under in the

subsec. (b)) is— preceding

paragraphs

But not of this

more subsection
than—

At least— shall be—

$150. 00

$100. 00

$34.50
35.00
35.80

36.40
37,08

$118.00
118. 50
121.00
122,50

$177.00
179. 30
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(Primary
insurance
amount
under
1967 act)

(Primary
insurance
amount
under
1967 act)

(Primary insurance
benefit under 1939
act, as modified)

(Maximum
famil
henaﬁtsg

And the
maximum
amount of

hglnn.t:":ts

able (as
garzv'rdad in
sec. 203(a))
on the basis
of his wages
and self-
employment
income
shall be—

(Primary insurance
benefit under 1939
act, as modified)

(Maximum
famil
benefits,

And the
maximum
amount of

benefits

payable (as
in

sec, 203(a))
on the basis
of his wages
and self-
employment
income
shall be—

(Primary
insurance
amount)

(Primary
insurance
amount)

(Average

(Average
monthly wage)

monthly wage)

Or his

_ primary
insurance
amount
(as deter-
mined
under
subsec.
() is—

If an individual’s
gﬂmsry insurance
enefit (as deter-

mined under
subsec. (d)) is—

Or his

_ primary
insurance
amount
(as deter-
mined
under
subsec.
(c)) is—

If an individual's
rimary insurance
enefit (as deter-

mined under
subsec. (d)) is—

But not
maore
than—

The amount
referred to
in the
preceding
of this
subsection
shall be—

Or his g
monthly wage (as
determined under

subsec. (b)) is—

But not
maore

The
referred to
in the
prel:edh: g

of this
subsection
shall be—

Or his average
monthly wage (as
determined under

subsec. (b)) is—

But not
more
than—

But not
more

At least— At least— than— At least— At least—

$137.70
139. 30
140. 80
142. 20

$206. 60
209. 00
211.20
213.30
215.70
218,00

$168, 40
169, 50
170.70
171. 80
172,90
174. 10

3460
465
469
474
479
483

§110.10 $231
0 236

240
245
250
254

264
273

220.10
222,50
224.70
227. 00

208, 20 358, 00
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(b) Section 203(a) of such Act is amended
by striking out paragraph (2) and inserting
in lieu thereof the following:

“(2) when two or more persons were en-
titled (without the application of section
202(1) (1) and section 223(b)) to monthly
benefits under section 202 .r 223 for the
month of January 1970 on the basis of the
wages and self-employment income of such
insured individual, such total of benefits for
such month or any subsequent month shall
not be reduced to less than the larger of—

“(A) the amount determined under this
subsection without regard to this paragraph,
or

“{B) an amount equal to the sum of the
amounts derived by multiplying the benefit
amount determined under this title (includ-
ing this subsection, but without the applica-
tion of section 222(b), section 202(q), and
subsections (b), (¢), and (d) of this section),
as in effect prior to January 1970, for each
such person for January 1970, by 25 percent
and raising each such increased amount, if
it is not a multiple of $0.10, to the next
higher multiple of $0.10;

but in any such case (i) paragraph (1) of
this subsection shall not be applied to such
total of benefits after the application of sub-
paragraph (B), and (ii) if section 202(k)

(2) (A) was applicable in the case of any
such henefits for the month of January 1970,
and ceases to apply after such month, the
provisions of subparagraph (B) shall be ap-
plied, for and after the month in which sec-
tion 202(k)(2)(A) ceases to apply, as
though paragraph (1) had not been appli-
cable to such total of benefits for January
1970, or”.

(c) Section 215(b)(4) of such Act Is
amended to read as follows:

“(4) The provisions of this subsection shall
be applicable only in the case of an indi-
vidual—

“{A) who becomes entitled, after Decem-
ber 1869, to benefits under section 202(a) or
section 223; or

“{B) who dies after December 1969 with-
out being entitled to benefits under section
202(a) or section 223; or

“(C) whose primary insurance amount is
required to be recomputed under subsection
() (2).”

(d) Section 215(c) of such Act is amended
to read as follows:

“PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT UNDER
1967 ACT

“(e) (1) Por the purposes of column II of
the table appearing in subsection (a) of this
section, an Individual’s primary insurance

amount shall be computed on the basls of
the law in effect prior to the enactment of
the Social Security Amendments of 1969,

*(2) The provisions of this subsection
shall be applicable only in the case of an
individual who became entitled to benefits
under section 202(a) or section 223 before
the month of January 1970, or who died be-
fore such month.”

(e) The amendments made by this section
shall apply with respect to monthly benefits
under title II of the Social Security Act for
months after December 1869 and with re-
spect to lump-sum death payments under
such title in the case of deaths occurring
after December 1969,

(f) If an individual was entitled to a dis-
ability insurance benefit under section 223
of the Social Security Act for the month of
December 1969 and became entitled to old-
age insurance benefits under section 202(a)
of such Act for the month of January 1970,
or who died in such month, then, for pur-
poses of section 215(a)(4) of the Social
Security Act (if applicable) the amount in
column IV of the table appearing in such
section 215(a) for such individual shall be
the amount in such column on the line on
which in column II appears his primary in-
surance amount (as determined under sec-
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tion 215(c) of such Act) Instead of the
amount in column IV equal to the primary
insurance amount on which his disability
insurance benefit is based.

Sec. 2. (a) (1) Section 227(a) of the Social
Security Act is amended by striking out
“240" and inserting in lieu thereof “$50",
and by striking out “$20" and inserting in
lieu thereof “$25".

(2) Section 227(b) of such Act is amended
by striking out in the second sentence “$40"
and inserting in lleu thereof “§50".

(b) (1) Section 228(b) (1) of such Act is
amended by striking out “$40" and inserting
in lieu thereof “$50".

(2) Section 228(b)(2) of such Act is
amended by striking out “§40" and inserting
in lieu thereof “$50”, and by striking out
“$20" and Inserting in lleu thereof “$25".

(3) Section 228(c)(2) of such Act is
amended by striking out “$20" and Inserting
in Heu thereof “$25".

(4) Section 228(c)(3) (A) of such Act is
amended by striking out “§40" and Inserting
in lieu thereof “$50".

(6) Section 228(c) (3) (B) of such Act is
amended by striking out “$20" and inserting
in lieu thereof “$25".

(¢) The amendments made by this section
shall apply with respect to monthly benefits
under title IT of the Soclal Securlty Act for
months after December 1969.

Sec. 3. (a) Sectlon 202(b) (2) of the So-
clal Securlty Act 1s amended by striking out
“whichever of the following Is the smaller:
(A) one-half of the primary Insurance
amount of her husband (or, in the case of a
divorced wife, her former husband) for such
month, or (B) $105” and Inserting in lieu
thereof the following: “one-half of the pri-
mary Iinsurance amount of her husband
(or, In the case of a divorced wife, her
former husband) for such month".

(b) BSectlon 202(c¢)(3) of such Act 1s
amended by striking out “whichever of the
following is the smaller: (A) one-half of the
primary insurance amount of his wife for
such month, or (B) $105" and inserting in
lieu thereof the following: “one-half of the
primary insurance amount of his wife for
such month".

{c) Sectlon 202(e)(4) of such Act Is
amended by striking out “whichever of the
following is the smaller: (A) one-half of the
primary insurance amount of the deceased
individual on whose wages and self-employ-
ment income such benefit 1s based, or (B)
$105"” and Inserting in lleu thereof the fol-
lowing: “one-half of the primary insurance
amount of the deceased individual on whose
wages and self-employment income such
benefit 1s based”.

(d) Section 202(f)(5) of such Act lIs
amended by striking out “whichever of the
following is the smaller: (A) one-half of the
primary insurance amount of the deceased
individual on whose wages and self-employ-
ment income such benefit is based, or (B)
$£106" and inserting In lleu thereof the fol-
lowing: "one-half of the primary insurance
amount of the deceased individual ofi whose

es and self-employment income such
benefit is based"’.

(e) The amendments made by the preced-
ing subsections of this section shall apply
with respect to monthly benefits under title
II of the Soclal Securlty Act for months
after December 1069.

SEc. 4. (a)(1) Paragraphs (1), (3), and
(4) (B) of Subsection (f) of section 203
of the Soclal Security Act are each amended
by striking out “$140" wherever it appears
therein and inserting In leu thereof “$200".

(2) Paragraph (3) of subsectlon (f) of
sectlon 203 of such Act is further amended
by striking out “except that of the first $1,-
200 of such excess (or all of such excess if it
is less than $1,200), an amount equal to one-
half thereof shall not be included" and in-
serting In lleu thereof “except that of such
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excess, an amount equal to one-half thereof
shall not be included",

(b) Paragraph (1) (A) of subsection (h)
of gection 208 of such Act is amended by
striking out “$140” and inserting in lieu
thereof “$200".

(¢) The amendments made by the preced-
ing provisions of this section shall be effec-
tive with respect to taxable years beginning
after December 31, 1969,

Sec. 5. (a) Section 1861(s)(3) of the So-
cial Security Act is amended (1) by inserting
“(A)" immediately after “(3)", and (2) by
inserting before the semicolon at the end
thereof the following: *, and (B) physiclans’
services, diagnostic X-ray tests, diagnostic
laboratory tests, and other diagnostic tests
involved in complete physical check-ups, ex-
cept that there shall not be included more
than one such check-up for any individual in
a 12-month period”.

(b) Section 1862(a)(1l) of such Act is
amended by inserting before the semicolon
the following: “(except physical check-ups
provided for in section 1861(s) (3) (B))".

(c) Section 1862(a)(7) of such Act is
amended by inserting after “check-ups” the
following: *(other than physical check-ups
provided for by section 1861(s)(3)(B))".

(d) The amendments made by the preced-
ing provisions of this section shall be effec-
tive with respect to services furnished for
months after the month following the month
in which this Act is enacted.

SEc. 6. (a) Section 1861 (r) (2) of the Social
Security Act is amended by striking out
“but only with respect to (A) surgery re-
lated to the jaw or any structure contiguous
to the jaw or (B) the reduction of any
fracture of the Jaw or any faclal bone".

(b) Section 1861 (s)(8) of such Act Is
amended (1) by inserting *(A)" Immediately
after “(8)", and (2) by striking out “(other
than dental)”, and (3) by adding thereunder
the following new subparagraph:

“{B) dentures, eyeglasses, hearing alds,
and other prosthetic devices relating to the
oral cavity, jaw, eyes, or ears, including
replacement thereof; and".

(c) (1) Section 1862 (a)(7) of such Act
(as amended by sectlon 5(c) of this Act) is
further amended by striking out all after
the matter in parentheses (which was added
by section 5(c) of this Act) and inserting in
lieu of the matter stricken a semicolon.

(2) Section 1862 (a) of such Act is further
amended (A) by inserting “or™ at the end of
paragraph (11) thereof, (B) by striking out
paragraph (12) thereof, and (C) by redesig-
nating paragraph (13) thereof as paragraph
(12).

(d) The amendments made by the preced-
ing provisions of this section shall apply with
respect to services furnished after the month
which follows the month in which this Act
is enacted.

Sec. 7. (a) The first sentence of section
1839 (a)(2) of the Soclal Security Act is
amended by strlking out “one-half” and
inserting in lieu thereof “one-third".

(b) Section 1844 (a) (1) of such Act Is
amended by Inserting “two times" after
“equal to’".

(c) The amendments made by the pre-
ceding subsections of this section shall be
effective in the case of Insurance premiums
payable under the supplementary medical
insurance program established by part B of
title XVIII of the Social Security Act for
months after June 1970.

SEc. 8. Title II of the Soclal Security Act is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new section:

“COST~OF-LIVING INCREASES IN BENEFITS

“Sec. 230. (a) During the month of January
each year (commencing with the year 1971),
the Secretary shall determine the extent (if

any) by which the price index has increased
over the price index for the month of January
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1970. If he determines that the price index
has risen by a percentage (of its level in the
base period) equal to 2 percent or more, the
amount of each benefit otherwise payable
under this title shall be increased by a per-
centage equal to the percentage of the rise
in such index (adjusted to the nearest one-
tenth of 1 per centum), effective with re-
spect to monthly insurance benefits under
sections 202, 223, 227, and 228 for months
in the 12-month period which commences
with the following April, but only in the
case of individuals who were entitled to such
a monthly insurance benefit for such follow-
ing April.

“{b) Any increase in the monthly insur-
ance benefit of any individual under subsec-
tion (a) shall be applied only after all of the
other provisions of this title which relate
to eligibility for and the amount of such
benefit have been applied; except that (1)
the provisions of section 203 (b) through
(1) and section 222(b) shall not be applied
until after such increase is applied, and (2)
in determining the amount of such indi-
vidual's monthly benefit for purposes of ap-
plying section 203 (a), any amounts payable
by reason of this section shall not be re-
garded as part of such benefit.

“(e) If the amount of the increase in any
monthly insurance benefit under subsection
(a) is not a multiple of $0.10, it shall be
raised to the next higher multiple of $0.10.

“(d) For purposes of this section, the
term ‘price index' means the Consumer Price
Index (all items—United States city aver-
age) published monthly by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics.

“(e) Whenever, under the preceding pro-
visions of this section, the Secretary deter-
mines during any January that a cost-of-
living increase is to take effect the following
April, he shall submit (at the earliest prac-
ticable date, and before such increase takes
effect) a report to the Congress. Such report
shall advise the Congress of the amount of
such increase, the effect such increase will
have on the actuarial status of the Federal
Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund
and the Federal Disabllity Insurance Trust
Fund, and whether, in the opinion of the
Secretary, additional moneys will be needed
for either or both of such funds because of
such increase. If the Becretary determines
that additional moneys will be needed for
either of such funds because of such in-
crease, he shall submit, in such report, his
recommendations as to the means through
which such moneys should be obtalned.”

Sec 9. (a) (1) The third sentence of sec-
tion 201(a) of the Soclal Security Act is
amended—

(A) by striking out (in the matter of pre-
ceding clause (1) thereof) “amounts equiva-
lent to 100 per centum of ——", and insert-
ing in Heu thereof “amounts equivalent
to e

(B) by striking out (in clauses (1), (2).
(3), and (4) thereof) the term “the taxes™
the first place it appears in each of such
clauses, and by inserting in Heu thereof “100
per centum of the taxes”;

(C) by striking out the period at the end
of clause (4) thereof and inserting in lieu of
such period a semicolon followed by the word
“and"; and

(D) by adding after clause (4) thereof the
following new clause:

“(56) for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1970, an amount equal to 6 per centum of
the aggregate of the amounts appropriated
pursuant to paragraphs (3) and (4) for such
year; for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1971,
an amount egual to 12 per centum of the
aggregate so appropriated for such year; for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, an
amount equal to 18 per centum of the aggre-
gate so appropriated for such year; for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, an amount
equal to 20 per centum of the aggregate so
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appropriated for such year; for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1974, and for each fiscal
year thereafter, an amount equal to 25 per
centum of the aggregate so appropriated for
such year; except that the amount appro-
priated pursuant to this clause for any fiscal
year shall be reduced by an amount equal to
the amount specified with respect to such
year in clause (3) of subsection (b) of this
section.”

(2) The fourth sentence of section 201(a)
of such Act is amended by striking out
“clauses (3) and (4)" the first place it ap-
pears therein, and by inserting in lieu there-
of “clauses (3), (4),and (6)".

(b) (1) The third sentence of section 201
(b) of such Act is amended—

(A) by striking out (in the matter pre-
ceding clause (1) thereof) “amounts equiv-
alent to 100 per centum of ——" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “amounts equivalent
i "

(B) by striking out the period at the
end of clause (2) thereof and Inserting in
lieu of such perlod a semicolon followed by
the word “and”; and

(C) by adding after clause (2) thereof the
following new clause:

“(3) for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1970, an amount equal to 6 per centum of
the aggregate of the amounts appropriated
pursuant to clauses (1) and (2) for such
year; for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1971, an amount equal to 12 per centum of
the aggregate so appropriated for such year;
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, an
amount equal to 18 per centum of the ag-
gregate so appropriated for such year; for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, an
amount equal to 20 per centum of the ag-
gregate so appropriated for such year; for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and for
each fiscal year thereafter, an amount equal
to 25 per centum of the aggregate so ap-
propriated for such year.”

(2) The fourth sentence of section 201(a)
of such Act (as amended by subsection (a)
(2) of this section) is further amended by
striking out “clauses (1) and (2)" and in-
serting in lleu thereof "clauses (1), (2), and
(3)".

Sec. 10. (a)(1) Section 1832(a) of the
Soclal Security Act s amended (A) by strik-
ing out “and” at the end of paragraph (1),
(B) by striking out the period at the end
of paragraph (2) and inserting in lieu
thereof “; and”, and (C) by adding at the
end thereof the following new paragraph:

“(3) entitlement to have payment made
to him (pursuant to sections 1833(a) (1) and
(3) and 1845(a)(2)) toward expenses in-
curred in the purchase of gualified drugs.”

(2) Section 1833(a) of such Act is amend-
ed (A) by inserting “or qualified drugs”
after “incurs expenses for services”, (B) by
striking out the period at the end of para-
graph (2) and inserting in lieu thereof *:
and”, and (C) by adding at the end thereof
the following new paragraph:

*{8) in the case of benefits covered under
section 1832(a) (3), the allowable benefit (as
defined in section 1845(a)(2), or if lower,
80 percent of actual expenses incurred, for
the purchase of qualified drugs.”

(3) Part B of title XVIII of such Act is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new sections:

“ALLOWABLE BENEFITS FOR QUALIFIED DRUGS

“Sec. 1845. (a) For purposes of this part—

“(1) The term ‘qualified drug’ means =
drug or biological for self-administration
which (1) is included by strength and dosage
forms among the drugs and biologicals ap-
proved by the Formulary Committee (estab-
lished pursuant to section 1846(a)) and (i1)
is dispensed by a pharmacist from = phar-
macy licensed under the laws of the State
in which the drug or biological is provided,
or is otherwise dispensed In accordance with
section 1861 (s) (10).
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“(2) The term ‘allowable benefit’, when
used in connection with any gquantity of a
qualified drug means the payment amount
established with regard to such qualified
drug by the Formulary Committee and ap-
proved by the Secretary.

“(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 1842 (b) (3) (B) (il), amounts to which
an individual is entitled by reason of the
provisions of section 1832(a)(3) shall be
paid directly to such individual in accord-
ance with regulations of the Secretary pre-
scribed pursuant to this subsection. No in-
dividual shall be paid any amount by reason
of the provisions of section 1832(a) (3) prior
to the presentation by him (or by another
on his behalf) of documentary or other
proof satisfactory to the Secretary establish-
ing his entitlement thereto.

*{¢) The benefits provided by reason of
section 1832(a) (3) may be paid by the Secre-
tary or the Secretary may utilize the services
of carriers or such other agencies gualified
for the administration of such benefits under
contracts entered into between the Secretary
and such carriers for such purpose. To the
extent determined by the Secretary to be
appropriate, the provisions relating to con-
tracts entered into pursuant to section 1842
shall be applicable to contracts entered into
pursuant to this subsection.

“FORMULARY COMMITTEE

“Sec. 1846. (a) There is hereby established
a Formulary Committee to consist of the
Surgeon General of the Public Health Serv-
ice, the Assistant Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare for Health and Scientific
Affairs, the Commissioner of Pood and Drugs,
and five other persons who are members of
the medical profession, to be selected by the
Secretary. The chalrman of such committee
shall be designated by the Secretary and shall
serve for such period of time as the Secre-
tary deems appropriate.

“(b) (1) It shall be the duty of the Formu-
lary Committee to—

“(A) determine which drugs and biologicals
shall constitute qualified drugs for purposes
of the benefits provided under section
1832(a) :

“(B) determine, with the approval of the
Secretary, the allowable benefit of the various
quantities, strengths, or dosage forms of any
drug or biological determined by the Com-
mittee to constitute a qualified drug; and

“{C) publish and disseminate at least once
each calendar year among physicians, phar-
macists, and other interested persons, in ac-
cordance with directives of the Secretary, (1)
an alphabetical list naming each drug or
biological by its established name and such
other information as the Secretary deems
necessary, and (ii) an indexed representa-
tive listing of such trade or other names by
which such drug or biological is commonly
known, together with the allowable bencfit
for various quantities, strengths, or dosage
forms thereof, together with the names of
the suppller of such drugs upon which the
allowable benefit is based.

"(2) (A) Drugs and biologicals shall be de-
termined to be qualified drugs if they can
legally be obtained by the user only pursuant
to a prescription of a lawful prescriber; ex-
cept that the Formulary Committee may in-
clude certain drugs and biologicals not re-
quiring such a prescription if it determines
such drugs or biologicals to be of a lifesaving
nature,

“(B) In the interest of orderly, economi-
cal, and equitable administration of the
benefits provided under section 1832(a)(3),
the Formulary Committee may, by regula-
tion, provide that a drug or biological oth-
erwise regarded as being a qualified drug shall
not be so regarded when prescribed in un-
usual quantities.

*(3) In determining the allowable benefit
for any quantity, dosage form, and strength
of any qualified drug, the Formulary Com-
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mittee shall seek to approximate the anticl-
pated charges to heneficiaries and establish
a4 payment amount that will include the ac-
quisition cost to the ultimate dispenser of
the qualified drug dispensed, plus—

“(A) in the case of a community phar-
macy, (i) for a prescription-legend drug, a
reasonable fee component to cover the costs
of overhead and professional services attend-
ant to the dispensing of a qualified drug and
an amount representing a fair profit, and (1i)
for other drugs determined to be of a life-
saving nature in accordance with section 1846
(b)(2)(A), a billing allowance and an
amount representing a fair profit; and

“(B) In the case of hospitals and extended
care facllities, or when applicable, physicians
(under section 1861(s) (10)), an allowance
equal to the cost to the dispenser for provid-
ing the qualified drug.

In any case in which a qualified drug is
available from more than one source, the
acquisition cost of such qualified drug, for
purposes of this section, shall be deemed
to be the lowest cost of such drug, however
named, which meets the quality and other
standards for such drug required under the
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as
amended. Whenever the lowest cost (to the
ultimate dispensers thereof) of a particular
drug or biological differs significantly in the
various regions of the United States, or
among the ultimate dispensers thereof, the
Formulary Committee may establish, for the
various regions of the United States, sepa-
rate schedules of allowable benefits with
respect to such drug or blological so as to
reflect the lowest cost at which such drug
or biological is generally available to the
ultimate dispensers or among such dis-
pensers thereof in each such region,

(4) (A) Section 1861(s) of the Social Se-
curity Act Is amended by (i) striking out
“and” at the end of paragraph (8), (ii) by
striking out the period at the end of para-
graph (9) and in lieu of such period insert
“; and”, and ({il) by adding immediately
after paragraph (9) the following new para-
graph:

"*(10) qualified drugs for self-administra-
tion (as defined In section 1845(a) (1)) dis-
pensed by a physician (1) in an emergency
(but not routinely), or (1) when adequate
community pharmaceutical services are not
otherwise available, as determined in accord-
ance with regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary.”

(B) Section 1861 (s) is further amended by
redesignating paragraphs (10) through (13)
as paragraphs (11) through (14), respec-
tively.

(5) Section 1861 (t) of the Soclal Security
Act 1s amended (A) by striking out “such
drugs and biologicals, respectively, as are in-
cluded (or approved for inclusion) in the
United States Pharmacopoela, the National
Formulary, or the United States Homeopath-
ic Pharmacopoela, or in New Drugs or Ac-
cepted Dental Remedles (except for any drugs
and bliologicals unfavorably evaluated there-
in)*” and insert in lieu thereof the follow-
ing: “qualified drugs, as designated under
section 1845(a)(1)”, (B) by Inserting “or
extended care facility” after “hospital”, and
(C) by striking out ‘hospitals"” and insert-
ing in leu thereof “Institutions.”

(b) The amendments to the Social Se-
curity Act made by this section shall become
effective on January 1, 1971,

The material presented by Mr. NELSON
is as follows:

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF SOCIAL

SegcuriTY BInLn

Section 1, provides a general benefit in-
crease of 25% with a minimum primary
monthly insurance amount of $100 and $150
for couples.

Section 2, increases payments payable to
certain uninsured persons under the Prouty
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amendment to $50 a month for single per-
sons and $75 for couples.

Section 3, repeals the $105 a month limita-
tion on a wife's benefits.

Section 4, amends the retirement test to
provide (a) a $2400 annual exempt amount,
and (b) a $200 monthly exempt amount, and
(c) a $1 reduction in benefits for each %2 in
earnings above $2400.

Sectlon 5, modifies prohibition on pay-
ments for routine physical examinations to
permit one comprehensive physical exami-
nation each year for each enrollee.

Section 6, repeals provisions preventing
payments for eye care (including glasses)
dental care (including dentures) and hear-
ing alds (including examinations for hear-
ing aids).

Section 7, provides that beneficlary shall
pay 15 of the cost of Medlcare provision and
government shall pay 24.

Section 8(a), provides that when the CPI
rises by at least 2 per cent over the index
for January 1970 benefits for the third month
following the month in which the 2 per cent
rise occurred, and for subsequent months,
shall be increased by an amount equal to
the percentage rise in the CPI. Only 1 in-
crease may take effect in a 12 month period.

(b) The increase is applicable to all per-
sons on the benefit rolls in the month in
which the increased beneflts are first pay-
able,

(c) Requires the Secretary of HEW to re-
port to the Congress whenever a cost-of-
living increase is to be made, its effect on the
actuarial status of the trust funds, and rec-
ommendations for meeting the cost of the
increase.

Section 9, provides general tax revenues to
be used In soclal security benefit payments.

General revenues will be contributed as a
percentage of all social security taxes col-
lected each year, on the following bases: (a)
6% for fiseal year 1970, (b) 129% for fiscal
year 1971, (c¢) 189% for fiscal year 1972, (d)
20% for fiscal year 1973, (e) 259% for fiscal
year 1874 and each year thereafter.

Section 10, extends Medicare provisions to
include payment for prescription drugs. Es-
tablishes a Formulary Committee to deter-
mine for which drugs and biologleals reim-
bursement Is to be made.

Relmbursement is to be based on lowest
priced generic drug avallable, consistent with
high standards.

Formulary Committee shall disseminate,
once a year, to doctors and pharmacists, an
alphabetical list of each drug or biologlcal by
established names, and include listing of
brand name equivalents with prices.

Applicable only to prescription drugs.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
s. 1781

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, at the request of the Senator from
West Virginia (Mr. Rawnporrr), I ask
unanimous consent that, at the next
printing, the name of the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. McGee) be added as a
cosponsor of S. 1781, to amend title II of
the Social Security Act to eliminate the
reduction in disability insurance bene-
fits which is presently required in the
case of an individual receiving workmen'’s
compensation benefits.

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

8. 2518

Mr. HARTEKE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at the next
printing, the name of the Senator from
California (Mr. CransTON) be added as a

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

cosponsor of S. 2518, to amend title II
of the Social Security Act so as to lib-
eralize the conditions governing eligi-
bility of blind persons to receive insur-
ance benefits thereunder.

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

S. 2674

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, in behalf of the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. InouYE), I ask unanimous
consent that, at the next printing, the
names of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. Ervin), the Senator from New
York (Mr. GoopeLr), the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. HoLriNgs) , the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island (Mr. PeLL), and
the Senator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS)
be added as cosponsors of 8. 2674, to
amend title 37, United States Code, to
provide for the procurement and reten-
tion of judge advocates and law special-
ist officers for the Armed Forces.

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

5. 2689

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, at the request of the Senator from
Hawail (Mr. Inou¥YeE) I ask unanimous
consent that, at the next printing, the
names of the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
Brsre), the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
HatrieLp), the Senator from Washing-
ton (Mr. Jackson), the Senator from
New York (Mr. Javirs), and the Sen-
ator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS), be
added as cosponsors of S. 2689, to amend
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to
provide the same tax exemption for serv-
icemen in and around Korea as is pres-
ently provided for those in Vietnam.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

5. 2691

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at the next
printing, the name of the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. HARTKE) be added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2691, to amend Public Law
87-849, approved October 23, 1962, to
strengthen provisions relating to dis-
qualification of former Federal officers
and employees in matters connected with
former duties and official responsibilities,
and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

SENATE RESOLUTION 226—RESO-
LUTION TO EXTEND THE AU-
THORITY OF THE COMMITTEE ON
LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE TO
INVESTIGATE PROBLEMS OF EDU-
CATION OF AMERICAN INDIANS

Mr. MONDALE, from the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare, reported an
original resolution (S. Res. 226) to ex-
tend the authority of the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare to investigate
problems of education of American In-
dians, which was considered and agreed
to

(The remarks of Mr. MoNDALE when he
reported the resolution appear later in
the Recorp under the appropriate head-
ing.)
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SENATE RESOLUTION 227—RESOLU-
TION TO AUTHORIZE THE EX-
PENDITURE OF FUNDS BY THE
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUB-
LIC WELFARE—REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE

Mr. MONDALE, from the Commiftee
on Labor and Public Welfare, reported
an original resolution (S. Res. 22T);
which was referred to the Committee on
Rules and Administration, as follows:

8. Res. 227

Resolved, That the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare hereby is authorized to
expend from the contingent fund of the Sen-
ate, during the Ninetieth Congress, $1,500,
in addition to the amounts, and for the same
purposes, specified in section 134(a) of the
Legislative Reorganization Act, approved
August 2, 1946, Senate Resolution 141, agreed
to July 17, 1967, and Senate Resolution 276,
agreed to May 9, 1968.

Sec. 2. Section 4 of Senate Resolution 80,
agreed to February 17, 1969 is hereby
amended by striking out “$72,000" where it
appears therein and inserting in lieu thereof
“$93,000".

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 KWAJA-
LEIN MISSILE RANGE, AND RE-
SERVE COMPONENT STRENGTH—
AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 108

Mr. PROXMIRE submitted amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by him,
to the bill (S. 2546) to authorize appro-
priations during the fiscal year 1970 for
procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval
vessels, and tracked combat vehicles, and
research, development, test, and evalua-
tion for the Armed Forces, and to au-
thorize the construction of test facilities
at Kwajalein Missile Range, and to pre-
scribe the authorized personnel strength
of the Selected Reserve of each Reserve
component of the Armed Forces, and for
other purposes,which were ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed.

(The remarks of Mr. PrRoxMIRE when
he submitted the amendments appear
later in the Recorp under the appropri-
ate heading.)

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF
AMENDMENT NO. 107

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask
uanimous consent that, at the next
printing, the name of the Senator from
Montana (Mr. MeETcALF) be added as a
cosponsor of amendment No. 107 to S.
2546, the military procurement bill.

The amendment calls for annual dis-
closure of high ranking former civilian
and military Pentagon officials who go
to work for the major defense contrac-
tors.

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

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON S. 2453

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, as chairman of the Labor
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Subcommittee of the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, I announce
hearings on 8. 2453, a bill to further
promote equal employment opportunities
for American workers. The hearings will
be held at 10 a.m., on August 11 and 12,
1969, in room 4232, New Senate Office
Building.

Any person who wishes to testify or
submit a statement for inclusion in the
hearing record, should communicate as
soon as possible with the Labor Subcom-
mittee, room G-237, New Senate Office
Building,

NOTICE OF RESCHEDULING OF
HEARINGS ON VETERANS EDUCA-
TION, TRAINING, AND MANPOWER
BILLS BEFORE THE VETERANS’
AFFAIRS SUBCOMMITTEE

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, on
July 23, 1969, I announced that the Vet-
erans’ Affairs Subcommittee, of which I
am chairman, of the Labor and Public
Welfare Committee would be holding
hearings on July 30 and 31 on four bills
pertaining to veterans education, train-
ing, and manpower. Unfortunately, I
find that these hearings must unavoid-
ably be postponed.

I am, therefore, announcing at this
time, for the information of Senators,
that the Veterans' Affairs Subcommit-
tee will hold hearings on S. 1088, S. 2506,
and a proposed amendment to it, S. 2668,
and S. 2700 on August 8 and 12 at 9:30
a.m.

RADAR—THE ACHILLES HEEL IN
THE SAFEGUARD SYSTEM

Mr, SYMINGTON. Mr. President, re-
cently, my office received a brochure
from the Committee To Maintain a Pru-
dent Defense Policy, an organization with
headquarters here in Washington, en-
titled “Safeguard: Does the Supposed
‘Softness’ of the Radars Render Safe-
guard Vulnerable?” This pamphlet is
indeed an extraordinary document.

Yesterday, on the floor, I stated that
Mr. Clifford J. Hynning was the author.
I now find that is not accurate. The
report was prepared by an unidentified
“individual committee or staff member,”
and I hasten to make this correction.

I ask unanimous consent that this
pamphlet in its entirety be printed in
the Recorp at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr, SYMINGTON. Mr. President, now
let me present to the Senate why I be-
lieve the information contfained in this
pamphlet with respect to the radars is
wrong.

The author opens his remarks by stat-
ing:

Many opponents of Safeguard hold the
view that the system is inordinately vulner-
able because its radar is less than one-tenth
as hard as the missile silos it is designed to
protect.

As one of the “opponents” I share this
view, but my objections are based on
four additional criticisms which pertain
to the radar of the Safeguard. These are
as follows:
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First. There is only one radar to pro-
tect an “entire site” of more than 100
missiles.

Second. The MSR radar is exceeding-
ly expensive—between $150 and $200 mil-
lion each—many times as much as that
of each of the Minutemen it defends.

Third. The total number of intercep-
tor missiles protecting the site is “ex-
ceedingly small.”

Fourth, Only a fraction of even this
small number of interceptor missiles pro-
tecting each Minuteman site has enough
range to protect the radar.

The author claims that since the
Sprint missiles defend the radar, the fact
that it is soft does not matter, This is
only true if the defense was “infinitely
reliable” and if there were an “unlimited
number” of interceptor missiles deployed
for defending the radar.

It is the essence of the deterrent role
of Minuteman that even if some silos are
destroyed the rest are available to retali-
ate. By basing the entire defense on a
single radar we make sure that if this
one radar is hit the entire defense will
collapse. All the enemy has to do is to
dedicate a few of his missiles to exhaust
that fraction of interceptors which de-
fend the radar—then the entire Safe-
guard system is dead; and all Senators
who have studied the classified infor-
mation know how small is the number
of interceptors.

Moreover, in order to destroy the rad-
ars, the Soviets would not have to use
the SS-9's, those missiles which the pro-
ponents say are of sufficient power and
accuracy to endanger Minuteman. We
know they could either exhaust, or pene-
trate, the protection around the rad-
ars by using their smaller and less ac-
curate SS-11 missiles, of which the Sov-
iets now have some 800,

Here then the question of the “soft-
ness” of the radar comes in, because on
this basis the destruction of the radar
would not necessarily even subtract from
any of those missiles which some esti-
mate the Soviets are building in order
to threaten Minuteman,

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 3 min-
utes.

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. In fact, and based
on this extraordinary pamphlet, it would
appear that the writer kas not really ex-
amined the Safeguard system, because
he says:

The radars are hardened to the efficlent
level required to give an extremely high prob-
ability that an incoming warhead will be
intercepted and are located so that a single
warhead could not destroy more than one
of them,

Does not he know there is only one
radar per missile site?

A radar supporting the defense of Min-
uteman would not have to be as hard as
the Minuteman silos if first there were
many such radars—say one radar per
only a few Minuteman silos, and second,
if these radars were less expensive than
the missiles they defend.

In that case the radars need only be
sufficiently hard so that if one radar were
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destroyed the neighboring one would not

suffer; and as a consequence the price

of admission for a Soviet attacker would
be greatly raised if the cost per silo de-
fended is low enough.

Experts in this field hope that such a
system can be developed, and developed
quickly, by deploying many more, and
less complicated, radars.

Actually the Safeguard radar meets
very few of the requirements which one
would hope to have in effort to achieve
“a proper defense” of hardened silos.

The remarks made in this brochure
would appear to reflect a Maginot Line
philosophy, about which I have already
expressed my deep apprehension. It is
proposed to employ exactly one radar as
the eyes of the entire system; and then
defend that one radar to the hilt.

If this defense is too thin, however, or
has even the slightest flaw to the point
where one enemy missile “leaks” through,
the entire defense system then collapses;
and in this connection, we know just how
thin the Spint coverage is—would this
information be made public—and how
few things in this world are perfect.

I agree with the sentiment that, in the
long run, increased hardening of silos
}vill not assure their survival against the
increasing accuracy and number of at-
tacking warheads. Sooner or later, there-
fore, our fixed land-based missiles will
become obsolete unless either:

First. We defend them with a system
of multiple small radars and interceptors
designed as proper for the job, or

Second. Replace them by a land-mo-
bile system along with reliance on our
moving Polaris submarine fleet, or

Third. Reach some “meaningful agree-
ment” so as to halt the destructive race
of military technology toward increased
accuracy and multiple nuclear warheads.

In summary, Mr. President, we will
never prevent obsolescence of the Min-
uteman foree by protecting it with a de-
fense which can be defeated before it is
even built.

ExHIiBIT 1

PAPER NoO. 2—SAFEGUARD: DOES THE SUPPOSED
“SOFTNESS"” OF THE RADARS RENDER SAFE-
GUARD VULNERABLE?

(By the Committee To Maintain a Prudent
Defense Policy; with the compliments of
Dean Acheson)

Does the supposed “softness" of the radars
render Safeguard vulnerable?

No, Many opponents of Safeguard hold the
view that the system is inordinately vulner-
able because its radar is less than one-tenth
as hard! as the missile silos it is designed to
protect. This view, while having a certain
surface plausibility, reflects a fundamental
misunderstnding.

That there is a difference in the hardness of
the silos and radars is undeniable. That this
difference is critical to the defense of the
radar, however, is not true, and overlooks the
central fact that the radar s defended pri-
marily by interceptor missiles,

To say that a target is soft or only moder-
ately hard is not the same as saying that a
target can be easily destroyed.

(1) The radars in the Safeguard system
are, in fact, hardened to a considerable de-
gree.

(2) The radars are also actively defended
by Sprint missiles,

1 “Hardness" is the term used to indicate
relative blast resistance and Is generally
measured in terms of overpressure (PSI).
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Whether they are sufficiently hardened so
that active defense of them will give us high
enough confidence that they will survive an
enemy attack is the critical question. They
are in fact hard enough, and making them
harder in the face of the improvements in
missile accuracy expected in the 1970's would
incur considerable costs without correspond-
ing benefits in the form of a higher probabil-
ity of survival under attack. With such mis-
sile accuracies, the offense can destroy with
a high probability, either radars or silos if
there is no active defense to stop it.

The chosen hardening is the modest level
necessary to enable the defense to intercept
an incoming warhead at relatively close range
in order to get more than one shot at an in-
coming warhead. If the first Sprint fired at an
incoming warhead should fail, there is suffi-
cient time to fire another and even a third.
Were the radars softer than they are, such
a tactic—which has the effect of dramatically
increasing the probability that interception
will succeed—would not be possible. If, on
the other hand, the radars were hardened
beyond their planned level, no such improve-
ment in the likelihood of interception would
result, The critical point is that the radars
rely for their defense not solely on hardening
(which is a losing proposition in this period
of rapldly improving accuracies) but on ac-
tive intercept by Sprint and Spartan missiles,

While hardening alone is no longer ade-
quate for the protection of our land-based
missiles, it does play an important role in
conjunction with the active defense provided
by the Safeguard system. The missile silos are
hardened so that a single enemy missile can-
not destroy more than one Minuteman. The
radars are hardened to the efficient level re-
quired to give an extremely high probability
that an incoming warhead will be inter-
cepted, and are located so that a single war-
head could not destroy more than one of
them.

THE COMMITTEE TO MAINTAIN A PRUDENT
DEFENSE POLICY

Chairman, Dean Acheson; Vice-Chairman,?
Albert Wohlstetter; Treasurer, Clifford J.
Hynning.

Original members, Prof. Armen Alchian,
Gordon Arneson, Max Ascoli, Ross N. Berkes,
Amb. Charles Bohlen, Dr. Donald G. Bren-
nan, Dr, Peter Clark, Dr. Joseph Cropsey, Dr.
Paul Davis, Hon. Arthur Dean, Dr. Michael
J. Deutsch, Dr. Freeman J. Dyson, Hon, Fred-
rick Eaton, Hon. Henry H. Fowler, Prof. Harry
Gelber, Prof. William Griffith, Dean Edmund
A. QGullion, Christian A. Herter, Jr., Dr.
Charles M, Herzfeld, Prof. Jack Hirshleifer,
Prof. Morton Kaplan, Lawrence R. Kegan,
Amb. Foy Kohler, Irvin Kristol, and Dr. Har-
old Lamport.

Ernest Lefever, Dr. Willard F. Libby, Dr.
David A. Little, Hon. Robert A. Lovett, Prof.
Gordon MacDonald, Prof. C. Burton Marshall,
Prof. Willlam G. McMillan, Amb. Livingston
Merchant, Dr. Lawrence H. O'Neill, Franz Op-
penheimer, Prof. Paul Ramsey, Prof. Richard
N. Rosecrance, Prof. Robert Scalapino, Prof.
Paul Seabury, Dr. Prederick Seitz, Prof, Har-
old Smith, Philip Sporn, Robert Sprague, Sr.,
Dr. Kenneth Watson, Dr. John A. Wheeler,
Frederick Bernays Wiener, Prof. Eugene P.
Wigner, Prof. Aaron Wildavsky, and Prof.
Ciro Zoppo.

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I want to ask the
Senator, who is a member of the Armed
Services Committee, what is the ex-
planation of why there was almost no

2 Paul H. Nitze withdrew from active serv-
ice as vice-chairman of the Committee,
effective June 26, when he was appointed
consultant to the Department of Defense on
BALT.
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evidence taken, as far as I can find, with
regard to the blackout effect of a radar
by an atomic explosion in the vicinity—
in other words, not having to hit the
radar establishment itself? Why was
there no evidence as to the blackout?
I have heard before that this is a
very important matter. I think I read
in the press that in some of the
tests over Kwajalein the communica-
tion system was out for quite a long
time following an atomic explosion.
I was wondering why there was no
evidence taken on that point by the
Armed Services Committee.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I know the Sena-
tor wants me to be frank. Without any
implied criticism of anybody, I honestly
do not know the answer to the question.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is inconceivable
to me that a committee which is pro-
posing a system which could run into
$10 or $20 billion or more did not take
any substantial evidence on the ques-
tion of what would be the effect of an
explosion in the vicinity of a radar. Our
radars, as I understand, depend upon
electromagnetic impulses for their op-
eration. There is no wire. It is in the na-
ture of radio.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Speaking in terms
of electricity, it is a flux, not a current—
a wave would be a better characteriza-
tion.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If blackout is a sub-
stantial problem, I cannot imagine why
no testimony was taken on it.

Mr. SYMINGTON. My apprehension
about this system has to do primarily
with the working of the five major com-
ponents; their working together after
they are put together; and even more,
the two chief objections I have to de-
ploying it now instead of developing it
further are, first, nobody has put up any
logical argument of any kind that this
radar which was designed for the Sen-
tinel system, is the right radar for the
Safeguard system. Second, nobody has
answered the fact that a relatively small
addition to the production of Soviet mis-
siles would nullify almost in entirety any
defense protection the United States
would obtain from the Safeguard, even if
the system worked perfectly.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Tomorrow after-
noon the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions will hold a hearing which is in-
tended to go into this matter. I am not at
all certain that it will be as thorough as
it should be, but it will seek some in-
formation about the effect of a blackout
or of radioactivity upon communications,
and will also include a briefing on the
ease with which an ABM system ean be
knocked out by multiple weapons.

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

Mr. GORE. Mr, President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senator from
Missouri may proceed for an additional
3 minutes.

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

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield
to the able Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. Mr- President, tomorrow
morning at 9:30 the Subcommittee on
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Disarmament will examine some clas-
sified reports that have recently become
available. I do not propose to suggest
a secret session of the Senate to discuss
this material, but I do take this op-
portunity to invite any Senator either
to sit in on the examination of the re-
ports ftomorrow morning or to come
later to the committee room, where he
will be permitted to take from the vault
the reports and the colloquy and exam-
ine them to his own satisfaction.

Mr. President, will the Senator yield
once more?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield.

Mr. GORE. In addition to the facts
cited by the distinguished junior Sen-
ator from Arkansas that electronic and
radio communication was knocked out
for a period of hours in an area of some
800 miles in diameter as a result of tests
in Eniwetok, one other matter to which
Senators might wish to give some con-
sideration is that test animals placed
on ships at varying distances from the
center of the explosion suffered some
dire consequences. Rabbits on a ship 200
miles away were blinded. When we con-
sider defending or undertaking to de-
fend America by exploding nuclear
bombs over our heads, we are consider-
ing matters having dire consequences.

On this question of possible first strike
capability or first strike attempt, I won-
der if the able senior Senator from Mis-
souri has contemplated the effects of
westerly wind currents and the possible
danger to all other nations in the North-
ern Hemisphere from an all-out attack
upon the United States, from fallout.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, the
distinguished senior Senator from Ten-
nessee is a member of the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy, and therefore
an expert on this subject. To be frank,
it is not a subject that I feel competent
to discuss. I presented today facts with
respect to this extraordinary statement
issued by one of the various groups orga-
nized in favor of the Safeguard, because
I believe I do understand the radar as-
pects of the situation, and because it was
explained to us what would happen if the
Soviets increased slightly their produec-
tion of missiles. On this particular sub-
ject of the effects of atomic blast the
Senator—and I hope he will develop it to
his satisfaction and that of the Senate—
is a far better expert than I.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. The Senator
from Rhode Island is recognized.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, in connec-
tion with the last exchange, the Sena-
tor from Tennessee may recall that a
panel of scientists before his subcom-
mittee agreed that the Northern Hemis-
phere would be uninhabitable by man
if there were any full exchange of nu-
clear weapons.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its

reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed the following bills and
joint resolutions, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 2. An act to amend the Federal Credit
Union Act so as to provide for an independ-
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ent Federal agency for the supervision of fed-
erally chartered credit unions, and for other

purposes;

H.ER. 6947. An act to amend the Act of
October 13, 1964, to regulate the location of
chanceries and other business offices of for-
eign governments in the District of Columbia;

HR. 9551. An act to amend the act of
July 11, 1947, to authorize members of the
District of Columbia Fire Department, the
U.8. Park Police force, and the White House
Police force to participate in the Metropoli-
tan Police Department Band, and for other

purposes;

H.R. 95538. An act to amend the District of
Columbia Minimum Wage Act to authorize
the computation of overtime compensation
for hospital employees on the basis of a
fourteen-day work period;

HR. 12671. An act to amend the act of
May 29, 1928, to facilitate and encourage the
employment of minors in the District of
Columbia between the ages of 14 and 16
during the summer and other school vaca-
tion periods, and for other purposes;

H.J. Res. 236. A joint resolution author-
izing and requesting the President of the
United States to issue a proclamation desig-
nating the week of August 1 through August
7 as "National Clown Week'; and

HJ. Res. 614. A joint resolution author-
izing the President to proclaim the week
of September 28, 1969, through October 4,
1969, as “National Adult-Youth Communi-
catlons Week."”

HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESO-
LUTIONS REFERRED

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

HR.2. An act to amend the Federal Credit
Union Act so as to provide for an independ-
ent Federal agency for the supervision of
federally chartered credit unions, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

HR.6947. An act to amend the act of Oc-
tober 13, 1964, to regulate the location of
chanceries and other business offices of for-
eign governments in the District of Colum-
bia;

HR.9551. An act to amend the act of
July 11, 1947, to authorize members of the
District of Columbia Fire Department, the
U.8. Park Police force, and the White House
Police force to participate in the Metropoli-
tain Police Department Band, and for other
purposes;

H.R.9553. An act to amend the District of
Columbia Minimum Wage Act to authorize
the computation of overtime compensation
for hospital employees on the basis of a 14-
day work period; and

H.ER.12671. An act to amend the act of
May 29, 1928, to facilitate and encourage the
employment of minors in the District of Co-
lumbia between the ages of 14 and 16 during
the summer and other school vacation pe-
riods, and for other purposes;, to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia,

H.J.Res. 236. A joint resolution authoriz-
ing and requesting the President of the
United States to issue a proclamatlon desig-
nating the week of August 1 through August
T as “National Clown Week"”; and

H.J. Res. 614, A joint resolution authoriz-
ing the President to proclalm the week of
September 28, 1069, through October 4, 1969,
as “Natlonal Adult-Youth Communications
Week"; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

SENATOR KENNEDY

Mr, PELL. Mr. President, I rise at this
time to express publicly my belief that
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the senior Senator from Massachusetts
should not resign. And my advice to the
citizens of that great Commonwealth
would be to do their best to urge Senator
EKeNNEDY not to consider resigning.

In speaking as a friend of his and as a
Member of this body, I would add that
the sooner he returns, the better off I
think we are. I believe he is needed and
wanted right here.

NIXON FUMELES IN BANGKOK

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am dis-
turbed at the tenor of our President’s re-
marks made in Bangkok as he accepted
the key to the city.

I ask unanimous consent that his re-
marks be inserted in the Recorp at this
point.

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

[From the New York Times, July 29, 1969]
Excerprs FroM Nixon's TALES

(Nore—Following are statements made by
President Nixon shortly after his arrival in
Bangkok today, The first is an excerpt from
extemporaneous remarks made by the Presi-
dent as he accepted a key to the city. The
second is the text of a statement prepared
by the traveling White House on the flight to
Thailand and distributed here in the Presi-
dent’s name.)

As we drove in through the streets from
the airport and saw the thousands of people
gathered there, including many of the
schoolchildren, we were reminded again of
the association between the American people
and the Thai people, association in war and
association in peace.

We were reminded too of that when we
came by the SEATO treaty building, and
realized that the SEATO organization has its
offices here. That leads me to say that every-
one knows that Thailand and the United
States are signatories of that treaty. We are
bound together by that treaty.

A treaty can have many meanings. It can
be just a scrap of paper with no meaning at
all. But as far as Thailand and the United
States are concerned, a treaty means far more
because we share common ideals.

What we want for Asia and the world is
the right of freedom which Thailand enjoys
for all peoples here.

The treaty that we have with Thailand
means that it is not just another treaty, not
just another piece of paper, but that it is
one that has a significance far beyond that—
a significance which I have indicated time
and again in public statements, and I indi-
cate today in my first public statement as I
visit Bangkok and this country.

We will honor our obligations under that
treaty. We will honor them not simply be-
cause we have to, because of paper, but be~
cause we believe in those words, and partic-
ularly believe in them in the assoclation
that we have with a proud and a strong peo-
ple—the people of Thailand.

We have been together in the past, we
are together at the present and the United
States will stand proudly with Thailand
against those who might threaten it from
abroad or from within.

Mr. PELL. I am concerned for two
reasons. First, I do not believe that any
treaty should ever be referred to as “just
another treaty” or “just another piece
of paper.” Any treaty to which the
United States adheres should have
greater meaning than that.

Second, and more important from the
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viewpoint of our national interest, is
President Nixon's statement that the
United States “will stand proudly with
Thailand against those who might
threaten it from abroad or from within.”

The most careful reading of the
SEATO treaty gives no support to the
views that, beyond consultation we have
any obligation whatsoever to defend
Thailand from enemies within. The
most meticulous, careful, precise and,
yes, Ruskian interpretation of the treaty
would not give support to this thesis.
Accordingly, what the statement of our
President has done I believe, is, either
to have enunciated a new policy for the
United States in pledging protection of
the Government of Thailand from do-
mestie insurgency or to have publicly
stated support for a private commit-
ment that has already been made to
this effect.

I deeply hope neither of these eventu-
alities is true.

Even more important, so that those
around the world may not misinterpret
what our policies are—and, misinter-
pretation is more often the cause of
crisis and war than is correct interpre-
tation—I hope the President will
straighten out the record in this regard.

He can do this either by saying he
overspoke, Or he can say we indeed have
such a newly visible policy vis-a-vis
Thailand, in which case I would urge
my colleagues to do all that we can to
dissuade our Chief Executive from such
a policy and seek to change it. It is cer-
fainly a policy inconsistent with the Sen-
ate commitment resolution passed a few
weeks ago and with the words of Presi-
dent Nixon in Guam last week.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr, PELL, I yield.

Mr. GORE. Perhaps it would be well
for the Recorp of the Senate’s proceed-
ings today to show that the U.S. Senate
has not approved the secret agreement
between the United States and Thailand.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's time has expired.

Mr. PELL. I ask unanimous consent
that I may have 3 additional minutes to
yvield to the Senator from Tennessee.

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

Mr. GORE. This secret agreement was
entered into between Thailand and the
United States by the previous adminis-
tration. It was not approved by the Sen-
ate or by Congress during the previous
administration. This secret agreement
was reaffirmed by Secretary Rogers
earlier this year on his trip to Thailand.
Such reaffirmation has not been approved
by the elected representatives of the peo-
ple. The President, past or present, is
without the power or authorty to make a
binding agreement upon the United
States without the approval of the repre-
sentatives of the people, the U.S. Senate.

The insurgency in Thailand is not a
new political phenomenon. It has existed
for more than a decade. I do not wish the
insurgency well, but I am not sure that
it is proper for the United States to inter-
vene in a domestic insurgency, in civil
strife within a small country. This is, In-
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deed, primarily what we did in Vietnam.
What President Nixon has done in Thai-
land is to invite another Vietnamese
situation for the United States, and I
want the Recorp to show that he is with-
out power to commit the United States to
such a course of action.

Mr. PELL. I thank the Senator from
Tennessee for his interpretation and re-
marks, with which I am in agreement.

Mr. COOPER subsequently said: Mr.
President, I have read the full text of
President Nixon's statement and I do not
interpret.it as deseribing the treaties
which we are a party as scraps or pieces
of paper.

It seems to me that in the full context
of his statement he intended to make it
clear that his administration does not
intend to act or fail to act with regard to
the terms of treaties to which we are
parties, in such a way as to cause them to
be valueless.

Concerning the SEATO treaty I would
assume that his remarks were made with
full cognizance of its provisions, The
SEATO treaty does not commit the
United States to war. It provides, in sub-
stance, that if the security of a party is
threatened by armed attack that each
party would take appropriate measures
in accordance with its “constitutional
processes.” As has been resolved by the
Senate in the national commitments
resolution, Senate Resolution 85, “con-
stitutional processes” intends joint ac-
tion by the Executive and Congress.

Again, the full text of the President’s
statement is in harmony with his state-
ments made at Guam—emphasizing the
responsibilities of the nations of Asia to
defend and support themselves. I quote
from his statement:

Our determination to honor our commit-
ments is Iull}’ consistent with our conviction
that the nations of Asia can and must in-
creasingly shoulder the responsibility for
achieving peace and progress in the area. The
challenge to our wisdom is to support the
Asian countries’ efforts to defend and de-
velop themselves without attempting to take
from them the responsibilities which should
be theirs, For if domination by the aggressor
can destroy the freedom of a nation, too
much dependence on a protector can even-
tually erode its dignity.

What we seek for Asia is a commuaity of
free nations able to go their own way and
seek their own destiny with whatever coop=-
eration we can provide—a community of in-
dependent Asian countries each maintaining
its own traditions and yet each developing
through mutual cooperation. In such an
arrangement we stand ready to play a re-
sponsible role in accordance with our com-
mitments and basic interests.

The United Press International ticker
reports today the following:

Winding up the business part of his Thal-
land mission today, Nixon told leaders of this
Communist-threatened southeast Asla na-
tion that the 47,000 American airmen and
support troops in Thailand would gradual-
ly be withdrawn as the Vietnam war
deescalates.

All of this further supports his Guam
statement concerning our relations—
military and economic—to the Asian
countries.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that excerpts from President Nix-
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on’s talk and the full text of his state-
ment as printed in the New York Times
today be printed in the Recorp at this
point.

There being no objection, the state-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

ExcerpTs FroM NixonN's TALK AND TEXT OF
STATEMENT

(Nore—Following are statements made by
President Nixon shortly after his arrival in
Bangkok today. The first is an excerpt from
extemporaneous remarks made by the Presi-
dent as he accepted a key to the city. The sec~
ond is the text of a statement prepared by
the traveling White House on the flight to
Thalland and distributed here in the Presi-
dent’s name.)

BAnGROK, THAILAND, July 28.—As we drove
in through the streets from the airport and
saw the thousands of people gathered there,
including many of the schoolchildren, we
were reminded again of the association be-
tween the American people and the Thai peo-
ple, assoclation In war and assoclation in
peace.

We were reminded too of that when we
came by the SEATO treaty building, and
realized that the SEATO organization has its
offices here. That leads me to say that every-
one knows that Thailand and the United
States are signatories of that treaty. We are
bound together by that treaty.

A treaty can have many meanings. It can
be just a scrap of paper with no meaning at
all. But as far as Thailand and the United
States are concerned, a treaty means far more
because we share common ideals,

What we want for Asla and the world is
the right of freedom which Thailand enjoys
for all peoples here.

The treaty that we have with Thalland
means that it is not just another treaty, not
Just another piece of paper, but that it is one
that has a significance far beyond that—a
significance which I have Indicated time and
again in public statements, and I indicate
today in my first public statement as I visit
Bangkok and this country.

‘We will honor our obligations under that
treaty. We will honor them not simply be-
cause we have to, because of paper, but be-
cause we believe in those words, and particu~
larly believe in them In the association that
we have with a proud and a strong people—
the people of Thailand.

We have been together in the past, we are
together at the present and the United States
will stand proudly with Thailand against
those who might threaten it from abroad or
from within,

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT

In returning once again to Thailand, I am
deeply conscious of the fact that Thalland
has a speclal Interest in the strength of
America's determination to honor its com-
mitments in Asia and the Pacific.

We will honor those commitments—not
only because we consider them solemn ob-
ligations, but equally importantly because
we fully recognize that we and the nations
of Southeast Asia share a vital stake in the
future peace and prosperity of this region.

Both geography and comimon interest link
the United States with the nations of South-
east Asia.

We recognize the Paclific Ocean not as a
barrier, but as a bridge. We recognize also
that whether peace can be maintained in
Asia and the Pacific will determine whether
peace can be maintained in the world, and
we recognize here in Asia the beginnings of
patterns of dynamic development that can
be of enormous significance,

Our determination to honor our commit-
ments is fully consistent with our convic-
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tion that the nations of Asia can and must
increasingly shoulder the responsibility for
achieving peace and progress in the area.
The challenge to our wisdom is to support
the Asian countries' efforts to defend and
develop themselves without attempting to
take from them the responsibilities which
should be thelrs. For if domination by the
aggressor can destroy the freedom of a na-
tion, too much dependence on a protector
can eventually erode its dignity.

What we seek for Asia is a community of
free nations able to go their own way and
seek their own destiny with whatever cooper-
ation we can provide—a community of in-
dependent Asian countries each maintaining
its own traditions and yet each developing
through mutual cooperation. In such an
arrangement we stand ready to play a re-
sponsible role in accordance with our com-
mitments and basic interests.

Seven centuries ago, the great Thal King
Rama Kamheng, father of the Thai alphabet,
had his belief inscribed in the new written
language.

“In the water there are fish, in the fields
there is rice, Whoever wants to trade in
elephants so trades. Whoever wants to trade
in horses so trades. Whoever wants to trade
in silver and gold so trades.”

These words expressed the philosophy that
a nation, like man, should be free to seek its
own destiny. In EKorea and again in Viet-
nam, Thailand has been in the forefront
of those mnations actively engaged in pro-
tecting this principle.

The Thal contribution to the struggle to
preserve the independence of South Vietnam
has been of great significance—as befits a
nation that places so high a value on its own
long history of independence,

As a nation which has shared so gener-
ously in the burdens of war, Thailand has
a special interest in the strategy for achiev-
ing a durable peace—that is one which guar-
antees to the people of South Vietnam the
right to determine their own future without
outside coercion. In developing this policy,
the Government of Thailand has been fully
consulted and will continue to be so in the
future.

I believe that the greatest problem before
us is not the war in Vietnam, but the bring-
ing about of a dynamic set of international
relationships which guarantee peace and
progress, This cannot be done by the United
States alone. It must be a cooperative effort.
We must contribute to relationships by
which the peoples of the area can master
their challenges and shape their future.

Thailand is one of the foremost examples
of the promise that the future holds in
Asla—in terms of its economic development,
its commitment to advancing the welfare of
its people and its larger view of new patterns
of regional cooperation that can benefit all
the nations and peoples of Asla. We are proud
to consider Thalland our friend.

In this spirit I see the vision of King Rama
Eamheng coming true not only for Thailand
but for all of Asla.

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR TRANS-
ACTION OF ROUTINE MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, all time for the trans-
action of routine morning business has
expired.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
period for the transaction of routine
morning business be extended for 5 ad-
ditional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Withouf
objection, it is so ordered.
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AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1970
FOR MILITARY PROCUREMENT,
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT,
AND FOR THE 'CONSTRUCTION
OF MISSILE TEST FACILITIES AT
EWAJALEIN MISSILE RANGE, AND
RESERVE COMPONENT STRENGTH

NEGOTIATE FROM STRENGTH
AMENDMENT TO LIMIT C—-5A SPENDING
AMENDMENT NO. 108

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I sub-
mit an amendment to the military pro-
curement bill pending in the Senate
which would cut off all funds for the
second run of the giant C-5A eargo
plane. I call it the negotiate from
strength amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received, printed,
and will lie on the table.

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, my
amendment would allow the first run of
58 planes to go forward. But the amend-
ment would cut out $533 million from
the bill, the funds for additional planes.
The amendment also calls for a study by
the General Accounting Office.

This step is vital if the taxpayers are
to be saved from the cruel consequences
of the golden handshake provision in the
Lockheed contract.

If we authorize run B, then the re-
pricing formula letting Lockheed make
up its losses would go into effect. Lock-
heed would then suffer little or no finan-
cial loss as a result of the huge $2 billion
cost overrun on this plane.

We should stop this unconscionable
giveaway. By denying funds for run B
the Congress can give the Pentagon ne-
gotiators the backbone and steel they
have lacked in the past when they agreed
to the golden handshakes, the sweet-
heart clauses, and the get-well provi-
sions on dozens of major weapons system
contracts.

The just released Pentagon study on
the C-5A vindicates those of us who
have criticized the program but fails to
propose the necessary action to give the
Pentagon enough muscle to reverse their
misguided contract provisions. On the
one hand they admit the repricing for-
mula on the C-5A is outrageous. On the
other hand they fail to take that action;
namely, stopping run B of the plane,
which could prevent the detrimental re-
sults of the formula. This is true be-
cause a go-ahead on run B triggers the
repricing formula. By cufting off the
funds for run B, my amendment would
put the Government in the driver's seat
in future negotiations for the additional
planea.

It is the only way the public interest
can be served. The Government then
could negotiate from strength.

Here is a contract in which another
company, Boeing, was the original choice
of the Air Force selection board. But
Lockheed bought in by bidding $300
million less than the selection board's
choice.

Now Lockheed is building the plane in
a Government-owned plant, using Gov-
ernment-owned machinery, and receiv-
ing Government progress payments
which essentially are interest-free loans
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of up to 90 percent of their working
capital. It is a form of military WPA.

My amendment will put this right. As
only five test models of the plane have
been produced, and as delivery dates
have already been delayed by 6 months,
no harm can come to the interests of
the United States in cutting off the
funds for run B and giving the Govern-
ment some real weapons to negotiate
with.

The Pentagon now admits what they
previously denied. They admit that the
repricing formula in the contract was
against the interests of the United
States. They also grudgingly admit an
overrun of $1.7 billion, or $300 million
more than the $1.4 billion they have been
claiming in the past. Our hearings
showed that for a comparable plane
with comparable spare parts, the actual
costs increased by $2 billion between
1965 and 1968.

There is even some hope that finally
the Air Force will stop protecting and
making excuses for its contractors and
crack down on both their own and the
contractor's wasteful practices.

Under the amendment the GAO is
called upon to determine and report in
90 days whether the C-5A is an economic
replacement for the C-141 and other
aireraft in view of the great increase in
procurement and operating costs of the
plane. In addition, the GAO is called
upon to determine the extent of the Gov-
ernment liabllity, possible losses and
termination costs, costs of repairs and
modification due to the failure of the
C-5 wing to meet structural strength re-
quirements, and other crucial matters
under the contract if run B is authorized.

The specific gquestions the GAO is
called upon to examine are as follows:

First. Whether the C-5 is an economic
replacement for the C-141 and other
airlift capability in light of the great
cost growth of both procurement and
operating costs.

Second. Whether the fourth squadron
of C-5's would add significantly to the
deployment capability of U.S. forees.

Third. Whether purchase of the
fourth squadron of C-5's would make
the Government liable for all contractor
losses and termination costs if the full
six squadrons of run A and run B are
not procured.

Fourth. Whether purchase of the
fourth squadron of C—5’s would make the
Government liable for the cost of repairs
and modifications necessary to correct
the defect revealed in the recent failure
of the C-5 wing to meet structural
strength requirements.

Fifth. The current cost estimates to
complete run A, the first 23 units of run
B, and run B including spares and
operating expenses over the next 10
years.

Sixth. The effects of applying the re-
pricing formula on the cost to the Gov-
ernment of the first 23 units of run B
and the complete run B.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
asked the Senator to yield to make the
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point that this contract was not nego-
tiated by the Nixon administration. We
inherited it.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is ab-
solutely correct. I think that is a legiti-
mate and proper point to make.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
time for the transaction of routine
morning business be extended for 5 addi-
tional minutes, and that the able Senator
from Wisconsin be recognized for 2 out
of the 5 minutes.

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

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I have
listened to most of the Senator’s state-
ment. The Senator has done a great deal
of worthwhile work on this subject.

It is very difficult to get at all aspects of
any contract. This is a new type of con-
tract, and it deserves and must have the
greatest scrutiny and examination.

Apparently the Air Force has done a
good job in getting into the involved
aspects of this C-5A matter, some of
which frankly were not recognized in the
beginning, as the Senator from Wiscon-
sin knows.

I think that the contract major is the
question involved in the pending bill so
far as the C-5A is concerned.

I point out that the C-5A has proven to
be an extraordinarily good plane, par-
ticularly at this stage in its development.
They have had some setbacks, but cer-
tainly none that begin to indicate that
it is a faulty plane.

On the whole, it appears to be a
superior plane. It is a complicated freight
train of the skies, if I may use that ex-
pression.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, as I
understand it, there may well be some
question concerning at least two aspects
of the C-5A. One is with regard to a
structural weakness in a wing, and the
other is with respect to the capacity
to land within a certain area with a des-
ignated payload. However, again, this is
just in the exploratory stage.

A question has been raised as to
whether it reaches the initial specifica-
tions in this regard.

Mr. STENNIS. That is correct. How-
ever, this is by no means a conclusion be-
cause we have not gotten to the conclu-
sion stage as yet. It is in the testing pe-
riod of its life at this time.

For the benefit of the Senate, the com-
mittee will have all of the facts relating
to the plane, the contract, and the ques-
tions of policy involved in this type of
contract for future use. Frankly, I do not
lean toward a contract of this type.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 2
minutes of the Senator from Wisconsin
have expired.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senator from Wisconsin may have an ad-
ditional 2 minutes out of the remaining
3 minutes,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr, President, the
Senator raises a very interesting point
that I would like to clear up at this time.

The Senator mentioned a short while
ago that the airplane had a structural
problem. This occurred at 128 percent
of stress. I point out that the Air Force
calls for 150 percent. I believe that 128
percent is about as high as we have ever
gotten out of any plane. The FAA calls
for 200 percent. However, in the Air
Force, the Army, and the Navy, they real-
ize that 150 percent is far more than
they will ever be asked to sustain. In
fact, 100 percent is asking for more than
a pllot can sustain.

So far as any structural defect is con-
cerned, it is not of major importance,
but I am told by the Air Force that they
will continue to look into it.

I had not heard about the landing
question. The day I flew the airplane it
landed in 1,500 feet, which is an extreme-
ly short distance for such a mammoth
plane to stop in and is in keeping with
Air Force and company specifications,

I agree with what the chairman of
the Armed Services Committee said, that
it is a good plane. I also agree with what
the Senator from Wisconsin said, that
it is a very queer contract.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I

point out that the order is for 58 of these
planes. I can see no damage whatsoever
since only five test models of the plane

have been produced and it will take per-
haps 1 year to finish the five that have
been produced before we would go ahead
with the authorization for the remainder
of the planes.

REFERRAL TO THE COMMITTEE ON
PUBLIC WORKS OF 8. 2635—HART-
WELL DAM PROJECT, SOUTH
CAROLINA AND GEORGIA

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, at the request of my senior col-
league, Senator RanpoLpH, I ask unani-
mous consent that S. 2635, a bill to pro-
vide for adjustments in the lands or
interests therein acquired for the Hart-
well Dam project, South Carolina and
Georgia, by the reconveyance of certain
lands or interests therein to the former
owners therein, which was referred to the
Committee on Armed Services, be re-
referred to the Committee on Public
Works; and I ask unanimous consent
that a statement by Senator RanpoLra
be printed i1 the REcorb.

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

STATEMENT OF SENATOR RANDOLPH

As the members of this body know, the
Committee on Public Works is responsible
for recommending legislative authorizations
to the Senate for the comprehensive water
resources development programs carried out
under the jurisdiction of the various Fed-
eral Water resources agencies, Including the
Corps of Engineers of the United States
Army.

The Hartwell Dam and Reservoir is a proj-
ect under jurisdiction of the Corps of En-
gineers and was previously approved by
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the Committee on Public Works and con-
struction subsequently authorized by the
Congress, The project was completed in 1963
and is in operation for multiple water re-
source purposes.

During the 88th Congress, a measure sim-
ilar to 8. 2635 was referred to the Committee
on Public Works for consideration.

PROF. HENRY ROSOVSKY, CHAIR-
MAN, DEPARTMENT OF ECONOM-
ICS, HARVARD UNIVERSITY

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, on pre-
vious occasions some Senators have seen
fit to place in the REcorp an article by
the eminent cartoonist Al Capp regard-
ing the disturbances at Harvard Uni-
versity earlier this year.

It is not my purpose here to take issue
with the thrust of that article. However,
I should like to help correct a misappre-
hension which has arisen as a result of
that article regarding the role of Prof.
Henry Rosovsky, chairman of the de-
partment of economics at Harvard. Mr.
Capp raised questions regarding Profes-
sor Rosovsky’s role in the campus dis-
turbances and his continuing position at
Harvard, An article written by Alan
Barth, clarifying the professor's role,
was published in the Boston Globe on
Thursday, June 26. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article be printed in the
RECORD.

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

Pror. Rosovsky's ROLE aT HARVARD
(By Alan Barth)

Depicted by Al Capp as the villain in
Harvard University’s recent student upris-
ing, Prof. Henry Rosovsky turns out to have
been one of its authentic heroes—and most
of all, it would appear, from Al Capp’s own
point of view. In an article which appeared
in the Globe Wednesday morning Mr. Capp
made some harsh and completely mistaken
statements concerning the Harvard profes-
sor. Two Indignant letters appearing else~
where on this page today set the record
straight.

In a lengthy telephone interview, Rosov=-
sky talked in detail about his part in the
Harvard confrontation and about his views
regarding the Black Studies Program which
was an important aspect of that confron-
tation.

An economist by inclination and train-
ing—far from having any intention of quit-
ting the University, he 1s going to become
chairman of the Economics Department at
Harvard on July 1—he was asked a year ago
to serve on a committee created to survey
the possibilities for an Afro-American Stud-
ies program at Harvard, After a year of in-
tensive investigation, this committee came
forward with a considered and compre-
prehensive proposal t0 make Afro-American
studies an integrated part of the Harvard
curriculum,

Rosovsky has a strong feeling that Negro
contributions to musie, literature, the social
sciences and other aspects of contemporary
culture have been accorded altogether in-
adequate attention. He belleves, however,
that they cannot advantageously be treated
as a separate discipline. Like area studies
which have engaged the interest of a variety
of the conventional disciplines, black stud-
ies, in his view, should draw to them his-
torians, economists, sociologists and others—
white no less than black—who want to focus
on problems relating to black people in the
United States.
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Thus the committee on which he played a
leading role, proposed that black studies
should be not a distinet department at Har-
vard but a “combined major” working
through small group colloguia in which stu-
dents who had developed at least minimum
competence in one of the standard fields
could apply their knowledge to, say, the eco-
nomic problems relating to ghetto real
estate.

“We have a lot to learn,” Rosovsky said.
The relatively uncharted ocean of black
studies gives it an appeal to students; at the
same time, it creates a personnel problem
which Rosovsky characterized as “hair-rais-
ing."” He wants the field of study to be in
every respect up to Harvard’s standards and
even better, If possible, than the conven-
tional fields. But it is extremely hard to find
really competent instructors. As a practical
matter, the head of the program has to be
a black man; but the most eminent black
scholars are already engaged elsewhere and,
interestingly enough, most of the contem-
porary Africanists are white,

Black studies in some institu-
tions have been devised hastily, and some-
times cynically, as a sop to Negro aspirations.
Often they embrace courses which have no
relevance to the mainstreams of American
life and which promise no future to those
who may choose to pursue them. Too fre-
guently they embrace courses, such as “black
math” which defy definition even by their
sponsors. While amorphous programs of this
sort avold what black militants look upon
as the vice of providing “a ticket to Whitey's
world,” the trouble with them is that they
provide a ticket to nowhere,

“I want you to know,” Bayard Rustin said
recently in indignation, “it is very cheap to
turn to young Negroes who are in internal
agony about the difference between thelr as-
pirations and their poor equipment for
achleving and give them the hope of black
studies that they can easily pass. It is un-
falr.” Rosovsky was determined that no such
unfairness should be perpetrated on black
students at Harvard.

In the aftermath of the occupation of
TUniversity Hall in the Harvard Yard and the
foreible expulsion of the occupiers by the
police, black militants presented demands
for much more than the Rosovsky Com-
mittee recommended. And the Faculty of
Arts and Sclences voted in favor of major
concesslons to these demands. Specifically,
it gave its approval to putting Afro-Ameri-
can studies under an independent depart-
ment, abandoning the concept of a 'com-
bined major,” and, most serious of all, glving
to students representatives chosen by a black
student political organization on the cam-
pus equal voting power with faculty mem-
bers in passing upon faculty appointments
and tenure and on curriculum deeisions.

Rosovsky regarded this rejection of his
committee’s recommendations as a vote of
“no confidence” and, accordingly, resigned
from the committee in protest—apparently
just what Al Capp would have wanted him
to do.

In Rosovsky's view, the essence of the
problem of enhancing Negro opportunities
at the great universities lies In recrultment.
He has not the slightest doubt that plenty
of thoroughly qualified Negro students are
avallable around the country. But they have
to be sought out, in his judgment, and “se-
lected on a basis of merit.,” The idea of taking
black students at random from urban ghettos
as an act of explation for past injustices to
their race, spells, as he sees it, "absolute
disaster.”

He is particularly interested in the enecour-
agement of gqualified black students to stay
on at Harvard for graduate work because
such work, as he puts it in the jargon of
economists, “has an enormous multiplier.”
He is convinced that at this level, too, “there
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is no shortage of gqualified black talent for
the major universlties."

These are the vlews of a man who be-
lieves at once in equality and in excellence,
who seeks opportunity for every student to
reach the limit of his potentialities without
seeking any relaxation of scholarly stand-
ards, If this is conservatism, it is almed at
the conservation of ancient academic values.

THE HIGH COST OF CUTTING BACK
ON BASIC RESEARCH

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, this is an
economy-minded Congress, and rightly
50. We have become increasingly aware
of the fact that our revenues are limited
and that there is a limit to how high we
can push the rate of taxation. Mean-
while, there appears to be virtually no
limit to the increasing roster of prob-
lems clamoring for Federal attention.

‘We are going to have to do more than
we have been doing in the fields of pov-
erty, housing, urban blight, water pollu-
tion, and air pollution, to list only some
of the growing problems that confront
us.
But where are the funds for these
expanded programs to come from?
Clearly, we are going to have to be far
more frugal than we have been in the
past; we are going to have to submit
each item in the Federal budget to the
most painstaking examination, with a
view to keeping our expenditures in each
area to the minimum realistic level.

The trouble is, that, when we start
cutting, we frequently find that there
is far less fat in our various programs
then we had imagined. The process of
cutting, therefore, sometimes becomes
a very painful one. But the pressure to
cut back on Federal expenditures is so
great, that in several areas the 'admin-
istration and Congress seemed disposed
to make cuts that are not prudent and
for which our society may have to pay
a heavy future penalty.

One such area is that of basic research.
The budget now before Congress cuts
back sharply on the appropriation to the
National Science Foundation for the
support of such research.

I have received from a Connecticut
resident, Mr. Neal E. Miller, an eloquent
letter dealing with this subject. Mr.
Miller is a scientist of some note who
has been awarded the President’s Na-
tional Medal of Science. In his letter he
makes this point:

Now that we have used up our Western
frontier, and are exhausting our unusual
bounty of national resources, such as the
Mesabi iron ore range, we can maintain our
position as a powerful “have” nation only
by exploiting the momentum of scientific
and technological superiority that we have
built on these resources. Once we let our
leadership in science and technology slip,
we are on the road downhill like England,
and It will be practically impossible to pull
ourselves back up.

Because of the importance I attach
to Mr. Miller’s letter, I ask unanimous
consent that the entire letter be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:
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GuiLForDp, CoNN,,
July 8, 1969,
Senator THoMAsS J. Dobnp,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAr SENATOR Dopp: As one who has been
awarded the President's National Medal of
Sclence, I urge you to correct the folly of
the House of Representatives and the Nixon
administration. In order to save an utterly
insignificant proportion of the federal budget
(compared, for example, with an overrun of
several billion on a single plane of weapons
system) they are cutting down on the appro-
priation to the National Science Foundation
for the support of basic research, This is
going to undermine the scientific leadership
on which our national strength depends.

Basic research is the growing edge of sci-
ence, like the thin growing cambium layer of
the bark of a great tree, where shaving off
a small girdle can cause great damage. The
essentlally standstill budget for the NSF and
the NIH, which in time of inflation means
that basie sclence is getting decreasing
amounts of our increasing gross national
productivity, has already in my own personal
experience been observed to inflict much
more harm than most people realize.

[Now that we have used up our Western
frontier, and are exhausting our unusual
bounty of national resources, such as the
Mesabi iron ore range, we can maintain our
position as a powerful “have” nation only
by exploiting the momentum of scientific
and technological superiority that we have
built on these resources, Once we let our
leadership In science and technology slip, we
are on the road downhill like England, and
it will be practically impossible to pull our-
selves back up.] Our present superiority is
bullt to a far greater extent than we like
to admit on unusual conditions which pro-
duced a massive immigration to us of the
best scientific brains from Europe and other
countries, When you cut back on baslc re-
search, you discourage the brightest minds
of our own younger generation from going
into sclence and narrow their opportunities
for learning by apprenticeship in such re-
search. You slow down the discovery of new
knowledge which is becoming increasingly
essential for advances in the increasingly
sophisticated technology that is becoming
ever more important in the modern world.
And when you have a shrinking purchasing
power, it is the newest and most important
developments that are likely to be the hard-
est hit, since each University and even each
individual scientist is likely to have cer-
tain commitments to fixed expenses for on-
going activity which must be maintained at
least for a while, so that it 1s the chance to
go ahead with the most important lines of
new development that is likely to be hardest
hit. I personally know of two leading scien-
tists who, because of reduced cellings that
were imposed on their Universities by the
NSF when its budget was cut, have had to
use all of their funds for the salaries of per-
sonnel to whom they were committed, so
that they had nothing left over to buy new
equipment and not nearly enough to spend
on supplies—an extremely inefficient situa-
tion which greatly reduced their sclentific
productivity. I personally have had to spend
an inordinately inefficient amount of time
beating the bushes for funds to make up for
the relatively small cuts that have prevented
me from having the freedom to follow up im-
portant new leads. And I have been unusually
fortunate.

Furthermore, there is a great lack of bal-
ance in the actions. The Nizon administra-
tion is recommending an 8.5 million reduc-
tion in the NIH but 85 milllon more to put
extra men on the moon to do tasks that are
less vital than health and could be done
much more efficiently by instruments.
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I cannot overemphasize the folly of trying
to save money by cutting back on basic re-
search. It is llke burning your seed corn on
a cold winter day; at the moment it may
give you a trivial increase in heat, There are
no immediate i1l effects, but the results of the
next winter are disastrous, By the time we
realize that we are losing our sclentific lead-
ership, it will be too late. Technological su=
periority, which is becoming increasingly
dependent on basic research, will, in the
future, make the difference between our
being a “have” and a “have-not” nation. I
urge you to have the foresight to prevent
us from taking the fatal turn toward the
road that leads downhill,

Sincerely,
NeaL E. MILLER.

THE ABM

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, at a
time when arguments are heavily
weighted in favor of or in opposition
to the proposed deployment of an anti-
ballistic-missile system, it is difficult for
the public to find objective reporting de-
signed to educate rather than persuade.
The recent July 24 editorial which ap-
peared in the Oregon Statesman was
evidence of the educational function the
press can serve during times when eval-
uation demands recognition of both
sides of an issue. It is with praise of the
Statesman’s journalism and its public-
minded approach to national, as well as
local, issues that I ask unanimous con-
sent that the “ABM Offers New Victory
for Fear” be inserted in the REcorp.

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

ABM OFFErs NEW VICTORY FOR FEAR

The debate on the anti-ballistic missile
sounds like a sequel to “Dr. Strangelove.”
In that satirical movie of a decade ago,
American leaders wildly speculate about the
numbers of people which will be killed in a
nuclear holocaust and the possibility of sus-
taining human life underground for 100
years as the nuclear bombs begin to burst.

The concepts of counter-missiles erasing
nuclear warheads in the skies above America
and the speculation as to how many millions
of lives would be lost sound llke the musings
of mad scientists. But such speculation is
not a nightmare. It is real. It is now, Take
this paragraph from a recent Business Week
Magazine:

Soon, however, the MIRV and the ABM
could make it feasible for one of the super-
powers to launch the first blow without the
risk of being devastated In return. Though
some retaliatory warheads might slip
through, the nation which struck first might
calculate that it would survive while its
victim would be shattered.

In the ABM debate we are forced to at-
tempt to think about the unthinkable and
imagine the unimaginable.

The information about the ABM system is
confusing and contradictory. Expert opinions
are available both for and against. Sen, Ted
Kennedy commissioned a study which re-
jected the ABM as unsound. Arthur Goldberg
heads a committee concerned about its de-
ployment.

Former Sec. of State Dean Acheson heads
another committee vigorously favoring the
ABM. Dr. Henry Kissinger, the President's
chief foreign policy adviser, endorses It.

The United States Senate 1s split almost
exactly down the middle on the issue and
Oregon’s two senators are on opposite sides
of the fence.
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Such friends of the military as Sen. Stuart
Symington, former secretary of the Air
Force, oppose the ABM.

If the Vietnam War has proved anything,
it is that America cannot afford guns and
enough butter. Dare we risk diverting more
multi-billions from the pressing domestic
problems here at home? If we solve the ABM
riddle, won't the Soviet find new means of
cireumventing it and leave us faced with
spending multi-multi-billions to counter the
new threat?

On the other hand, do we dare remain
without a defense against Red Chinese mis-
siles as that nation develops the potential
of dropping nuclear weapons on our cities?
Chinese leaders often have expressed the
willingness to sacrifice hundreds of millions
of their people.

Dare we wrench the policy-making deci-
glon from the hands of the President in this
matter? He and his advisers are in possession
of the top-secret information which is not
available even to the 100 U.S. Senators.

Cost estimates for such defenses run a tre-
mendous gamut. Whom are we to believe?
The original figure for a limited Safeguard
ABM missile program was $4 billion. In re-
cent weeks, it is estimated at anywhere from
$7 billion to $13 billion.

The ABM system would comprise the most
complex computerized structure ever devised,
and there would be no way of testing its ef-
fectlveness until fights of enemy nueclear
missiles were descending on this country.

At this distance, without benefit of pre-
cise technical information and accurate
enemy intelligence, we cannot make a de-
finitive statement about the ABM.

We can say this, however, with complete
assurance. If it is found necessary to in-
voke the anti-ballistic missile system, it will
be another victory for fear.

Ultimately we must lead by example, not
shield ourselves against a hostile world. We
cannot build walls high enough or create
enough ABMs to keep out the enemy when
the real enemy is fear.

It is the enemy within, the fear, the in-
security, which is the ultimate foe. We are
doomed to unceasing rounds of defense built
upon defense, each more costly and more
ghastly than its predecessor, until we are
able to create 8 world in which we can live
in peace.

ADDRESS BY CAPT. J. EMMETT
SEBRELL BEFORE COMMODORE
CLUB, LAKE WYLIE, S.C.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, on
July 4, 1969, a superb address was given
by Capt. J. Emmett Sebrell, U.S. Navy,
retired, before the Commodore Club in
Lake Wylie, 8.C. Captain Sebrell has had
a distinguished military career partici-
pating in the South Pacific invasions
from Guadalcanal to Bougainville, and
he is a veteran of the Korean war. The
thoughts presented in his speech are
well reasoned and foreceful, and I com-
mend it to the attention of the Senate.

I ask unanimous consent that the
speech be printed in the Recorp.

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

ApprESs BY CaPT. J. EMMETT SEBRELL

Commodore Moore; Vice-Commodore Reed,
distinguished guests, ladles and gentlemen—
it is indeed a pleasure for me to be here
today with you and participate in this won-
derful oecasion. As I loock around your fine
facility and take note of all the fine looking
sea-going eraft, I can't help but recall the
words of John Paul Jones when he said, “I
wish to have no connection with any ship
that does not sail fast, for I intend to go in
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harm’s way". Were he here today I know he
would feel safe in sailing with you good
people.

Freedom is our herltage. And every citizen
owes a great debt to the many Americans
who worked, and fought, and died to pre-
serve it.

We might recall the authors of our Dec-
laration of Independence who gathered
nearly two centuries ago. These courageous
men had faith in the principles of freedom.
They were patroits; and they were revolu-
tionaries. In his Inaugural Address, Presi-
dent Eennedy warned that, “we dare not
forget—that we are the heirs of that first
revolution.” And he also reminded us that,
“the same revolutionary beliefs for which
our forefathers fought, are still at issue
around the globe.”

And indeed we should call to mind the
struggle which set our nation free. We should
often remind ourselves of those gallant rebels
who demonstrated what a few staunch men
can accomplish. For the seme bellefs which
sustained the Revolutionary Army at Valley
Forge, are being tested once more through-
out the world, and even in our own hem-
isphere. Those ragged soldiers, huddled
around their fires in that snow-covered en-
campment, proved, as future Americans
would prove again, in muddy trenches, in re-
mote foxholes, in steaming jungles, and on
stormy seas, that there is no convenient
time, no comfortable place, to stand up for
freedom.

Today freedom has been challenged anew.
Once again, free men must be willing to
stand up for their freedom—or risk its loss.

The Free World is faced with the grim
challenge of godless communism, a challenge
that extends to every area of human en-
deavor. As a nation, and as individuals, we
find our heritage of liberty and justice
threatened by those who have sworn to top-
ple free civilization, The communists seek to
degrade the dignity and the integrity, of the
individual. As free men throughout the world
face this relentless communist challenge,
there can be no doubt that freedom is in
jeopardy. Nor can there be any doubt as to
the important stake of the United States in
the crises, the disorders, which rack our trou-
bled world. That is why we as a nation must
strive to maintain our strength, why we
must increase our national strength in every
form, moral, political, economic, and mili-
tary.

The military’s primary responsibility is to
preserve our freedom; and that is why the
United States has developed the most power-
ful military force in the world. Our mighty
Air Force, our modern Army, our fighting
Marines, and our versatile, powerful Navy,
stand ready to safeguard the rights of the
individual to liberty and justice, wherever
and whenever they are threatened.

As a military man, it is my job to under-
stand the uses of military power; to evaluate
the dangers of a military threat. But as a
citizen, I must express my belief that the
greatest danger that confronts our heritage
of liberty—is not military. Rather, it 1s the
possiblity that we may fall to recognize the
grave obligations that our freedom imposes
upon us; that we may fail to grasp the real
meaning of freedom. For while the rights and
privileges of freedom must be respected and
safeguarded, we must remember that freedom
involves responsibilities as well as rights,
obligations as well as privileges.

Perhaps the blessings of freedom, and the
passage of time, have concealed the two sides
of freedom. Perhaps we have placed too much
emphasis on privileges—on rights. Every day
we hear of someone defending his right of
free speech—his right to trial by jury—his
right to equal opportunities. But how often
do we hear someone insist on his right to
carry out his responsibilities to their neigh-
bors, to their community, to their country.
Yet without a balance between rights and
responsibilities, without a balance between
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privileges and obligations, freedom is a
meaningless goal. Freedom in the abstract,
freedom of and by itself, never made a soclety.
Nor has freedom, all by itself, ever saved one.
Rather—freedom is an opportunity.

As free men, living in a free soclety, we
Americans have the opportunity to work out
our individual destinies. We are able to live
our lives in human dignity. Freedom fur-
nishes the framework in which we can most
effectively carry out our responsibilities. And
that is why the vital issue in a free soclety is
how we use our freedom. The vital question
is whether or not we, we the people of the
United States, will seize the opportunities
that our freedom provides.

We live in a complex world, a world beset
by increasingly complex problems. Very often,
the vital role of the indlvidusal is obscured in
a maze of pressing and intricate tasks. Yet,
the individual is still the central figure. Our
problems, world problems, national problems,
domestic problems, are created by individ-
uals, And these same problems will have to
be solved by individuals,

The future of our nation, of all free soci-
ety, depends upon the efforts of the indi-
vidual citizen; nupon the efforts of individual
men and women, acting with a strong,
courageous, and personal sense of responsi-
bility. A strong, responsible community; a
strong, responsible natlon; is the direct prod-
uct of strong and responsible citizens. The
prime movers of history have not been blind
force—but rather, stout-hearted men.

We have heard a great deal In the past
decade of the common man. But the real
achievements, the lasting achievements,
spring from the uncommon man. Achieve-
ments spring from the man who sees his
responsibilities; who accepts them, and who
is willing to put forth the extra effort to
discharge his responsibilities.

As responsible members of society, our first
effort must be to understand the problems
which we face. As citizens, we have to keep
informed; we have to stay alert to the vital
and pressing Issues of local, national, and
international significance. For a democracy
begins with informed people. In a democracy,
the government represents the will of the
people. Yet even though we ought to under-
stand our problems; to talk about them; to
discuss them; all the talk, all the speeches
in the world, can never be a substitute for
action, Talk is only a prelude to action—to
hard work.

People often hear so much about a problem
they're apt to believe something is being done
about it; if not by themselves, at least by
someone else. But life doesn't work that way.
Everyone here wants our country to be strong.
We want our nation to be virile and dynamie.
But if we want these things, you and I, as
individuals, must do something about them.
We have to act.

We must place greater emphasis on plain,
old-fashioned, hard work. We must recognize
the distinction between the excellent and the
mediocre. We must be willing to discipline
ourselves to achieve excellence, and to ac-
cept nothing less.

We expect our country to be an example
of honesty, of justice, and of integrity. We
expect the United States to furnish a moral
image to other nations. But again if we ex-
pect our nation to set the standard, you and
I, as individuals, must meet our own com-
mitments. We must be honest and fair in
our dealings with our friends, with our
neighbors, with our business assaociates, As
individuals, we must stand up and be counted
wherever and whenever our principles are at
stake, We must insure that our own image
is not tarnished by lowering our standards,
by evasion, or by moral cowardice.

We expect our country to lead the Free
World with vigor and decisiveness, But if
the United States is to lead, you and I, as
individuals, must likewise accept the re-
sponsibilities of leadership whenever we have
the opportunity. We worry a great deal about
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the uncommitted nations of the world, but
perhaps our greatest concern should be the—
uncommitted Americans; Americans who fail
to accept their responsibilities, who fail to
use their freedom.

What we have today, what we are today,
is primarily the result of what has been done
in the past; the result of the hard-won
achievements of our ancestors. What we will
have tomorrow, what we will be tomorrow,
depends on what we do today; the results
of the decisions we make, the actions we
take, as individuals, as citizens, and as a
nation.

The United States was founded on faith in
the individual, and that faith will be ful-
filled in the accomplishments of the indi-
vidual, I share that faith. I am confident we
will use the opportunities our freedom
provides.

DEFENSE OF ABM ADVERTISEMENT
PUBLISHED BY MALCOLM E.
SMITH, JR.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr, President, re-
cently on the floor of the Senate, in
his usual forceful and forthright man-
ner, the senior Senator from Ohio (Mr.
Youne) addressed some remarks against
an ad which appeared in the Evening
Star on Tuesday, May 27. This advertise-
ment was bought and paid for by Mal-
colm E. Smith, Jr., of New York City.
The chief assertions made by Senator
Young were to the effect that the ad
contains lies.

Mr. President, I have read this adver-
tisement very carefully and, while the
Senator from Ohio may disagree with
statements like “the Soviets are going
for a first-strike capability and there
is no question about it,” made by Sec-
retary of Defense Laird, the fact that
the statement was made cannot be cate-
gorized as a lie. I am privileged to sit
with the senior Senator from Ohio on
the Armed Services Committee, and,
after thoroughly reading this ad, can
find nothing in it that I would categorize
as a falsehood. I might not have said
that Russia “is vastly ahead of the Unit-
ed States in numbers of missiles,” but
“vastly” is a term of explanation and,
whether it is right or wrong, the Rus-
sians are ahead of us in missiles, and in
the size of missiles. There might be some
misconstruction of whether or not Rus-
sia has exploded a 100-megaton bomb,
but there are those who say she has,
and there are those who say it was 60
megatons. Regardless of what it was, it
was big.

I defend the right of any Senator to
say anything he wants on the floor of
the Senate, or anywhere else, but I think
we should be very careful in mustering
our words to make sure that disagree-
ment with a statement, whether it be
printed or spoken, conveys the fact that
we disagree, but that we do not disagree
because statements made were lies.

Mr. Smith is a patriotic Ameriecan
who feels very deeply about the ABM;
so deeply that he spent his own money
to insert this ad. We who favor the
ABM have not used the floor of the Sen-
ale to criticize full-page ads opposing it,
the financing for which has never been
discussed, nor do I think any one on our
side every will, so I do hope that in the
course of debate we can be very cautious
about the explanation of our feelings.
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COOPERATIVE PROGRAM IN TEACH-
ER EDUCATION

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, a
unique educational program is being
conducted at present at New Mexico
State University.

The cooperative program in teacher
education at New Mexico State Univer-
sity is the first of its kind in the United
States. The program, approved in 1965,
was put into effect in August 1965 with
20 students from New Mexico and Texas.
The program, currently directed by Dr.
Donald Ferguson, was proposed by Dr.
Donald Roush and was implemented by
Dr. Jack O. L. Saunders. The advantages
of the cooperative program are three-
fold: First, it provides people with high
academic potential who would ordinarily
be unable to attend an institution of
higher education an opportunity to do
so by enabling them fo earn their own
way through college, second, it gives
these students 2 years of experience in
the school systems as teacher aides and
instructors; third, the students are able
to help present teachers be more effective
by alleviating the heavy loads of large
classrooms and time-consuming tasks.

The aim of the program is to produce
experienced, devoted teachers. This is
achieved through a 4-year program. The
students participate in four work phases,
one each year, and attend school as reg-
ular students the remainder of the time,
including summer school.

In the first work phase, all students
work in an elementary school, Their re-
sponsibilities consist of such tasks as
grading papers, typing tests, and study
guides, making bulletin boards, collect-
ing milk money, and tutoring children.

In the second work phase, the stu-
dents work in junior high schools as
teacher aides. Tutoring has proved to be
of special benefit to all concerned and
at this level small group instruction
takes place. The third year co-op is con-
sidered somewhat analogous to regular
student teaching. Students work at the
level of their choice where they teach a
6- to 8-week block in addition to the
regular duties performed.

The final work phase is the most re-
warding. Classified as “co-teachers,"” co-
ops engage in a diverse program consist-
ing mainly of teacher duties under the
supervision of a cooperating teacher.
The co-teacher is more on his own in the
classroom.

One weekly seminar is required for all
co-op students during each of the work
phases to enable them to discuss ex-
periences as well as to receive instruc-
tion from a variety of university profes-
sors in the content of professional edu-
cation,

The pay scale for work phase is grad-
uated starting at $2 an hour at the fresh-
man level on up to $2.65 in the senior
year. These earnings are supplemented
by scholarships and student loans de-
pending upon individual needs. Eighty
percent of the program is financed by
the work-study program of the Higher
Education Act. The remaining 20 per-
cent is provided by the State of New
Mexico.

The study phases are one semester and
two 6-week summer sessions annually.

July 29, 1969

The student pursues his general edu-
cation requirements and a depth prep-
aration in his teaching fields during the
study phases.

The requirements for receipt of a B.S.
degree are similar to those of regular
students. A special professional educa-
tion curriculum taken during work phase
replaces the typical professional courses
taken by regular students.

Mrs. Mary Lou DiMarzio, senior group,
informs me that the program is con-
tinually seeking to improve itself. A
council composed of elected representa-
tives from each group of co-ops meets
periodically to discuss problems and new
ideas.

It is hoped that the program will serve
as a guide for future programs with sim-
ilar goals: the preparation of experienced
beginners in the field of education.

Mr. President, I commend Dr. Roush,
Dr. Ferguson, Dr. Saunders, and others
who are responsible for this most out-
standing program and I ask unanimous
consent that the names of the co-op
students be printed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the names
were ordered to be printed in the REec-
ORD, as follows:

SENIOR GROUP

Terry Allman, Lovington, New Mexico.

M. Estella Avalos, Hatch, New Mexico.

Mary Lou DiMarzio, Truth or Conse-
quences, New Mexico.

Jack Durkin, Hatch, New Mexico.

Kathleen Grijalva, El Paso, Texas,

M. EKathleen Hening, Albugquerque, New
Mexico.

Grace Juarez, El Paso, Texas.

Danny Martinez, Hatch, New Mexico.

Susan Pickett, Las Cruces, New Mexico.

Luis Rodriguez, Anthony, New Mexico.

M. Lesette Smith, Tucumcarl, New Mexico.

JUNIOR GROUP

Eenneth Ailgner, Farmington, New Mex-
ico.

Lucille Apodaca, Garfield, New Mexico.

Romolo Arellano, Arroyo Hondo,
Mexico.

Joe Avalos, Hatch, New Mexico.

Dolores Borrego, Santa Fe, New Mexico.

Ray Brito, Albuquerque, New Mexico,

Frances Cardoza, El Paso, Texas.

EKathy Cobb, Deming, New Mexico.

Irma Esparza, El Paso, Texas.

Rosemary Estrada, Las Cruces, New Mex-
ico.

Celeste Faison, Las Vegas, New Mexico,

Cynthia Gomez, Las Cruces, New Mexlco.

Virginia Gomez, Artesla, New Mexico.

Agapito Grlego, Ranchos de Taos, New
Mexico.

Linda R. Hackler, Hatch, New Mexico,

Judy Hanover, Alamogordo, New Mexico.

Linda Johnson, Roswell, New Mexico.

Antonio Lara, Berno, New Mexico.

Irene Martinez, Hatch, New Mexico.

Janet H. Morgan, Artesia, New Mexico,

Jane Ellen Neal, Clovis, New Mexico.

Carolyn Russell, Artesia, New Mexico.

Kathleen Weckel, Roswell, New Mexico.

Steve Wilkerson, Hobbs, New Mexico.

SOPHOMORE GROUP

Vonda Allman, Roswell, New Mexico.

Sylvia V. Alvarez, Santa Fe, New Mexico.

Antonette Archuleta, Valdez, New Mexico,

A. Gloria Atencio, Aztec, New Mexico.

Boydette Barnett, Roswell, New Mexico.

Anita Canul, Van Nuys, California.

Linda Doyal, Roswell, New Mexico.

Bonnie Hosle, Visalia, California.

Geraldine M. Jackson, West Nyack, New
York.

Beverly Knight, Albuquerque, New Mexico.

New
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Catherine Martinez, Espanola, New Mexico.

Emilia Medina, Lordsburg, New Mexico.

Nancy Mixon, Hobbs, New Mexico.

Emma Murillo, Anthony, New Mexico.

Manuel Palaclos, Anthony, New Mexico.

Gloria Rios, El Paso, Texas.

M. Guadalupe Rios, Mesilla, New Mexico.

Mary Ann Robinson, Artesia, New Mexico.

Raul Salcido, Deming, New Mexico.

Sharon Smith, Artesla, New Mexico,

Barbara B. Spencer, Roswell, New Mexico.

Rose Marie T. Struck, Truth or Conse-
quences, New Mexico.

Estella M. Torrez, Las Cruces, New Mexico.

C. Pat Trujillo, Sante Fe, New Mexico.

Kathleen Williams, Las Cruces, New Mex-
ico.

FRESHMEN GROUP

Candace Bannerman, Grants, New Mexico.
Carolyn Byas, Santa Fe, New Mexico.
Linda H. Coaker, Albuquerque, New Mexico.
Carol Cox, Las Cruces, New Mexico.
Gloria Cruz, Albuguerque, New Mexico.
George Dodson, Hagerman, New Mexico.
Mary Dorey, Carlsbad, New Mexico.
Janice Dorris, Roswell, New Mexico.
Gwenetta Dunn, Roswell, New Mexico.
Nancy Garvey, Roswell, New Mexico.
Carmen Hernandez, Carlsbad, New Mexico,
Linda Hight, Alamogordo, New Mexico.
Renee Huber, Clovis, New Mexico.
Kathryn Jackson, Las Cruces, New Mexico.
Mary Jackson, Deming, New Mexico.
Dianne Johnson, Truth or Consequences,
New Mexico.
Frutoso Lopez, Ranchos de Taos, New Mex-
ico.
Carolyn Maddox, Clovis, New Mexico.
Susan Mehigan, Albuquerque, New Mexico.
Marla Orozco, Jal, New Mexico.
Teresa Romero, Tucumcari, New Mexico.
Yolanda Romero, Ranchos de Taos, New
Mexico.
Terry Lyn Rosandich, Albuquerque, New
Mexico.
Nancy Sanchez, Roswell, New Mexico.
Lynette Schultz, Deming, New Mexico.
Cynthia Shaw, Roswell, New Mexico.
Guadalupe Silva, Las Cruces, New Mexico.
Carol Singleton, Las Cruces, New Mexlico.
Allce Thompson, Hatch, New Mexico.
Martha Valdez, Lordsburg, New Mexico.
Manuel Yanez, Mesilla, New Mexico.

INCOMING FRESHMEN GROUF

Mary Allen, Bayard, New Mexico.
Teresa Ann Augustinos, Clovis, New
Mexico.
Charles L. Boyle, Espanola, New Mexico.
Debra Burnett, Clovis, New Mexico.
Marla Chavira, Lordsburg, New Mexico.
J, Dale Clark, Las Cruces, New Mexico.
Frances K. Doyal, Roswell, New Mexico.
Sandra Draper, Albuquerque, New Mexico.
Eathryn Eby, Clayton, New Mexico.
Diana Espinoza, Belen, New Mexlico.
Marcle Eyer, Clovis, New Mexlco.
John E. Farrell, Bricktown, New Jersey.
Magdalena Gandara, Lordsburg,
Mexico,
Bernice Garay, Hatch, New Mexico.
Yolanda Gomesz, Artesia, New Mexico.
Lenora Gongzales, Carlsbad, New Mexico.
Patsy Harris, Farmington, New Mexico.
Henry Hudson, Deming, New Mexico,
Anita Kay Logan, Las Cruces, New Mexico.
Yolanda Martinez, Deming, New Mexico.
Susan Matkovich, Grants, New Mexlco.
Linda Sue McBrayer, Roswell, New Mexico.
Alice McDonald, Clovis, New Mexico,
Wilma McHalffey, Lordsburg, New Mexico.
Joy D. Mehigan, Albuquerque, New Mexico.
Kathy Molina, Grants, New Mexico.
Dorothy Oliver, Hatch, New Mexico.
Franklin J. Pacheco, Santa Fe, New Mexico.
Blenda Carol Patton, Cuba, New Mexico,
Joyce Perry, Aztec, New Mexico.
Jonathan Philllps, Silver
Mexico.
Margarita Ramirez, Anthony, New Mexico.
Steve Rinehart, Albuquerque, New Mexico.
Debbie G. Sales, Las Cruces, New Mexico.

New

City, New
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Steven OC. Singleton, Las Cruces, New
Mexico.

Nancy Sullins, Las Cruces, New Mexico.

Pamela S, Townsend, Roswell, New Mexico.

Laura Ann Wallace, Bayard, New Mexico.

Lynell G. Widner, Melrose, New Mexico.

Bonnie Yocom, Ft. Sumner, New Mexico.

STUDENT UNREST

Mr,. PEARSON, Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Ohio, Mr. Saxeg, has prepared
a most perceptive article on student un-
rest for the current issue of the Cleve-
land State Law Review. He has investi-
gated the causes of the unrest and laid
down some very helpful recommenda-
tions for remedies.

Senator Saxse served three terms as
Ohio attorney general and is highly
qualified to deal with the issues sur-
rounding student unrest. This article is
well-founded in legal knowledge and
enlightening in terms of its perceptions
of today’s students and the issues which
concern them. The article serves to
stimulate positive consideration of the
student viewpoint on these issues, which
is certainly a step toward better adult-
student communication.

I ask unanimous consent that the
article be printed in the ReEcorbp.

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

STUDENT UNREST
(By Senator WiLLIAM B. SaxXBe*)

Many people have recently expressed alarm
about the student unrest in our universities
and on our college campuses. I am delighted
to have this opportunity to submit an article
to The Cleveland State Law Review, for it
provides a forum for me to express my views
on the subject.

By student unrest I do not mean anarchy.
As Justice Thurgood Marshall sald in a com-
mencement address at Dillard College in New
Orleans, “Anarchy is anarchy and it makes
no difference who practices it. It is bad, it is
punishable, and it should be punished.”

In trying to understand the unrest in our
land today, we must not confuse activism
with violence; nor dissent with conspiracy.
Therefore, I refer to unrest of the spirit and
soul—not violence. The Gallup Poll reported
on May 24 that a majority of students agree
with the basic goals of the militants, but
not their tactles. Students are genuinely con-
cerned with the way things are on campus
and the community and they want these
things changed. Students are no longer con-
cerned with a standard of living, but with
a way of life—one that s just and moral,

Anyone who s past that time of life which
is said to divide the young from the old, the
trustworthy from the untrustworthy—the
age of 30—may find 1t dificult to relate to
many of the grievances which appear to ac-
tivate many in our student population.

The temptation 1s strong to denounce
vigorously the halr, the clothes, the morals,
the lving habits and never listen to what
they say. Perhaps an equal danger but one
only a few have succumbed to Is to become a
camp follower of the young, eagerly chiming
in assent to anything they say or do.

It seems to me, however, that it is mani-
festly important that we not fall into either
position. We must recognize that many seri-
ous and troubled young people are dissatis-
fled today with our society and our culture.
That dissatisfaction has its roots not only in
the way these young people perceive that so-
ciety and culture but in a number of wrongs
objectively part of that society and culture.

Footnotes at end of article.
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We can learn from this new generation,
just as they can and must learn from us.
“The present generation of young people in
our universities 1s the best informed, the
most intelligent, and the most idealistic this
country has ever known. . . . The ability,
social consciousness and conscience, political
sensitivity, and honest realism of today's stu-
dents are a prime cause of student disturb-
ances. 1

Learning requires communication, but the
impasse between the generations more often
than not involves a failure to communicate.
Although both groups may harbor the same
ideas, they express them in a slightly different
manner., President Nixon sald in his In-
augural address, “"We cannot learn from one
another until we stop shouting at one an-
other—until we speak quietly enough so that
our words can be heard as well as our voices.”
Bimon and Garfunkel, folksingers and
spokesmen for the young, expressed similar
thoughts in the “Sounds of Silence,”? one of
the most popular songs of the younger gen-
eration in 1968,

For a mutual interchange to be even mod-
erately successful, however, requires that we
drop some of the slogans and habits of
thought that block the way. Let us lower our
voices and look at the problem as we see it
today.

A major premise in the condemnation of
violence on campus is that “our colleges and
universities cannot perform their vital func-
tions in an atmosphere that exalts the strug-
gle for power over the search for truth, the
rule of passion over the rule of reason, physi-
cal confrontation over rational discourse.”?
Professor Nisbet has stated that this is true
because “The university Is the institution
that is, by its dellcate balance of function,
authority and liberty and its normal absence
of power, the least able of all institutions to
withstand the fury of revolutionary vio-
lence,” 4

College administrators must make very
clear that they will not shrink from the nor-
mal disciplinary sanction of suspension and
expulsion to preserve and protect the insti-
tutions of learning which they serve. Fur-
thermore, “advance plans should be made to
determine, insofar as possible, the circum-
stances under which the university will use
(1) campus disciplinary procedures (2) cam-
pus police, (3) court injunctions (4) other
court sanctions and (5) the civil police.”* A
successful university administrator is not
different than a successful bartender who
must be able and willing to throw out a ruf-
fian in order to stay in business and keep his
place of business from being destroyed.

Repression, however, by itself 1s not
enough. Suppression of legitimate grievances
may precipitate reaction outside of the
peaceful avenues of change as it already has
in some instances. Because a majority of
students are in sympathy with the goal of
the militants, but not their tactics, we must
as responsible citizens and I must as a re-
sponsible legislator attempt to deflne these
goals. We then can redirect the idealism of
youth to constructive action rather than de-
structive despair,

THE CAUSES

The source of student discontent has been
analyzed by many and the conclusions range
from immediate definitive explanations to
others which are less immediate and more
esoteric.

‘“‘Students are unwilling to accept the gaps
between professed ideals and actual per-
formance, . . . Today's intelligent, idealistic
students see a nation which has achieved the
physical ability to provide food, shelter, and
education for all, but has not yet devised so-
cial institutions that do so.” *

The loneliness, emptiness, and frustration
that students feel in their everyday lives
have led to the rise of the antihero. For
example, many of you are undoubtedly aware
that Dustin Hoffman has become something
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of a hero of the younger generation by virtue
of his confrontation with life’s hypocrisy in
the movie, “The Graduate.”

Today's youth does not reject authority
as such, but the hypocrisy which it finds
inextricably intertwined with it. It finds this
hypocrisy in a war which it eannot under-
stand, a draft which it finds unfair, and a
set of mational prlorities which are poorly
structured.

We are in the midst of a worldwide revo-
lution, In trying to better understand it, I
think it is helpful to examine what has been
sald by men like Professor George Wald, the
Nobel laureate from Harvard. Professor Wald
believes that much of the restlessness mani-
festing itself on our campuses and in our
citles can be traced to the realization by
this generation that it Is by no means as-
sured of its future.

Today's young people grew up in the post
World War II period, an era where we have
always had a Pentagon, an increasingly large
army, a draft, and now the war in Vietnam.
They are further confronted with the threat
of a nuclear holocaust, chemical and bi-
ological warfare, and the population explo-
sion. The youth today see the future in terms
of nuclear destruction or famine resulting
from the population explosion. Is it any
wonder that Professor Wald calls today’s gen-
eration “a generation in search of a future?” 7

It seems to me that the purpose of a
democratic form of government is to in-
stitutionalize change through a peaceful po-
litlcal process. Yet, how do we explain to
youth that violence is not an effective means
of change when it has been used eflectively
to institute change, both at home and abroad.
This group has witnessed in short order the
assassination of President Kennedy, Medgar
Evers, Martin Luther King, and Senator Rob-
ert Kennedy. The United States has enunci-
ated ideals of peace and economic develop-
ment, but has reacted violently abroad by
sending troops to the Dominican Republic
because we did not like what was going on
there and dispatching over half a million
troops to Vietnam to solve that problem.

Therefore, this present generation of stu-
dents has come of age in one of the most
turbulent eras of change we have known.
Past generations have borne the marks of
their formative years—the generation that
came of age during the Depression prob-
ably made its mark in Postwar America's
desire for stability and assurance against un-
settling change. Characterizations could be
made of many such generations. It should
not be surprising that our students reflect
much of their formative years and these
years as I have shown have increasingly
been characterized by violence.

I would like to set out another factor
which appears to me to have stimulated and
fed campus unrest. It has almost become a
cliche, but there is much truth in the ob-
servation that relations between the student
body and teachers and between each of these
groups and administrators have grown in-
creasingly strained. Where once there was a
sense of community, a coming together of
scholars, this was replaced by an olympian
administration cut off from student contact,
busily raising funds and promoting the de-
velopment of increasingly close ties with
business and the military; this was also re-
placed by an ever growing number of teach-
ers so pressed for time in which to conduct
research, often for government, and to pre-
pare material for publication, on which ad-
vancement in teaching ranks is so dependent,
that their personal contact with students
decreased to a minimum. College adminis-
trators, by isolating themselves from the
student body and fostering a system in
which the teachers became more isolated,
failed to provide what the students had a

Footnotes at end of article,
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right to expect’® Let us not forget, teaching
is the primary purpose of a university,

As Secretary of Health, Education and
Welfare, Robert Finch, recently said, “I think
we need to have a long hard look at what
is behind this student unrest. It is not simply
the Vietnam War, In my opinion, it is a
fallure of the governance of education, the
governing bodies, the institutional appa-
ratus to respond. Probably they have been
more rigid than almost any other institution
in our whole soclety . . . in the face of very
fast changing conditions.” *

There is another factor adding to the un-
rest, one that I believe cannot be overlooked
in trying to understand our youth and its
troubles. That factor is boredom. The role
of boredom in today's unsettled world was
discussed In a recent essay by Professor
Robert A. Nisbet of the University of Cali-
fornia. He noted that between boredom and
brute violence there is as close an affinity his-
torically as there is between boredom and
insanity, boredom and cruelty, and boredom
and nihilism.

“Youth is beyond guestion idealistic. But
in our present society, youth is also bored.
And it is from boredom that so much of
the intellectual character of radical polit-
ical action today is derived . . .

“It 1s boredom born of natural authority
dissolved, of too long exposure to the vold;
boredom inherited from parents uneasy in
their middle-class afluence and who mis-
take failure of parental nerve for liberality
of rearing; boredom acquired from univer-
sity Instructors grown intellectually impo-
tent and contemptuous of a calling that
explains the mindless purposeless depreda-
tlons today by the young on that most
preclous and distinetive Western institution:
the University.’ 10

THE LAW

The law of the land is reasonably clear.
It protects speech. Not only verbal speech
but & wide range of “symbolic” speech Is to
remain free from government restraint. And
we have long since resolved the argument
in Gitlow v. United States, 268 U.S. 652
(1925), Dbetween Justice Sanford, who
thought apparently that only discussion
which was a “mere academic and harmless
discussion"” was entitled to clalm the pro-
tection of the First Amendment, supra, 665,
and Justice Holmes, who readily conceded
that “[e]very idea is an incitement.” Supra,
673. As Justice Brennan put it in New York
Times v. Sullivan, 376 U.S, 254, 270 (1964),
we have “a profound national commitment
to the principle that debate on public issues
should be uninhibited, robust, and wide
open.”

Strangely enough, however, it was not un-
til the present Term of the United States
Supreme Court that it was unequlvocally
established that we were as committed to
the prineiple when it was exercised by our
student population as when we expressed
our ideas and our grievances.

In Tinker v. Des Moines Independent Com-
munity School District, 393 U.S. 503 (1969),
the Court held protected the wearing by high
school students of black arm bands to sig-
nify distress at our Vietnam policy. “It can
hardly be argued that either students or
teachers shed their constitutional rights to
Ifreedom of speech or expression at the school-
house gate.” Supra, 506. Because the opera-
tion of the educational institution demands
a great deal of order, conduct of students,
in or out of class and stemming from the
time, place, or type of behavior, which “ma-
terially disrupts classwork or involves sub-
stantial disorder or invasion of the rights of
others,” supra, 513, is subject to restriction
by the authorities. Violence on campus is not
immunized. See, Barker v. Hardway, 283 F.
Supp. 228 (S.D.W.Va. 1968), aff'd per curiam
300 F. 2d 638 (C.A. 4, 1968), cert, den 37 Law
Week 3335 (1969)

The line thus drawn seems to me reason-
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able enough. It will afford the student, col-
lege and high school, room in which to de-
velop and make known his views, on both
those academic matters which directly affect
him and those wider public issues which may
directly affect him or which may interest
him as any other good citizen would be in-
terested. We tend to restrict our thinking on
this subject by our references to *children"”
or “kids"” and this restriction operates to
comfort us by its image of immaturity. But
when the age at which most male students
graduate from high school is the age at which
they have to register for the draft and when
male college students are confronted with the
question of the draft during their entire col-
lege careers, it cannot be sald that their
interest not only in the mechanics of the
Selectlve Service System but in the broader
policy issues of war and peace is a “mere”
academic one.

But even were the overriding issue of Viet-
nam and its satellite issues to fade tomor-
row, we must recognize, I think, that the
youthful student of today is bound to have
a greater interest in, knowledge of, and
desire to change the world about himself.
Our children do mature earlier. The per-
vasive effect of television makes clear to
them what a great, big complicated world
there is out there. And their sense of moral-
ity and idealism, not yet blunted by too
much contact with the “realities” we take
for granted, is rightfully appalled at the gap
between the ldeals we profess and the lives
we lead.

If it was once the province of the news-
papers, in Mencken's phrase, “to comfort the
afflicted and to afilict the comfortable,” a
province largely abandoned, we may, if we
are willing to listen, find our youth assuming
that role. That prospect, it seems to me, is
more than sufficlent to justify and rational-
ize the granting of greater freedom of ex-
pression to young people than most adults
have been willing to consider. In the exercise
of that freedom much will be sald that is
nonsense, or unfair, or trite, or simply wrong,
but in those respects comparison with adult
discourse would certainly reveal no great
difference. But I remain confident that the
remainder of the discourse would reveal
fresh thought, Insight, and perspective, for
which we should be most grateful.

Unfortunately, there has appeared in the
ranks of our student protestors some whose
primary commitment seems to be to violence
and senseless disruption. Whereas the great
majority of student dissidents have been and
are concerned with the quality of education
offered at their institutions and with chang-
ing through the available political processes
and local, state, and national policies with
which they disagree, there is a significant
minority about which it can only be said
that the suspicion exists they prefer chaos
for the sake of chaos. These people advocate
freedom of speech for everyone expressing
their particular views; those in disagreement
will be hounded off the platform or out of
the classroom. These people not only con-
done but advocate the use of violence. They
constitute a danger to the academic com-
munity and a danger to the public at large.

There is very little that the Federal Gov-
ernment can or ought to do about this dan-
ger, The answer lies In adequate law en-
forcement at the local level; but perhaps
more Important than that, it lles in the
abllity of the dissidents among the students
and the faculty at each of these Institutions
making clear that tolerance of violence has
ended, that the *crazles,” as they have been
colloguially dubbed, are endangering not
only the reforms that are sought but that
they are percelved to be a menace by the
peaceful dissidents. Untll the campus revul-
sion drives the violent minority out, heavy-
handed federal reaction will only add fuel to
the flame.

Some fuel is already there, but it may be
the minimum which the Federal Govern-
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ment should undertake to apply. I refer to
§ 504 of the Higher Education Amendments
Act of 1968, P.L. 90-575, which is a fund cut-
off provision authorizing school authorities
to terminate financial assistance to any
student engaging In conduct which works a
“substantial disruption” of the orderly ad-
ministration of the institution. It seems to
me that the Government interest in not
funding students addicted to violent con-
duct is adequately protected by vesting in
the authorities administering the institu-
tional affairs of colleges and universities the
power to terminate fundsn

An inclination to be more harsh is revealed
by § 411 of P.L. 90-557, the HEW appropria-
tions act for fiscal 1969, and thus a tempo-
rary provision, which directs the termina-
tion of all federal funds to anyone convicted
of any crime which “involves the use of or
the assistance to others in the use of force,
trespass or the seizure of property” of an
educational institution. This provision re-
moved any discretion from local administra-
tors but on the other hand it did base termi-
nation on a criminal conviction.

In this Congress, however, the inclination
to be tougher is stronger and, I am afraid,
irresistible to the majority. A very promi-
nent bill which has already been the subject
of hearings is HR. 10074, which would re-
quire the suspension of federal aid to colleges
and universities which experience disorders
and which fall to take unlisted appropriate
corrective measures within a reasonable time
to put down disturbances. A whole series of
bills modeled on this one would apparently
take away the discretion of college adminis-
trators with regard to the type of response
appropriate to quell unlawful disturbances,

I can appreciate, of course, the frustration
which many feel at the continued illegal dis-
orders on many campuses. I too feel that
some administrators have displayed less than
valor in dealing with some disorders. But it
seems that this early hesitation, understand-
able In view of the prevailing feeling on most
campuses that the police should not be ecalled
in, 1s giving way to more firm and thoughtful
handling, which should increase in effective-
ness as experience accumulates, But it is sim-
ply not true that each crisis can or should be
handled by summoning the police and the
national guard at the first moment. As the
experience In California indicates, this may
only prolong and exacerbate the situation.

Thus, it seems clear that a federal measure
which would compel college administrators
to pull out all the stops in every crisis or pre-
crisis period, or face the prospect of losing
all federal financial assistance, is an overly
harsh and ultimately Ineffective response,
akin to using a cannon where a rapier is
more appropriate.

Still more disturbing is a bill like S. 1929,
which would make it a federal criminal of-
fense to disrupt the operation of federally
assisted colleges and universities. The bill is
disturbing in two respects. First, any act
which it would make criminal is already cov-
ered by a host of state laws. We simply have
no evidence that these laws are not being
enforced, that they are inadequate, or that
we need to clutter up the already burdened
federal courts with hundreds of new offenses
ranging from throwing a rock at the dean to
arson. I wonder what value making these
matters a federal case could possibly have
over the present situation.

Second, the power of the Federal Govern-
ment to reach, these offenses is premised on
the fact that of some federal finanecial as-
sistance, whether directly to the college in
the form of grants, loans, or contracts, or
indirectly in the form of students paying
tuition out of federal grants or loans. Very
few institutions of higher education would
not be reached this way. The premise is
a tenuous one, however, and the precedent
it would set for federal interference in and
control over the day-to-day operations of
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these institutions is unnerving. If federal
jurisdiction is so easily asserted, then we
may be closer to the unitary form of govern-
ment throughout the nation than many of
us had thought.

These two proposals are only the forerun-
ners of others that can be seen down the
road we are traveling if the disturbances
continue. And that prospect can only please
the so-called militant minority which wish-
es to provoke the ultimate “confrontation”
of government and dissidents.

A criminal jurisdiction the United States
Government might well exercise, however,
in a productive and helpful way, lies in the
enforcement of sections of the 1968 Civil
Rights Act. 18 U.8.C. §§ 2101, 2102. These sec-
tions prohibit the utilization of the facilities
of interstate commerce in order to foment or
to incite or to abet in fomenting or ineiting
a riot or to commit any act of violence in
furthering a riot. If indeed there are people
in this country who are planning and en-
couraging violence on our campuses, if in-
deed there are ringleaders of chaos, then
it seems to me that the Federal Government
ought to prosecute.

These sections are not directed at peace-
ful advocacy or peaceful protest. They do
not reach marching and picketing protected
by the First Amendment. They cannot re-
strain legitimate assembly and speech in the
pursuit of change. What they can penalize is
the advocates of destruction for destruction’s
sake, the misguided followers of Mao and
Fanon, the eager Insurgents who want to
polarize our soclety.

There have been all sorts of allegations
about planning and fomenting on a nation-
wide basis, if there is sufficient evidence, the
Attorney General should cause the conven-
ing of a grand jury to consider indictments,
Whichever way such a case turned out it
might well clear the alr and take from the
shoulders of those pressing for needed
change the suspicion that they are impli-
cated in illegality and the burden of guarding
their flanks from the disrupters.

THE FUTURE

I believe that student unrest is sympto-
matic of the current malalse confronting our
country. It has been referred to as “the re-
volt of the diminished man." Archibald Mac-
Leish believes that the younger generation
has conceived a “new humanism.”

“It is an angry generation, yes, but its
resentment iz not the disgust of the genera-
tion for which Beckett speaks. Its resent-
ment is not a resentment of our human life
but a resentment on behalf of human life;
not an indignation that we exist on Earth
but that we permit ourselves to exist in a
selfishness and wretchedness and squalor
which we have the means to abolish. Resent-
ment of this kind is founded, can only be
founded on bellef in man, and belief in
man—a return to a bellef in man—Iis the re-
ality on which a new age can be built." 12

I came to Washington with a mandate
from the citizens of Ohio to seek alternatives
to our present dilemmas. We are currently
faced with the revolt of the student and the
revolt of the taxpayer, The two are related.
Since the end of World War II, we have spent
approximately one trillion dollars on arma-
ments and armed forces. Today our Federal
expenditures for defense and defense related
costs are greater than all Federal, state and
local outlays for social security, health, edu-
cation, housing, and agriculture, and yet the
military budget continues to grow, spurred
by a seemingly self-propelled mechanism
which operates with little or no attention to
merlt or national needs.*

We are presently in the midst of a missile
gap scare—the third such scare since 1960.
All three have been groundless. Neverthe-
less, we are on the brink of a new round in
the arms race—more costly and more dan-
gerous than any which preceded it. What,
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then, have we purchased with our money?
How will the next generation of college stu-
dents react when they are ralsed in an era
of “first strike capability,” Anti-Ballistic Mis-
sile Systems (ABM) and Multiple Independ-
ently Targetable Reentry Vehicles (MIRV)?
To maintain our current foreign policy is, to
me, a ticket on the Titanic!

Therefore, I have continually spoken out
against the ABM and proposed a moratorium
on MIRV testing, expressing my doubts
about military effectiveness, enormous cost,
and adverse effect on possible disarmament
talks. I belleve we should immediately pro-
ceed with strategic armament talks with the
Soviet Union,

We cannot be the policemen for the entire
world. Gunboat diplomacy ended with the
creation of nuclear weapons. An arms race
in a nuclear age is unthinkable. A halt to
the nuclear arms race does not reqguire uni-
lateral disarmaments. We can maintain our
nuclear deterrent provided by our Inter-
continental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM),
bombers, and Polaris submarines while we
negotiate in good falth with the Soviet
Union. This is what I mean when I say that
we must confront the assumption of risk and
turn it from a risk of war to a gamble for
peace. This decision need not be irrevocable.
It 1s a calculated risk—one that can be re-
versed if conditions or events change.

Because the present generation of stu-
dents has come of age in one of the most
turbulent eras in world history—an era
marked by forelgn and domestic violence, I
believe that the elimination of a foreign
policy characterized by violence may reduce
the level of domestic discord.

Furthermore, I will continue to listen to
the grievances of students. Many have re-
freshingly constructive ideas. Others have
nothing to say. You can only learn what they
have to say by listening to them, Maybe
then, they will realize that our democratic
form of government does institutionalize a
process of change in a peaceful political
manner.

FOOTNOTES

*William B, Saxbe, Ohio Republican, was
elected to his first term in Nov. 5, 1968, after
long service at the state level. Before moving
to Washington, Saxbe served four terms in
the Ohio House of Representatives and three
terms as Attorney General.

Saxbe was majority leader of the Ohio
House at age 34 and was speaker at 37. He
also served as Attorney General longer than
any man in Ohio history.

Saxbe was born June 24, 1916, in Mechan-
iesburg, Ohio, and still make his home there.
He is a graduate of Ohio State University and
the Ohlo State University Law School and
had been a lawyer since 1948.

The Senator and his wife, Dolly, have three
children—sons William Jr. and Charles, and
daughter, Jull, and one grandchild.

Saxbe is an Army veteran of World War
II and Korea. His Senate committee assign-
ments are Aeronautical and Space Sciences,
and Labor and Public Welfare. He also serves
on the Special Senate Committee on Aging.

1%, . . within the sounds of silence . . .
And In the naked light I saw 10,000 people
maybe more—people talking without speak-
ing; people hearing without listening; people
writing songs that voices never share; No
one dare disturb the sound of silence . . .
Hear my words and I might teach you, Take
my arms and I might reach you. But my
words like silent rain drops fell, but echoed
in the well of sllence.”

?Report of the Fact Finding Commission
appointed to Investigate the Disturbances at
Columbia University (Cox Commission),
P. 4 (New York, Vintage ed, 1968).

Interim statement on campus disorder
issued by the National Commission on Causes
and Prevention of Violence,

¢ Professor Robert A, Nisbet, “When Au-
thority Falls, Raw Power Moves In,"” reprint-
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ed Congressional Record, June 5, 1969, pages
14847-14848.

S Interim statement on campus disorder,
Supra 3.

¢ Interim statement on campus disorder,
Supra 3.

7 Speech of Professor George Wald, Kresge
Audlitorium, Mass, Institute of Technology,
March 4, 1969, reprinted Congressional Rec-
ord, March 26, 1969, pages 76887689,

% The Higher Education Act of 1965, Com-
mittee Report No. 650 89th Congress, 1st
Session, p. 56 states: “The committee has
noted that there has been a tendency in
recent years for college teachers to devote
less time to classroom instruction and to
personal counseling of students than previ-
ously, factors which have become more evi-
dent as institutions of higher education
have become larger and more impersonal.
While recognizing the importance of re-
search—which this committee has encour-
aged in other legislation—we nevertheless
are hopeful that this act will serve to en-
courage the expert and the teacher to devote
more time to the classroom and the student.
We look to an equitable balance between
research and teaching and between the out-
side lecture platformm or publishing house
and the classroom.

® Interview of Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion and Welfare, Robert Finch, Wash. Post,
pA4, May 11, 1969.

1 Professor Nisbet, supra 4.

1 “Existing laws already withdraw finan-
cial aid from students who engage in disrup-
tive acts. Additional laws along the same
lines would not accomplish any useful pur-
poze. Such efforts are likely to spread, not
reduce the difficulty. More than seven mil-
lion young Americans are enrolled in the
Nation’s colleges and universities; the vast
majority neither participate in nor sym-
pathize with campus violence. If aid is with-
drawn from even a few students in a manner
that the * * * views as unjust, the result
may be to radicalize a much larger number
by convincing them that existing govern-
mental institutions are as iInhumane as the
revolutionaries claim. If the law unjustly
forces the university to cut off financial aid
or expel a student the university as well
may come under widespread campus con-
demnation.” Interim statement on campus
disorder, supra 3.

12 Archibald MacLeish, “The Revolt of the
Diminished Man,” Saturday Review, June 7,
1960.

1 Report of the Congressional Conference
on the Military Budget and National Prior-
ities, p. 3 and 4.

SENATOR RANDOLPH SUPPORTS
SURTAX EXTENSION COUPLED
WITH TAX REFORM

Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. President, on
Friday the distinguished majority lead-
er, Mr. MANSFIELD, spoke on the proposed
extension of the surtax and tax reform
and outlined the compromise position de-
termined by the Democratic Policy Com-
mittee and the majority members of the
Senate Finance Committee. The state-
ment of the senior Senator from Mon-
tana, together with the statement of the
able minority leader, Mr. DirxsgN, has
received my careful study.

I commend the majority leader and
the capable Chairman of the Committee
on Finance, Mr. Long, for placing before
the administration and Congress a rea-
sonable and responsible compromise. I
am encouraged by the response of the
minority leader, indicating that the pro-
posal “is open for negotiation” and that
it has not been rejected as reported in
speculative news stories.
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It is my genuine hope that the admin-
istration will accept this schedule and
procedure on Senate consideration of the
surtax and tax reform. The proposal to
temporarily extend the surtax through
November, by which time there will be
an opportunity to vote on a tax-reform
package, is, in my thinking, a commit-
ment to press for the extension of the
surtax and for enactment of tax reform.
I am convinced that the surtax is neces-
sary. It is my belief that we cannot take
the chance of rejecting the extension
urged by the administration. Neverthe-
less, I do not believe that it is essen-
tial—as argued by supporters of the sur-
tax—that it be enacted immediately. I
agree with the New York Times editorial
of Saturday, July 26:

So long as current income withholding tax
rates remalin in force, there is danger neither

of budgetary deficit nor of a return to an
inflationary monetary policy.

I reject the argument that our failure
to enact the permanent surtax extension
leaves open to gquestion the determina-
tion of our Government to combat infla-
tion. Such arguments appear to place
the entire burden of an anti-inflation
program on the surtax. Senators well
know that the problem is more complex
than the simple proposition of a surtax.

Mr. President, the policy committee
statement is a firm indication that the
Members of this body are committed to
a comprehensive tax-reform package.
The coupling of surtax and tax reform
should be equitable and just for the peo-
ple who bear heavy tax burdens. Tax
reform is just as urgent as the surtax.
And certainly in the interest of long-
term benefits it is more urgent. In the
final analysis, it may well be that the
tax-reform package will be needed to
carry through a surtax extension. This
remains to be decided. But on one issue
there is no doubt. The citizens of this
Nation want tax reform. It is our re-
sponsibility to assure that this issue is
brought into focus and that reforms are
carried forward. The arrangement ad-
vocated by the policy committee provides
this needed assurance.

Tax reform will not be left to come as
it may. It will not be left to chance. I
am convinced, despite considerable dis-
agreement among the experts, that the
temporary extension of the surtax, and
final action coupled with tax reform will
be supported by the overwhelming ma-
jority of our citizens.

The Democratic policy committee pro-
posal is reasonable and responsive. It
should be accepted by the administration.
This will do more in the long run to stem
the fears of what might happen to our
economy and to avert the possibility of
a defeat.

SENATOR EDWARD KENNEDY

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, Sena-
tor Epwarp KENNEDY is an outstanding
Senator and an effective majority whip.
I am sure that all of us recognize his
ability and dedication to his duties as &
U.S. Senator. Senator Kennepy has
many more years of constructive service
to give to the people of this country and
of Massachusetts, and I know that he
will continue to have their support.
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Much has been written these past days
about the recent tragedy involving Sena-
tor Kennepy. Of all the reports and in-
sights provided, however, I believe that a
column written by David S. Broader and
published in this morning's Washington
Post is among the best. It reminds us of
our role in the lives of those around us. I
ask unanimous consent that it be printed
in the Recorp with the hope that it will
be read by all thoughtful and concerned
Americans.

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

PoLiTicIANS, PuNDITS PLAYED Gob WITH
Epwarp KENNEDY'S LIFE

(By David S. Broader)

The power of genuine tragedy, as defined
by Aristotle and understood by every genera~
tion since, lies In its demonstration that all
men, even the powerful and the mighty, can
be judged and found wanting just because we
are all mortal and all have flaws,

It 1s tragedy's demonstration of our com-
mon susceptibllity to Fate which Aristotle
sald must move any man to pity and terror.
And it is this which unites the audience and
the actors in any of the great dramas of lit-
erature or life.

Yet, in all that has been written this past
week about the latest adversity in the life of
Sen. Edward M. Kennedy, little has been sald
about the significance of the tragedy for
those of us who have been caught up in its
unfolding.

Honesty requires that the effort be made.
For whatever fault may be attributed to Ken-
nedy in the events surrounding the acel-
dental death of his passenger, the reaction in
the political-journalistic world of Washing-
ton shows unmistakably how far those of us
who inhabit that world have succumbed to
the sin of pride—the very sin for which the
heroes of so many Greek tragedles were re-
buked by the gods.

Our shock at what has happened is based,
not just on our sympathy for the vietim and
her family and for Eennedy, but on our hurt
that the future we had arranged for him—
in our own minds—is now altered.

In this sense, the incident at the Poucha
Pond bridge brings a rebuke to all of us—the
politicians in both parties who were calculat-
ing how his 1972 presidential campalgn could
be made to serve their interests, the journal-
ists who were anticipating the excitment
and rewards of another Kennedy-Nixon con-
test—to all of us who in the arrogance of our
pride had arranged his life In advance for
him.

This reporter has no intimate acquaint-
ance with Edward Eennedy, but I have seen
him In a variety of circumstances since our
first meeting at a coal mine outside Beckley,
W. Va., in 1060. He impresses me &S a man
of some talent, of great industry and dedica-
tion and, most of all, of continued capacity
for growth.

I would assert now, as I did before last
week's accident, only one strong conviction
about Ted Kennedy: Whatever his capacity
for service to his country, KEennedy ten years
from now—at 47—wlll have more to offer in
the way of leadership than he does In 1969.

Yet there were many in politics and jour-
nalism who had determined in thelr superior
wisdom that he must run for President in
1972. Kennedy has lived with this knowledge
and the pressure it entails. Whatever his own
wlishes, he has known that, with every pass-
ing day, the cholce was belng taken out of
his hands and being forced on him by poli-
ticlans and pundits who—at minimal risk to
thelr own careers—were recklessly brave In
dictating what his course should be.

Ultimately, every man must set his own
course and accept the consequences, In my
lifetime, I have seen two very different men—
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Adlal Stevenson and Barry Goldwater—per-
suaded to run for President, against their
own best judgment. Neither case ended
happily.

Yet, before KEennedy's accident, there were
men in Washington with enough self-con-
fidence (or whatever) to assert that of all
the men in public office, only this one 37-
year-old Senator had the capacity to “unite
the Democratic Party.” Even now, some have
the temerity to argue that Kennedy's reputa-
tion must be rescued—not for its own sake,
but so that he can run in 1972.

Some of these men are politiclans and
Journalists who came to power and promi-
nence with John EKennedy. Just 18 months
ago, some of them were exerting a similar
kind of pressure on Robert Eennedy to run.

But these counselors do not control the
fates of the men they seek to manipulate.
That must be clear now even to them.

All their planning and charting were for
naught when the lives of the three famous
Eennedy brothers crossed those of three ob-
scure fellow-citizens, Lee Harvey Oswald, Sir-
han Bishara Sirhan and Mary Jo Kopechne.

Two of the brothers are dead; the third’s
Tuture is in doubt. Two of those Fate placed
in their paths are dead; the third is under
sentence of death.

Does it not behoove us all to stop playing
God with other men’s lives?

A VERY GOODLY BAY

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, the
Chesapeake Bay is the great natural
treasure of Maryland. Its blue waters
make up the most fertile marine pas-
tures in this hemisphere, Its history is
an integral part of our State's past. Its
recreational potential is a prime reason
why Maryland is known as the land of
pleasant living.

As one who lives on the Chesapeake,
I can only agree with Capt. John Smith’s
1607 description of the bay as “a very
goodly bay.”

Like every body of water in America
today, however, the bay is threatened
by pollution. From industry and towns,
from ships and nuclear powerplants,
pollutants contaminate the bay, impair-
ing its beauty and threatening its ma-
rine productivity. The latter is particu-
larly disturbing for the bay provides
most of the Nation's supply of bluecrabs
and oysters.

Until recently this country did not rec-
ognize the importance of the bay and
our other estuaries. By and large, they
were ignored by many public officials and
studied in depth by only a few scien-
tists. Maryland provided an exception to
this rule but even here the effort was not
equal to the need. Our lack of knowledge
reflected a lack of concern over our es-
tuaries. This led to neglect which in turn
has endangered these valuable bodies of
water.

In order to fill this gap in our knowl-
edge, I wrote the National Estuarine Pol-
Iution Study into the Clean Water Res-
toration Act of 1966. This study was
carefully drafted so as to provide us with
a comprehensive analysis of our estuaries
as well as recommendations to protect
them.

I also helped pass in 1965 legislation
authorizing the Corps of Engineers to
build a hydraulic scale model of the
Chesapeake Bay. This would enable ma-
rine scientists to study the estuary and
learn more about its currents, salinity
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levels, and tides. The model will be built
on the Eastern Shore of Maryland and
will provide us with the means to in-
crease our knowledge of this great es-
tuary.

In the June issue of Oceans, John O.
Ludwigson presents an excellent article

on the Chesapeake Bay. He writes of the’

great productivity of the bay and warns
of the increasing threat from pollution.
I regret that it is not possible to re-
produce the lovely pictures which accom-
pany Mr. Ludwigson's article, but I rec-
ommend his words to all concerned with
the preservation and proper development
of our marine resources. I ask unanimous
consent that the article be printed in the
RECORD.

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

as follows:
CHESAPEAKE Bay
(By John O. Ludwigson)

Among countless tales of the seven seas,
very rarely do you hear of the eighth sea,
a landlocked micro-ocean that splits the
state of Maryland and, with a little help from
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, makes
an island of most of Delaware.

Yet the Chesapeake Bay Is, in many re-
spects, & minor sea. It can clalm its own
unique internal circulation patterns, cul-
tural variations that make the east and
west shores virtually different countries, a
thriving waterborne commerce and an in-
creasingly flourishing tourist industry. Pi-
rates once plied its waters, and the last shot
in the recurring local wars has not yet been
fired.

It is a peaceful sea, sheltered from the
full force of the storms that howl over the
other seven, but tricky enough sailing for
anyone's stomach when the wind whistles up
its 290-kilometer (180-mile) reach.

Perhaps most important for its future,
Chesapeake Bay is a shallow sea, hardly
more than 9 meters (30 feet) deep except in
its central channel where only 87 meters
(120 feet) of water cover its deepest spot.
You can visualize this by imagining that the
width of this sheet of paper corresponds to
the width of the Bay. The average depth
would then be one-third the thickness of the
page.

This shallowness has been both the bless-
ing and the principal weakness of the Bay—
blessing, because it is a major factor in the
Bay's remarkable biological productivity—
weakness, because it makes the Bay especially
vulnerable to pollution. Chesapeake Bay,
today, is literally fighting for its life.

HISTORY OF THE BAY

It was a different story when Captain
John Smith, freshly arrived from England,
viewed it in 1607:

“There is but one entrance by Sea into this
Country, and that is at the mouth of a
very goodly Bay, 18 or 20 myles broad . . .
within Is a country that may have the pre-
rogative over the most pleasant places
knowne, for the large and pleasant navigable
Rivers, heaven & earth never agreed bet-
ter to frame a place for man’s habitation.”

He sailed up and down the “Chisapeack”
Bay (dining, undoubtedly, on oysters), ap-
parently delighted with all that he found.
Captain Smith's diary contains the account
of one fishing experiment on the Potomac
River where the party found “that abound-
ance of fish, lying so thick with their heads
above the water as for want of nets . . . we
attempted to catch them with a Ifrying
pan . . . neither better fish, nor more variety
of small fish had any of us ever seen in any
place. .."

There were Indians, too. Assateagues, Nan-
ticokes, Susquehannocks, and Choptanks, all
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of Algonquian stock, and also found the Bay
& pleasant place to live. Most of its geo-
graphic features today are named for them.
Chesapeake, for example, may be a deriva-
tion of Tschiswapeki—"highly salty body of
water"—or K'che-sepiack—"country on a
great river.”

On his way along the eastern shore of the
Bay, Captain Smith encountered a series of
islands first charted by Bartholomew Gilbert
in 1587 and named the Russell Isles for that
expedition’s surgeon. On one of the largest,
Captain Smith's diary says, "“there was a myle
or two of fresh water ponds [though the is-
lands are almost at sea level]; fish and fowl,
and the kindness of the soil makes it a nice
place to live.” He named the lsland Smith
Island, for himself.

From the first settlement at Jamestown,
Virginia, the colonists slowly moved up both
shores of the Bay. One of the earliest settle-
ments, in 1634, was a colony at St. Mary's
City sponsored by Cecil Calvert, the second
Lord Baltimore and first proprietor of Mary-
land, The town, near the mouth of the Poto-
mac River, now has a population of about
200. The state capital was moved to Annap-
olis In 1694,

In the meantime, however, a band of dis-
sidents—their complaint is lost to history—
had left the colony and headed across Chesa-
peake Bay to ferm their own colony. They
landed on Smith Island in 1657, liked it and
stayed, dropping out of the mainstream of
American history for 300 years.

For a time, in fact, Smith Island was a
“kingdom.” Though nominally a part of the
United States, two of its leading citizens,
Richard and Sclomon Evans, ran the Island
and were known as King Richard and King
Solomon.

THE BAY TODAY

This brand of sturdy, isolation-fostered
independence is still characteristic of the
Bay's eastern shore watermen, Untll 1958,
when the eleven-kilometer (seven-mile)
Chesapeake Bay Bridge opened, linking the
eastern shore with Annapolis and the rest of
the nation, they had almost no dealings with
the outside world. Oysters, fish and good
farming land supported them quite comfort-
ably in an afluent Appalachian-like culture.

Smith Islanders and, especially, their
neighbors on Tangler Island, a few miles to
the south In Virginia, still speak an
English that is very much akin to seven-
teenth century usage, though modern com-
munications are introducing twentieth cen-
tury American.

Like other such water-oriented communi-
ties along the Bay's shores, the Islanders de-
pend on their “micro-ocean’s" resources for
a living. Yet, they and other watermen have
been extremely reluctant in the past to ae-
cept sound management of conservation
practices.

“God put the oysters there and when He
doesn’t want us to have 'em anymore, He'll
take them away,” was the prevaliling phi-
losophy. It would have been quite adequate
if it were not for the outside world. Steady
and largely uncontrolled dredging of the
oyster bars (“rocks” in Virginia), for exam-
ple, has resulted in a steady decline in the
crop. Oystermen produced more than 53
metric tons (58 tons) of the delectable bi-
valves in 1880; the 1967 crop was only about
11 metric tons (12 tons).

Where the oysters went is suggested in a
passage from an oyster culture booklet pub-
lished by the Virginia Institute of Marine
Sciences:

“In 1865 the citizens of New York City,
which then had a population of less than
900,000, consumed 7,000,000 bushels of
oysters. If this rate of consumption had per-
sisted until today, about 61,000,000 bushels
of oysters would be required by that city
each year, many times the present oyster
production of the entire United States."

Oysters are not, of course, the only product
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extracted from the Bay, but they are the
biggest moneymaker. Some other products, in
order of their landed value in Maryland are
blue crabs, clams (mostly soft shell), striped
bass (known locally as rockfish or just
“rock”) and white perch,

The crabs are sold both as standard hard
shells and soft shells. Soft shell crabs are a
Tangler and Smith Islands speciality, though
they are produced all along the shore. The
crabber collects hard crabs from the Bay
and sorts them into floating crab pens ac-
cording to his estimate of how soon they are
likely to shed. The day the crabs shed their
shells they are scooped up and sold.

Crab conservation has proved to be un-
expectedly difficult. It seems that, as a result
of the unusually low crab harvest in 1968
(after years of bumper crops), an examina-
tion was made of the relationship between
the number of spawning crabs and the sub-
sequent population levels. The relationship
turned out to be almost inverse! Large
numbers of spawners never produced many
off-spring, while small spawning populations
always tended to produce great numbers of
crabs. Within those general conditions, the
annual crab populations fluctuated wildly,
a phenomenon not yet explained satisfac-
torily.

Besldes producing most of the natlon’s
supply of blue crabs and oysters, Chesapeake
Bay residents are also avid consumers. A
favorite local institution is the crab feast.
About five large, healthy crabs per person are
steamed in a huge pot for 20 minutes over a
pungent mixture of vinegar, pepper, salt,
mustard and Tabasco sauce. Crab-eating fans
and a generous supply of beer are arranged
around long tables covered with multiple
layers of newspaper. When the crabs have
turned bright red, they are piled on trays
and set in the middle of the tables. Then 1t's
every man for himself!

Oyster production has been a different
story. While the blue crab population seems
to be almost independent of Man’s actions,
the oysters would soon be wiped out without
help. The oyster bars were, in fact, rapidly
being cleaned off when both Maryland and
Virginia began to act to preserve this valu-

able resource. Maryland, especially, has
plowed state money into rehabilitation of
the bars that are the watermen’s main source
of income.

While many modern oyster collection and
farming practices are still almost nonexist-
ent—oyster dredgers must use sailboats, and
private growing areas are difficult to ob-
taln—production is rising. Since 1961, Mary-
land has spent about one and one-third mil-
lion dollars a year on improvement and
mangement of its natural oyster bars.

Even more significant, legislation enacted
in 1867 and 1968 now provides a basis for
putting the public oyster fishery on a self-
sustaining, nonsuhbsidized basis. The sale of
seed oysters, marine-related taxes, license
fees and fines support a Fisherles Research
and Development Fund, created in 1967 and
administered by the state's Department of
Chesapeake Bay Affalrs.

Most important, and an indication of the
way the state s moving, in 1967 the Depart-
ment was authorized to sell to private oyster
growers, at a falr market price, up to 50
percent of all seed oysters produced annually
in excess of 35,240,000 liters (one million
bushels). In 1967, that amounted to 4,903,750
liters (139,153 bushels).

That is not a lot of seed oysters, but it
does represent a revolution on the Bay. For
years, the watermen have defended their ex-
clusive rights to the Bay's bounty. Lease of
oyster bottoms, even presently nonproductive
areas, to private planters would socon con-
centrate the industry in a few hands, they
argued, and the hands would not be those of
the traditional oyster harvesters.

However, as Joseph Manning, director of
the Department, observed last fall, “A re-
markable change in attitude of the oyster-
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men has accompanied the State's successful
efforts toward replefion of the oyster
resource.

“It has been demonstrated,” he added,
“that an increase of more than 150 percent
in production has had no significant effect
on the unit price recelved by the public
oystermen for their catch.” A few private
planters have existed for some time, Mr.
Manning revealed, producing a bit under 10
percent of the annual oyster crop.

Virginia has taken the opposite policy,
leasing nonpublic Bay and river bottom land
freely. Though the private lands are naturally
less favorable and less extensive than the
85,000 hectares (210,000 acres) reserved by
the state, they have consistently outproduced
the public areas in both quantity and value.
Virginia, too, has permitted powerboats to
dredge oysters, while Maryland has, until
recently, stuck to sail.

Differences between the states’ laws have
not always been purely governmental mat-
ters. Oystermen, seeking to protect their
rights, have occasionally employed bullets as
persuaders. Poachers, lilke the pirates who
plied the Bay before them, have shown lit-
tle respect for rights, boundaries or the
law.

Things have quieted down somewhat re-
cently, but there was a time when the Mary-
land Department of Tidewater Fisheries' in-
spectors thought it prudent to mount one-
pound guns on the decks of their ships.

They had in mind, no doubt, such inci-
dents as the “Battle of the Choptank River,”
fought in 1888. In this encounter, the two
steamers of the Inspector Force found them-
selves greatly outnumbered by illegal dredg-
ing schooners they surprised in the Chop-
tank, which flows by Cambridge in the cen-
tral eastern shore.

The battle seemed lost for sure when ten
of the dredgers lashed their boats together
and ambushed the steamer Governor Mc-
Lane, floating silently to within rifie range.
Defeat turned into victory, however, when
the McLane's captain ordered his ship to
ram the oncoming schooners, sinking two
and taking two others captive,

Just after World War II, oyster poachers
from the Virginia shore became a problem
in the Potomac River, which is entirely
Maryland waters, By this time, poaching
technology had escalated and the illegal
oystermen had equipped themselves with
modern, fast powerboats, some with three
large engines. The police countered by buy-
ing a war surplus PT boat which they armed
with a .30 caliber (7.62 mm) machine gun.
On one occasion this battleship of the
Potomac rammed a fleeing poacher, slicing
the boat in half. More often, the machine
gun was used to shoot out the offenders’
engines, thus sparing both men and boats.

In the last few years, technology has
escalated agaln. Now it's citizens’ band radios
that make the waterborne culprits nearly
invincible. With lookouts posted up and
down a waterway, they turn into “peaceful
sport fishermen” long before the Marine Po-
lice, as the force is now called, can reach
them. This has forced the police to adopt
guerrilla tactics.

One young policeman described an opera-
tion against some clam dredgers who were
tearing up an oyster bar: “There wasn't any
use trying to sneak up on ‘em by water. We
could hear them on the radio—they had
friends on the dock even to tell them when
we cast off !

“What we did, we tied up the boat down
the river and got into my friend’s car we'd
left there. We took off our hats and slouched
down so as not to attract any notice and
drove up to a farm on a peint opposite where
they were dredging. Then we sneaked up on
them, running from bush to bush and
crawling along the ground to keep out of
sight. We stayed there about an hour, copy-
ing down their numbers [registration num-
bers on the boats] and making a record of
their activities,
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“Then we drove back to the boat, cast off
and went over to their dock and tled up
and waited. About dark, here they came
loaded down with clams, We were just
lounging there, looking unconcerned, until
they tied up so they wouldn't dump the
clams overboard. Boy, were they surprised
when we walked over and told them they
were under arrest!”

Even crabs have not been safe, The Marine
Police found it necessary late last year to
issue a warning to would-be “crab snatch-
ers” that they faced fines of $100 when ar-
rested. (A crab-snatcher is one who emptles
other people's crab pots without, of course,
their permission.) The police attributed a
minor boom in that particular crime to the
high prices paid for crabs in a year of lean
harvest.

POLLUTION PROBLEMS

Chesapeake Bay, however, faces a greater
danger than crab-snatching or oyster-poach-
ing. In a variety of ways, some so subtle
they are hardly noticeable at first, it is be-
ing slowly poisoned.

In some cases, such as Baltimore harbor,
the upper Potomac River and a number of
other, smaller tributaries, the process is not
80 slow. When Paul McKee, Maryland’s Water
Resources Director, asserted that the Bay is
not yet polluted before a State Senate com-
mittee he ran head-on Into an irate Senator
and yachtsman.

“When I go out into the Bay in my boat and
go in swimming,” observed the lawmaker,
“I'm a different color when I come up than
when I went in. If the Bay is so good, why
are we spending so much on resgearch into its
pollution problem?"

The answer, of course, is that there are
stages and degrees of pollution and all the
Bay is not yet as bad as he described. None-
theless, Eugene Jensen, reglonal director for
the Federal Water Pollution Control Admin-
istration, estimates that total annual fishery
losses from pollution in the Bay and its
tributaries amount to $3 million—and that
is dockside value of the fish and shellfish.
The total loss to the area's communities
might be ten times as much, he guesses.

“Chesapeake Bay has a definite carrying
capacity of people and activities, communi-
ties and industries,” observes Dr. Willlam
Hargls, director of the Virginia Institute of
Marine Science (VIMS). “If we're willing to
have the Bay become an open sewer, there’s
no question that we can pack a lot more
people and industry around it.

“But it's also pretty obvious that if we
expect Chesapeake Bay to afford those uses
and esthetic values that people seem at-
tracted to, then the carrying capacity is going
to be less.”

VIMS is one of the three major academi-
cally oriented oceanographic institutions as-
sociated with the Bay. The others are the
University of Maryland's Chesapeake Blo-
logical Laboratory at Solomons in the cen-
tral western shore and Johns Hopkins Uni-
versity's Chesapeake Bay Institute which
works out of Annapolis where its unique
catamaran research ship ties up. VIMS is
located at Gloucester Point, Virginla, at the
mouth of the Bay. Together, the institutions
comprise the Chesapeake Research Council,
perhaps the largest grouping of estuarine
sclentists in the world.

In addition to providing a forum for ex-
change of sclentific ideas and findings, the
Council has undertaken a program of co-
operative research on the Bay, Each of the
three institutions regularly visits its portion
of a pattern of oceanographic station sites
that cover the entire Bay. When the data
from all the points are assembled, they give
a good picture of just what is going on in
the Bay at any given moment.

Besides the Research Council institutions,
the Federal Water Pollution Control Admin-
istration (FWPCA) and the Bureau of Com-
mercial Fisheries—both a part of the U.S.
Department of the Interlor—maintain labo-
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ratories at Annapolis and Oxford, Maryland,
respectively.

FWPCA sclentists also regularly occupy &
similar series of oceanographic statioms in
the Bay, though there are necessarily fewer
than in the Couneil’s study. The pollution
experts are looking for such things as the
oxygen content of the water, bacterial counts
and algal blooms that signal the onset of
serious pollution problems. (One algal bloom
in the Potomac last year actually reached
the consistency of very thick green pea
soup.)

One of the most interesting results of this
intensive study of the “eighth sea” has been
the discovery of a unique, two-layer internal
circulation pattern. At the surface, every-
thing seems normal. Water from the Susque-
hanna and Potomac Rivers flows into the Bay
and on out to the Atlantic Ocean, just as ex-
pected. About three meters (ten feet) down,
however, the flow comes to a halt. Farther
down, the water 1s relatively salty and mov-
ing north very slowly, into the Bay.

The Bay's physical oceanography has been
most intensively studied at the Chesapeake
Bay Institute, headed by Dr. Donald Prit-
chard. Institute scientists have found that
Baltimore harbor, a growing major national
seaport, and most of the minor tributary
creeks surrounding the Bay also have unique
circulation patterns of their own.

At Baltimore, the harbor receives almost
no freshwater inflow, yet there is complete
flushing of its waters roughly every ten days.
The reason is that a three-layered circula-
tion exists, driven by salinity differences at
various levels in the Bay and harbor. Bay
water flows into the harbor at both surface
and bottom while the third, intermediate
layer, flows from harbor to Bay. The layers
flow steadily at a rate of about 482,000 liters
(630 cubic yards) a second throughout the
year.

In the shallower tributaries, still another
pattern prevails. Again due to salinity varia-
tions, which change seasonally, there is a
two-layer flow. This reverses twice a year,
however. In winter and early spring, the less
saline Bay waters flows in over the saltier
tributary waters which flow out along the
bottom. During the rest of the year, salinity
in the Bay increases, and the flow is in at
the bottom and out at the top.

All this would hardly interest anyone but
crabs and scientists if it were not for the
growing problems of handling the sewage
outflow from towns along the shore. In the
Bay and Baltimore harbor there is the addi-
tional problem of disposing of silt and sedi-
ment dredged up in ship channel mainte-
nance projects.

Obviously, it makes a great deal of differ-
ence where the sewage effluent is introduced
into the Bay. Theoretically, it is quite possi-
ble for sewage poured in near the mouth of
the Bay to wind up washing through Balti-
more harbor, which already has enough pol-
lution of its own to cope with.

Worse, there are the oysters. An oyster gets
its food by filtering large quantities of water.
Thus, it not only will pick up any pollutants
in the water, it will concentrate them. For-
tunately, oysters will clean themselves in
from two to six weeks if transferred to clean
water, but this adds expense. Several oyster
areas in both Maryland and Virginia have al-
ready been closed because of pollution.

A major new worry for the conservationists
is the nuclear electric power plant now being
built for the Baltimore Gas and Electric
Company on the Calvert Cliffis along the
central western shore.

The Calvert Cliffs are one of the world’s
finest hunting grounds for Miocene fossils,
The 30-meter-high (hundred-foot) -eliffs
stretch for about 48 kilometers (30 miles)
along the shore, where they are continuously
eroded by waves, exposing fossils by the
thousands. At least one complete whale skele-
ton has been dug from the face.

At the power plant site, scientists followed
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the bulldozers leveling the cliffs in a project
sponsored by the Maryland Academy of Sci-
ence, Dr. Lincoln Dryden, director of the pro-
gram, noted that it is the first thorough
study of the rich fossil bed since the turn of
the century.

‘What is worrying people, though, is not the
fossils but the unknown and largely unpre-
dictable effects of the plant's warm cooling
water efiluent. In full operation, the nuclear
plant will pump a reported 11.4 billion liters
(three billion gallons) of Bay water a day
through its cooling system.

In trying to fathom the effects of this on
the Bay and all it contains, the estuarine sci-
entists are planning on the use of a hy-
draulic model of Chesapeake Bay. In 1865, the
United States Congress authorized the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers to build such a
model. Preliminary studies are being carried
on now, and Maryland has donated a site near
the eastern end of the Bay Bridge. The need
to cut the Federal budget, however, has kept
Congress from appropriating the funds for
construction.

The model, presumably, would be con-
structed in the same manner as a similar
facility, simulating the James River, Tun by
VIMS and the Corps at Vicksburg, Mississippi.
This large concrete model of the river in-
cludes every jetty, tributary, obstruction and
meander, Metal “roughness strips’” embedded
in the bottom make it possible to “tune” the
model to simulate exactly the river's flow
conditions,

The Chesapeake model would cover almost
four hectares (nine acres), surrounded by an
additional nearly three hectares (seven acres)
of shops, instrument labs and pumping facili-
ties. It will contain about 1,840,000 liters
(65,000 cubic feet) of water. A complete 12-
hour and 25-minute tidal cycle will be simu-
lated in about seven and a half minutes,

Is it worth it? United States Representa-
tive Rogers Morton (R., Md.) thinks so. “Let
us just capitalize the fishery only on a 50-
year basis at a conservative estimate of $100
million a year. Under this simple formula, we
have an astronomical economic stake of $5
billion. The cost of the model and center is
less than one-fourth of one percent.”

There is more at stake than that, how-
ever. Maryland bills Chesapeake Bay as “the
land of pleasant living.” And so it is. There
are 8,166 registered sallboats in that state
alone, as well as 54,368 powerboats. Annap-
olls is the finest sailing harbor between New
England and the Bahamas, as well as the
home of the United States Naval Academy.
Private homes now stand shoulder-to-shoul-
der along the shores where there were only
farms a few years ago.

Public access to the water, in fact, is an-
other of the current problems. You might say
the Bay Is in danger of being loved to death!

To protect the Bay, even from its friends, a
group of concerned conservationists set up
the Chesapeake Bay Foundation in 1966.
From its Annapolis office, executive director
Jess W. Malecolm quietly goes about his task
of educating the public and urging the gov-
ernments involved to action.

“People look at an industrial plant, as in
Baltimore harbor, and they are offended.
They're not inspired by it,” he observes.

“Once the Bay is eroded so people no longer
look on it as a thing of beauty, they'll no
longer care about it."

They care now, though, and the fight is on
to preserve the Bay.

OPPOSITION TO POPULAR VOTE
FOR PRESIDENT

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, it
is no secret that I come from Arizona,
and it is also no secret that I want to
see the more lightly populated States
protected. Arizona falls into that cate-
gory. We who live in these States, which
are far, far more numerous than the
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more heavily populated ones, have no
desire to see our Presidential elections
controlled by nine or 10 of the larger
States.

Even if we felt that all elections in
large cities were always honestly con-
ducted, we would still be opposed to the
idea of a popular election vote for our
President. This concept is wrong, wrong,
wrong, and the Senate would be making
probably the major mistake in the his-
tory of our Government if we ever voted
to offer this to the American people in
the form of an amendment. Changes
are needed in the electoral college sys-
tem. I have testified before the commit-
tee on the changes that I feel should be
accepted, but I also testified, in as strong
language as I could muster, against the
popular vote concept.

The Indianapolis Star has published
two very intelligent editorials on this
subject. I ask unanimous consent that
they be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the edi-
torials were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

Do You WaNT YOUR STATE
DISENFRANCHISED?
WHY DISENFRANCHISE S0 MANY STATES?

If the proposal to replace the electoral col-
lege with direct presidential elections sue-
ceeds, Arizona will be one of a number of
states whose voters could in effect be disen-
franchised.

There are, according to the 1869 national
census, more people in New York State
than in 19 other states combined. Theoreti-
cally, this means that the New York electo-
rate could, under the so-called “popular"
presidential election system, outvote the
electorate of the following states:

Arizona, Alaska, Nevada, Wyoming, Ver-
mont, Delaware, New Hampshire, North Da-
kota, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, South Da-
kota, Rhode Island, Utah, New Mexico,
Maine, Nebraska, Colorado and Oregon,

(Under the electoral college system, the
worst that can happen is that New York's
electoral vote can offset the electoral vote
of 10 states.)

An election victory in New York and Call-
fornia could count more than an election
victory in 26 other states combined.

Obviously, sach a system could be disas-
trous in a nation which prides itself on its
unique regional and geographical differences.
Yet, the proposal for such a system has al-
ready been approved by the House Judiciary
Committee,

In our earlier series of editorials, we ex-
plained the need for electoral reform. The
present electoral college system is outmoded
and in part downright unfair. But the pro-
posed remedy, the one which is currently
fashionable, would be far worse.

It would invite tampering with the ballot
boxes in the large cities and states, thereby
encouraging boss politics and political cor-
ruption. . . .

It would encourage the proliferation of
splinter parties . ..

It would obviate the need for a genuine na-
tional consensus, in place of a momentary
and perhaps temporary majority mandate...

It would undermine our federalist system,
which helps restrain unchecked federal am-
bition by requiring that political actions be
conducted through the machinery of the
states. Thus it would replace our representa-
tive form of government with a so-called
“popular” form , . .

And as noted, it could in effect disenfran-
chise a sizable number of states whose vot-
ers have just as great a stake in the presi-
dency as do voters in the larger cities and
states.
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It is interesting that Indiana Sen. Birch
Bayh is leading the drive for popular elec-
tion of the President, when only two years
ago he made a flery, convincing speech oppos-
ing just such a proposal. It is also interest-
ing that Sen. Ted Eennedy would be so
strongly in favor of popular presidential elec-
tions, when his brother, the late President
John F., Eennedy, delivered one of the most
lucid arguments ever made against that so-
called “reform.”

It is true that there can be no progress
without change. But it is also true that
change, indiscriminate change, does not au-
tomatically lead to progress.

The changes proposed by the popular pres-
idential election are a good example of the
sort of change that could lead to calamity.

TO AVOID BOSS CONTROL

In the Senate lies the best hope for initiat-
ing a step toward sensible revision of the
Electoral College, since it has in its Judiciary
Committee a bill which would allot electoral
votes on a district-by-district basis,

The House Judiciary Committee has re-
ported out a bill which would abolish the
Electoral College and substitute direct popu-
lar election of the president and vice-presi-
dent. This would be the wrong way to go for
a number of compelling reasons.

One is that direct popular election would
make a fundamental change in the structure
of the government. In 1956 Senator John F.
Kennedy (D-Mass.), later President, pointed
to this in defending the Electoral College
against similar proposals. Direct popular elec-
tion, he sald, “while purporting to be more
democratic, would increase the power of and
encourage splinter parties, and I believe it
would break down the federal system under
which most states entered the Union, which
provides a system of checks and balances to
insure that no one area or one group shall
obtain too much power.”

The point Mr. Kennedy made about splin-
ter parties is another of the reasons direct
popular election would be wrong. We have
seen In the recent example of the French
election how proliferation of splinter parties
can confuse the issues of an election, dilute
the strength of major parties and cast doubt
on the mandate of the vote. Under the Elec-
toral College system splinter parties are in-
conseqeuntial. In direct popular election they
can be spoilers.

A handful of states could control the elec-
tion of the president and vice-president by
direct popular vote, and this is a point which
many Americans seem to miss. This may have
been what was in John Kennedy's mind when
he referred to “a system of checks and bal-
ances to insure that no one area or one group
shall obtain too much power.”

Under the present Electoral College system
with the practice of casting each state's
electoral vote in a bloe, a handful of the most
populous states are regarded as pivotal. It is
almost impossible to be elected without
winning most of them. But they are only
pivotal—winning all of them by whatever
margin is not enough. It is still necessary to
win in a substantlal number of the rest of
the states.

In a nationwide direct popular election a
handful of states could elect the president
and vice-president, regardless of what hap-
pened in the rest of the country.

This was pointed out in a recent article by
Dr. George Comfort, professor of political
science at Butler University. He noted that
in the 1968 election 54.6 per cent of all the
votes were cast in nine states embracing 12
of the largest cities. These states were Cali-
fornia, Illinois, Massachusetts, Michigan, Mis-
sourl, New Jersey, New York, OChio and
Pennsylvania,

The vote in these states was largely deter-
mined by the vote in the 12 big cities. In
Ilinois, for example, more than half of the
total state vote usually is cast in Cook County
alone.
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The significance of this is that political
machines in 12 cities in 9 heavily populated
states can pile up pluralities so big that the
votes in the rest of the country would not
matter in a nation-wide popular election.

Under the Electoral College system this
does not happen because the influence of the
big city vote stops at the state line. The
candidates who serlously hope to be elected
must pay attention to virtually all of the
states. In a direct popular election they
could concentrate their attention on the few
most populous ones with the biggest cities.
The rest would not matter.

“Today, we have a system which—in all
but one instance throughout our history—
has given us presidents elected by plurality
of the popular vote,” said John Kennedy in
his 19566 Senate statement. “Nevertheless, it
is proposed to exchange this system—under
which we have, on the whole, obtained able
presidents capable of meeting the increased
demands upon our executive—fior an un-
known, untried, but obviously precarious
system which was abandoned in this country
long ago, which previous Congresses have
rejected, and which has been thoroughly dis-
credited in Europe.”

That statement is just as pertinent and
just as true in 1969.

The Electoral College system which we
have is a sound and successful system. It
could be improved by doing away with state
bloec voting, which the district-by-district
bill would accomplish. This is what should be
done.

DISENFRANCHISED

One aspect of the popular vote amend-
ment proposed by Sen. Birch Bayh of this
state is the question of what such an ap-
proach would mean to the voters of Indiana.

The answer is that, depending on the
variables of any given election, the voting
strength of this state could be swallowed
up by the population power of the largest
states In the union. Equally to the point,
votes cast honestly by citizens of this state
could be nullified by dishonest votes in New
York or Chicago or Eansas City.

This is an ironic development in view of
the fact that one argument urged in behalf
of the popular vote approach is that it would
“equalize’ election results, and that mathe-
matical arguments have been brought for-
ward to suggest Indiana and other states
would gain proportionally if the popular
vote went through. But these arguments, al-
though interesting as arithmetic, ignore the
hard realities of politics.

These realities include the fact that some
nine large states, of which Indiana is not
one, encompass some 51.9 per cent of the
nation's population and could theoretically
control the election. Moreover, within these
states themselves a great part of the popula-
tion is included in cities with a million or
more Iinhabitants—citles which Indiana
does not possess.

Uncer these circumstances, it seems ap-
parent that electoral efforts would have to
be focused heavily on these cities and these
states, where the most voters counted by
the head can be reached the most directly.
It is therefore likely that the big cities and
the big-city states would in point of fact
wileld as much influence or more than under
the present system, even if their impact on
the election is supposed to be reduced in
theory.

The problem becomes more serious when
we reflect that these cities are also the areas
in which fraudulent votes are most chronic,
and that the popular vote approach would
create maximum incentives for such fraud.
Without far stricter vote policing than has
occurred so far or is presently contemplated,
the quantum of fraud in these areas Is al-
most certain to increase with the popular
vote. This will accentuate the power of the
big-city states still further.

Under this proposal, in short, we belleve
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the citizens of Indiana, whatever the theoret-
ical benefits being extended to them, stand
in danger of being doubly disenfranchised.
First, by the emphasis the popular vote sys-
tem would place on the big-city states. And
second, by the heightened incentive the sys-
tem would give to fraudulent voting and the
heightened impact of such voting on the
final outcome.

MILITARY WASTE

Mr. MONDALE. Mr, President, over
the past few weeks we have been focusing
on the administration’s ABM proposal as
we consider the military procurement
authorization for fiscal 1970. Although
the issues involved in this debate are of
the utmost importance, we must not for-
get that a number of other programs
authorized by the bill deserve the most
penetrating serutiny if we are to come
up with a lean, effective defense budget.
Clearly, Congress has the duty to elimi-
nate military waste wherever it can be
detected.

In this regard I wish to draw the Sen-
ate’s attention to an editorial recently
published in the Waukesha, Wis., Free-
man. The editorial touches on the con-
tribution being made by the distin-
guished Senator from Wisconsin (Mr,
Proxmire) and quotes at some length
from his July newsletter to his constit-
uents. As the editorial points out, reduc-
ing military spending not essential to the
defense of the United States can sharply
reduce inflationary pressures. In ¢ sense,
this sort of reduction may be said to con-
tribute in substantial measure to the
Nation’s defense by strengthening our
economic power. We cannot expect to
maintain our position of power and in-
fluence among the nations of the free
world if we continue to be wracked in-
ternally by soaring prices and faced with
strong discontent on the part of a grow-
ing segment of our society. 7

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial be printed in the
RECORD.

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

PusrLic Has B1G STAKE 1IN MILITARY WASTE

The knack U.S. Senator Bill Proxmire has
for reduclng complex issues to their simplest
denominator is illustrated in his July letter
to Wisconsin constituents, In discussing what
he alleges to be a $10 billlon waste in this
year's milltary budget-. Proxmire claims every
American family has a $200 stake in what he
and some of his Senate colleagues are at-
tempting to do. In short, they have organized
to make a meaningful attack to reduce mlili-
tary procurement,

“For years," he states, “there has been talk
of reducing military waste and occasionally
an amendment on the floor of the senate
would succeed in actually shaving it a little.
But thls year for the first time we are or-
ganizing to really do something about it."

He recalls that last year the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee held an increasing number
of hearings on the military budget and “we
uncovered case after case of waste. This year
we intensified our hearings. We have the best
documented case against military waste we
have ever had."”

Proxmire then goes into an item after item
recitation to substantiate the committee’s
claims, including the colossal weapons sys-
tem failure (XB-T70) of which two craft were
built at a cost of $1.56 billion, One crashed
and the other was placed in the Alr Force
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museum—=a costly exhibit which we wouldn’'t
believe the military is proud to display.

An even more serious indictment is the
Wisconsin senator’s allegation the committee
has 'repeated testimony by high Pentagon
officials that defense contractors and the Pen-
tagon deliberately lled to congress about the
cost of weapons systems so that congress
would authorize them.”

This is the kind of arrogance which un-
challenged power breeds. For far too many
years members of congress have sheepishly
and silently sat by while the Defense Depart-
ment was glven everything it asked for amid
plaudits from those who simply assumed the
money requests were honest and necessary.

Proxmire pledges he and the group sup-
porting him as chalrman, have a plan of ac-
tion during forthcoming debates calculated
to reduce the 80 billion defense budget and
“greatly ease Inflationary pressures that are
pushing up both prices and interest rates. It
could also be the most realistic way of giving
you rellef from the crushing federal tax bur-
den.”

The senlor senator has built a reputation
as an able critic of the establishment. He is
making his presence felt in Washington and
deserves the support of everyone interested in
bringing a degree of sanity back into federal
budget-making.

We wish him well.

FUTURE SPACE GOALS

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, on
July 27, the Washington Sunday Star
published an editorial entitled “After
Apollo—Time To Return to Earth,”
which I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at the end of my
remarks. While the title is somewhat mis-
leading, several points are raised upon
which I would like to comment.

First of all, I agree that now is not the
time to commit ourselves to the goal of
a manned mission to Mars. Without a
doubt, men from the planet Earth will
someday set foot on Mars, but it is too
early to set a hard and fast time table
for the project for the simple reason that
the technology is not available and there
are many intermediate steps that must
be mastered before a reasonable schedule
could be established. Furthermore, there
is much knowledge that will be gained in
the next few years in the various addi-
tional Apollo flights to the Moon and in
the near-earth-orbit operations in the
Apollo applications program. Also, our
unmanned Mariner and Viking missions
will greatly increase ocur knowledge of
Mars in this period. The gathering and
digesting of this information will be es-
sential in planning an intelligence strat-
egy for space exploration for the re-
mainder of the century. We may find, for
example, that establishment of a perma-
nent lunar scientific base will be a more
attractive intermediate goal.

Second, the fact that we have landed
men on the Moon should allow use to ex-
ert greater effort to solve our earthly
problems, but it would be folly to con-
tend that the way to solve these problems
would be to cut back on the space pro-
gram. Rather, our magnificent Apollo
achievement should inspire us to solve
other problems, and a vigorous space pro-
gram should be pursued in order to keep
our technology, and hence our economy,
strong.

Third, the Apollo program has not been
a crash program, despite what some peo-
ple think. It has been a fast-paced pro-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

gram with tight schedules. Despite the
fact that sometimes these schedules have
had to be altered, or slipped, they have
been realistic and are essential to the ef-
ficient execution of the program. What-
ever our future space goals, they should
be done within a framework of careful
scheduling lest they become inefficient
and, therefore, more costly than need be,
There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:
ArTER APoLLo—TIME To RETURN TO EARTH

The Apollo 11 mission Is safely and glor-
fously completed. The trio that reshaped
the world have come back to earth. It is
time for the rest of us to do the same.

While Armstrong, Aldrin and Collins were
on their historic mission, euphoria was the
order of the day. Man had made good on his
ancient dream. He had traveled to & world
beyond his own. There he was, before the
eyes of a disbelieving world, walking, run-
ning, hopping, working on the surface of
the moon, Small wonder that men on earth—
most of them—felt their horizons expand-
ing as they began searching for a new dream
to replace the one that had suddenly be-
come a reality.

While Apollo 11 was still in the midst of its
fantastic voyage, the vislonaries went to
work. Next stop, Mars. Then the rest of the
planets, Then, of course, the stars of our
galaxy in search for undiscovered worlds.
Man was on his way, and the frontier was
without limit.

These soul-stirring plans for the future
were not being offered by the space planners
whose function it is to conjure up visions
of man's destiny In space. They were not
the product of the science-fiction writers,
who must move on to new far-flung pastures
now that man has invaded their prinecipal
domain, They were set forward as deslrable—
almost Inevitable—national goals by those
whose duty it 1s to establlsh such goals: A
senator, the vice presldent, and, by unmis-
takable implication, the President of the
United States.

We agree that man has a destiny in space;
that he has, in fact, a biological drive to
extend his reach and to expand his life
Just as far as his capabllity permits. Apollo
11 has shown that space travel is a practical
reality, that man can indeed land on worlds
other than his own and that he can work
and live, for a time at least, in strange and
hostile environments. We have little patience
with those who see the moon misslon only
as a waste of time and money, or with those
who argue that it was nothing more than
a bread-and-circus act calculated to divert
attentlon from problems on earth.

But man is an animal that can and should
respond to more than the basic urges that
impel him to carry life as far as he can go.
His instinets can be tempered and altered
by his intellect. And the time has come for
man to curb the excitement, the enthusiasm
and euphoria that were the inevitable fall-
out from the moon mission, and to think
very carefully about where we go from here.

Vice President Agnew, who heads the task
force charged with setting future United
States space objectives, was quite specific. We
should, he sald, go to Mars. We should land
men on that neighboring planet by the end
of the century. Senator Charles Percy went
the vice president about a decade better. The
President, in addition to his almost uncon-
trolled enthusiasm over the Apollo 11 mis-
slon, spoke to visiting forelgn students about
far-flung space explorations of the near
future and of the assurance of finding life
on unspecified planets,

This is not, In our opinion, a time to
commit the nation to any hard timetable
for another space spectacular, or to launch
a crash program for a Martian landing com-
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parable to the convulsive effort that has put
us on the moon.

In the first place, a manned flight to Mars
would require an expenditure of treasure
that would make the $24 billion tab for the
moon voyage seem lke the fabled nickel
ferry ride to Staten Island. A new generation
of boosters would have to be developed. A
vastly improved technology in guldance,
spacecraft and life support would be re-
quired for the mission which, at the highest
speeds attainable today, would take nine
months for the 10-milllon-mile round trip.

Even with these drawbacks, Mars is the
most inviting target in the solar system. In-
deed, it may be our sun’s only planet—he-
sides our own—that is worth dropping in on,
Venus, our closest neighbor, has a dense
atmosphere of carbon dioxide and a surface
temperature of B00 degrees. Jupiter, by to-
day’s standards, requires a four-year round
trip. The other planets are simply too Iar,
and for the most part, too hostile to life to
make a visit worth while considering. As for
the stars, even glven a new rocket that could
push man along at 100 times the present
speed it would take 1,000 years to reach our
nearest neighbor, Alpha Centauri. Assuming
a real breakthrough would permit man to
travel at the ultimate speed of 186,000 miles
per second—the speed of light—it would still
take nine years to get to Alpha Centauri and
back again, with no time out for sight-seeing
along the way or for exploring any planets
that might be found.

But It would be a mistake, surely, to dis-
miss the possibility of vastly extended space
flight on the basis that it is beyond the
technical capabllity of man. The brief history
of man’s venture into space so far has dem-
onstrated that yesterday's impossibility is to-
day's commonplace. The plans for Mars and
beyond should not be dismissed at all. But
neither should they be approached at a fever
pitch.

For the period immediately ahead—{for the
next decade at least—the focus of this coun-
try's attention should be on the domestic
challenges that face us, and on the problems
of environment, over population, disease,
hunger and war that threaten the future of
this fraglle speck of matter that is our home.
The excitement, the broadened vision, the
proven abllity of man to do what he sets
out to do should be utilized to mount an
attack on these long-neglected problems,
Apollo 11 has cast a harsh light on life
on earth, showing man's failures in sharp
contrast to his Dbreathtaking technical
achievements. It is a vision that should not
be blotted out. It should be exploited as an
incentive to get the vitally needed jobs done
on earth.

At the same time, the United States cannot
withdraw from space. The huge investment
in Cape Eennedy and Houston must not be
let go to ruin. The vast aerospace industry
must continue to function. The army of tech-
nicians and sclentists must not be demobil-
ized.

The complete Apollo program, calling for
nine more flights over the next three years,
should be funded. Beyond that, serious con-
sideration should be given to the establish-
ment of permanent manned stations on the
moon so that we may truly explore and per-
haps exploit the new world that we have al-
ready conquered. The manned orbiting sta-
tion that NASA has proposed should be
provided to test the ability of men to live
and work for long periods in weightlessness.
And far more emphasis should be placed, in
the years Immediately ahead, on unmanned
probes of the planets—probes that can answer
many of the questions at a fraction of the
cost of manned flights,

None of these projects should proceed on an
inflexible schedule as a top national priority.
The minimum requirement should be enough
momentum in the space program to prevent
the structure from falling apart through
disuse.




21130

And always, during the decades ahead,
every effort should be made by the United
States to enlist the cooperation, the technical
help and the financial support of any nation
that is willing to contribute to the adven-
ture that must finally be seen as the collective
achlevement of all mankind.

THE BANK CREDIT SQUEEZE

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, I urge
the Federal Reserve Board to take
prompt remedial action to deal with
disturbing indications of an unusual
stringency of credit in the large com-
mercial banks.

The Federal Reserve Board has been
pressing forward with its tight money
policy to combat inflation.

One indication of tight money may be
seen in the decline of the banking com-
munity’s free reserves. These have de-
clined since the end of last year by 27
times, to a present figure of minus $1.35
billion.

Another indication of tight money may
be seen in the decline in the ratio of
banks’ liquid assets to total liabilities—
less capital accounts. This ratio has de-
clined by 21 percent since the end of
1968.

Vigorous monetary and fiscal meas-
ures are clearly needed to combat the in-
flation that now threatens our economy.

We must accept the fact that these
measures, to be effective, cannot be
wholly painless.

We must equally be aware, however,
of the risks of putting on all the mone-
tary brakes at once. The effects of mone-
tary actions may take anywhere from 6
months to 2 years before they are fully
felt. Monetary policy is a powerful and
useful instrument, but we must be care-
ful not to overdo its use.

I would like to call particular attention
to the fact that the present condition of
tight money is hitting one sector of the
economy—the major banking institu-
tions and their customers—particularly
hard,

There have been disturbing indica-
tions of an unusual stringency of credit
in the larger commercial banks. David
Rockefeller, chairman of the Chase
Manhattan Bank, in testimony before
the House Banking and Currency Com-
mittee this June, spoke of the potential
dangers of the current situation. He
cited a serious problem his own bank was
facing in honoring its loan commit-
ments while meeting minimum liquidity
requirements. Other large banks are ap-
parently experiencing the same difficulty.

This is a disturbing problem because
s0 many businesses—many of them too
small to borrow directly in the money
market—depend upon the large com-
mercial banks for their immediate credit
needs to finance current operations.

This is a matter which has not received
sufficient attention.

This is a matter on which the Federal
Reserve Board should take prompt re-
medial action.

Various remedies have been proposed.

One is to relax the 6% percent interest
celling set by Regulation @ for large
denomination bank certificates of de-
posit. This, 1t has been suggested, would
enable the large banks to compete more
effectively for funds in the money mar-
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ket, without increasing the overall supply
of credit.

Another suggested remedy is to infuse
a small amount of additional credit
on an emergency basis into the
banking system, subject to appropriate
restrictions.

It is up to the Board and the adminis-
tration’s monetary experts to determine
which particular remedy would be the
most workable.

My purpose is to point out the exist-
ence and seriousness of this problem,
and to urge that a solution be promptly
sought.

THE PESTICIDE PERIL—XXXIV

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, an edi-
torial published in the New Republic of
July 19 describes one of the major dif-
ficulties in establishing effective pesti-
cide regulations: “Political Sanguinity in
‘Washington.”

Regulations and controls on the use
of persistent, toxic pesticides do exist,
but as brought out in recent hearings be-
fore the House Subcommittee on Inter-
governmental Relations, enforcement is
all but nonexistent. Examples of negli-
gence and abuse of Federal regulations
included a cockroach killer whose label
warned on one side to “use only in well
ventilated rooms” and on the other side
directions to “close all doors, windows,
and transoms"; authorization for an in-
secticide pellet vaporizer for use in res-
taurant kitchens, although the danger
of food contamination had been cited
by the Public Health Service and the
Food and Drug Administration; and the
continued presence of thallium rodenti-
cides in some retail stores despite the
cancellation of its registration in 1965.

Some States have already dealt with
the pesticide threat by placing their own
bans on the use of DDT, and many other
States, in agreement that State action
is necessary in the absence of Federal
leadership, are currently considering
measures to control DDT and other per-
sistent pesticides.

I ask unanimous consent that the New
Republic editorial be printed in the
RECORD.

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

Barp EAGLES AND PEOPLE

The gradual extinction of the bald eagle
and debilitating convulsions common among
California grape pickers have a common
cause—pesticides. The seven-year-old proph-
ecles of Rachel Carson's Silent Spring are
becoming realities as the billion-dollar pesti-
clde industry goes on to peddle its wares un-
perturbed by actual or proposed federal
regulation.

Two venerable Southern-agricultural in-
stitutions—the Senate Agriculture Commit-
tee and the Agriculture Department—are
responsible for the industry's political san-
guinity in Washington, Together they have
successfully stymied any federal moves to
control the sale and use of pesticides which,
along with fertilizers, are responsible for the
production of bumper crops on the limited
acreage set by the farm subsidies program—
another sacred cow of Southern agriculture.
Year after year, the Senate Agriculture com=~
mittee has killed Senator Gaylord Nelson's
(D., Wis.) proposed ban on the interstate
sale of DDT.
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For a quarter of a century, the Agricul-
tural Research Service of the Agriculture De-
partment has vitiated the federal Insecticide,
Fungicide and Rodenticide Act, which em-
powers it to register, prescribe labels for, and
if dangerous, seize pesticides. Recent hear-
ings before Rep. L. H, Fountain's (D., N.C.)
subcommittee on Intergovernmental Rela-
tions have uncovered evidence of what is, at
best, negligence and, at worst, venality, Some
small samples:

A cockroach killer with a warning on one
side of "use only in well ventllated rooms"
and directions on the reverse slde beginning
with *“close all doors, windows and tran-
soms. . .."

Insecticide pellet vaporizers being au-
thorized for use in restaurant kitchens, de-
spite the danger of food contamination
pointed out to the ARS by the Public Health
Service, the Food and Drug Administration
and other federal, state and private agencies.

The dearth of ARS initiative, implement-
ing its legal power to check company sales
records and initiate multiple selzures of
dangerous pesticides. For 22 years ARS has
persisted In seizing only the lethal stocks in
one or two Individual stores. Despite 400 re-
ported cases (with perhaps ten times that
number going unreported) of thalllum pol-
soning in 1962-683 (mostly of children), and
their own cancellation of thalllum’s registra-
tion in 1065, thalllum rodenticides may still
be purchased in many retall stores.

A propensity to favor the products and
complaints of certain companies. For ex-
ample, Shell Oil company has registered,
among 48 separate pesticide products, a "no
pest strip” which only after several years of
prodding by the Public Health Service, was
finally required by ARS to carry a warning
agalnst its use In rooms where elderly peo-
ple or infants are present. But it took only
four days for ARS, upon recelving a com-
plaint from Shell, to cancel the registration
of a competing strip produced by a smaller
company.

The colncidence of interests between the
pesticlde manufacturers (Shell, Dow Chemi-
cal, Union Carbide and American Cyanimid
are among the major ones) and pertinent
regulatory agencles of the federal govern-
ment has only made state action that much
more inevitable as the specter of ecological
disaster becomes more visible.

DDT, the best known (its developer won
a Nobel Prize for his feat) and most preva-
lent form of pesticide, has been singled out
for speclal attention. New York stopped us-
ing it in city parks when Its Director of
Horticulture found natural predators, in-
cluding the ladybug and the praying man-
tis, capable of doing a better, safer and
cheaper jJob of controlling Iinsect pests.
Michigan, Arlzona and California, finding
their milk, fish and other food stuffs con-
taminated have placed controls on the use
of DDT. Wisconsin has just completed sev-
eral months of nationally audited hearings
on pesticides. Thelr final report should en-
courage a number of other states to take
action,

The focus of concern for pesticide regu-
lation, however, may soon return to the fed-
eral level. The seizure of 4,000 pounds of
DDT-contaminated salmon in Michigan last
April prompted HEW BSecretary Finch to ap-
point a commission to Inquire into the ben-
efits and dangers of various pesticlides. Ita
final report iz due next November. Mean-
while, the Department of Agriculture last
week suspended the use of DDT and 8 other
similar compounds for 30 days, pending an-
other “review.”

TIME IS SHORT FOR STUDENT
FINANCIAL HELP

Mr, MONDALE. Mr. President, the
need for full funding of the Federal
student financial aid programs has never
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been more serious than at the present
time. The crisis that is presently before
the students and their families is very
simply stated: How to begin or continue
a college education without the financial
aid that, in effect, has been promised to
them by the Federal Government.

Student motivation for a college edu-
cation is not the issue. The problem that
confronts the student who has planned
for and committed himself to a college
education is overwhelmingly one of
finances.

The House of Representatives is at
present considering the appropriations
for the student financial aid programs in
the overall 1970 fiscal year appropria-
tions bill for the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, I am particu-
larly hopeful that, at the very least, the
$16 million cut, by the Appropriations
Committee, from the requested budget
for the Educational Opportunity Grants
program will be retored. The effect of
this cut would be to reduce further the
aid available to low-income freshmen.

Mr. President, I further call the atten-
tion of Senators to an article written by
Eric Wentworth, and published in the
Washington Post of July 26, relating to
the financial aid programs and the spe-
cial circumstances facing applicants for
Insured Student Loans.

I should hope that we in Congress can
better fulfill our commitment to students
and their families by more adequately
responding to their needs for higher edu-
cation financial aid.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the REecorb.

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

CarrTAL EpvcaTtioN: U.S, Amp SQueezE HITs

Campus
(By Eric Wentworth)

Countless young Americans confident Uncle
Sam would help them through college are
getting a lesson they weren't bargaining for.

Call it Fiscal Botany 1A: The Government
;:;&:;ey tree, blighted by inflation, bears little

Needier students expecting Federal grants
and direct low-interest loans are finding the
funds in critically short supply. When they
and their better-heeled brethren try the
much-touted program of Government-guar-
anteed bank loans, they run into shortages
there as well.

With less than two months before the fall
term starts, Congress is deluged with de-
mands to keep the faith and find the means
to bail these students out, But there’s no
assurance at this point the lawmakers can
turn the trick,

The first big test should come next week
when the House is scheduled to debate the
Health, Education and Welfare Department's
money bill.

The House Appropriations Committee has
increased the outlay for direct Federal loans
to $188.2 million from the $161.9 million
asked by the Nixon Administration, placing
the funds available at roughly last year's
level. The increase, however, comes to only
about two-thirds the colleges’ certified needs.

Furthermore, the committee has made it
largely at the expense of money for direct
Federal grants to low-income freshmen in the
1970-71 year. Money for such grants this year,
appropriated earlier, falls far short of the
sum of a year ago

Prodded by

" bard-lobbying
groups, House liberals will likely try to boost
the direct-loan funds as well as other outlays

education
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during the floor debate. If they fail, the often
more-generous Senate may add some money
when it gets around to the bill. But time is
short.

Time is short, too, for efforts to resuscitate
the guaranteed bank loan program which the
Nixon team, like its predecessor, has counted
on to make up for skimpiness in direct Fed-
eral aid. With its interest rate ceiling at 7 per
cent while the commercial prime lending rate
has soared to 8.5 per cent, this scheme is
drawing at best a lukewarm reception from
most bankers.

A House Education subcommittee chaired
by Rep. Edith Green (D-Ore.) has been grop-
ing through meager statistics and sometimes
conflicting advice for the best approach to
this problem. The Administration, for its
part, has wallowed in tedious internal debate
on what it should recommend.

Meanwhile, the National Council of Higher
Education Loan Programs warned Mrs.
Green's panel Thursday that about one-third
the students seeking guaranteed loans for the
first time this fall could expect to be turned
down. In round numbers, that could mean up
to 200,000,

The District of Columbia, with a $2.4-mil-
lion pool of guaranteed-loan money from 10
of the city’'s 14 banks, is in better shape than
some locales, though director Robert A. Mc-
Cormick complains the savings and loan as-
sociations have yet to kick in,

McCormick reckons, however, that the 1
million in the pool for first-time borrowers
may have to meet a demand more than dou-
ble that amount.

Requests for the higher-interest guaran-
teed loans are flooding in, naturally enough,
from young people facing little or no chance
of getting direct Federal grants, loans or
work-study help. Locally, McCormick re~
ports, many are low-income students.

The whole spectrum of student-aid re-
sources, moreover, is bheilng stretched as
never before because an ever-larger number
of needy students has been persuaded to
pursue higher education. And they are head-
ing for college at a time when tuition rates
and other charges—reflecting the institu-
tions’ own efforts to make ends meet in the
face of higher costs—are mounting anew.

Locally, tultion at George Washington
University will be up $100 to $1800 this fall;
at Georgetown University, up $200 to £2100;
at Catholic University, up #$200 to $1900.
The University of Maryland is raising tuition
and basic fees by some 25 per cent to $506,
and boosting its charge to out-of-staters by
$50 to $500.

Most deserving students who fail to re-
celve the direct or indirect Federal ald they
seek will probably attend college anyway
this fall. They'll require greater sacrifice by
their families, they'll look harder for part-
time jobs, they’ll be more Spartan in what
they wear and eat.

But that's hardly the point. What counts
is what they'll think about a Government
which may well have led their hopes too high
in the first place but in any event is failing
to fulfill them. Their thoughts, undoubtedly,
will be one more ingredient in the bubbling
brew of student unrest that has already
brought many campuses near the brink of
breakdown.

WILLA MAE THOMAS:
PEOPLE HELPER

Mr. HARTEKE. Mr. President, from
time to time we hear about the unusual
efforts of an individual to make the world
a happier home for all of us. Miss Willa
Mae Thomas, of Indianapolis, is such a
person. For the past 16 years she has
worked tirelessly to foster a spirit of in-
ternational good will. This she has done
by helping approximately 3,000 high
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school and college students from foreign
countries to find homes while they pur-
sue their studies in Indiana schools. Her
work has inspired those around her. I
believe that her story, published in the
Indianapolis Star, will prove similarly in-
spirational to a national audience. I
therefore ask unanimous consent that
the article be printed in the RECORD.

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

“WinLa THOMAS Day"” To HoNOR STUDENTS'
FRIEND
(By Dennis J, Hoffman)

Miss Willa Mae Thomas could be called In-
dianapolis’ ambassador to the world.

During the last 16 years she has helped
approximately 3,000 high school pupils and
college and post-gradate students from for-
eign countries find homes while they pursue
their studies in Indiana colleges and univer-
sities.

Although she receives no pay for her work,
Miss Thomas meets the students at the air-
port, makes certain they have proper cloth-
ing for Hoosler weather, and answers any
questions they may have about life in this
country, in addition to finding housing for
them,

In an attempt to repay her for her years of
services Mayor Richard G. Lugar has pro-
claimed July 20 as “Willa Thomas Day" and
some of her friends are planning a testimo-
nial dinner in her honor at 3 p.m. that day in
the Atkinson Hotel.

For the four students who died during
their stay here, she was left with the respon-
sibility of making burial arrangements.

Miss Thomas also arranges for complimen-
tary tickets for her students to see a fair, cir-
cus, sporting event or musical concert, if a
student cannot afford the price of the ticket.

She has persuaded Mayor Lugar to present
honorary citizenship certificates to her stu-
dents.

“I tell the students I can help them with
any problem they have except money,” Miss
Thomas said, “I don't have any and I don't
expect any."” }

Miss Thomas has a scrapbook of letters
from grateful students who remember how
she made them feel welcome here. Many send
her cards at Christmas while others have
mailed gifts.

The students, from Japan, Southeast Asia,
the Philippines, Europe, Africa and Latin
America, phone her at all hours of the day
and night with their problems and, like a
dutiful mother, she offers common-sense
solutions to her adopted family.

Miss Thomas sends letters of welcome
to the foreign visitors before they arrive and
gives going-away dinners when their stu.
dent days are over. She helps those who
want them, to find jobs and has been instru~
mental in getting scholarships for others.

She visits those who are sick or hospital-
ized, taking them a rose which is “all I can
afford.” She sends them birthday cards, ats
tends their weddings and graduations, throw:
wedding and baby showers when appropriate
On holidays such as Christmas and Thanks
giving she finds for those living in dormi-
tories, homes where they can have a home-
cooked meal.

As a child, Miss Thomas considered leav-
ing her home in Mississippi to become a
Baptist missioner to Africa, Today she still
is very active in church affairs. She is religion
editor of the weekly Indianapolis Recorder
and she frequently checks up on her student
family to make sure they're attending their
respective churches regularly.

Miss Thomas declded to work with the
forelgn students after she received a warm
welcome while attending a religious con-
ference in Europe.

*The people I met in every country I
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traveled in were so nice to me, speaking and
helping in every way,” she sald. “So when
I returned home I thought I should try to
be nice to people of other countries when
they come to ours.”

She discussed this with friends who aided
her in establishing the International Wel-
come Committee of Indianapolis.

This organization has sponsored 15 fund
raising dinners to help the students, organ-
ized welcomes by city, state or church offi-
cials and helped set up an International Club
for the students and other central Indiana
residents from foreign countries.

The International Club sponsors two ple-
nics, one each in the spring and fall, for
members and friends.

“My purpose,” she explained, “is to spread
good will and understanding among all men
to help build God's Eingdom of Peace on
earth for men, that there may be love with
harmony, and that all may live together.”

Miss Thomas receives no money for her
work but she has been honored by the Church
TFPederation of Greater Indianapolis and
other groups interested In international re-
lations.

Some day Miss Thomas hopes to write a
book on her experiences with the students.
Proceeds from the book would go toward con-
struction of an International House which
would feature living space for exchange
students as well as a soundproof music study
room, a library, swimming pool and a spacious
yard.

Miss Thomas' concern for her students
leaves her little time to worry about her
own problems. Two days after her testi.
monial dinner she is scheduled to enter the
hospital to have a large tumor removed.

“I hope I'm recovered before Sept. 1,” Miss
Thomas said: “I have to attend a church
convention in Florida then.”

THE BOOK LOVERS' STUDY CLUB
OF ALICE, TEX. URGES ESTAB-
LISHMENT OF 100,000-ACRE BIG
THICKET NATIONAL PARK

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
am pleased to announce that the Book
Lovers’ Study Club of Alice, Tex., has
joined the growing list of supporters for
a 100,000-acre Big Thicket National
Park in southeast Texas.

The members of the Book Lovers’
Study Club realize that we must take
immediate action if we are to rescue the
Big Thicket from its desperate reduc-
tion toward destruction. The Big Thicket
has already been reduced from its orig-
inal size of 3.5 million acres to about
300,000 acres. The ivory-billed wood-
pecker is rapidly becoming extinct be-
cause of the endless cutting of large
trees in the bottomlands from which it
gets its food. As thoughtful, intelligent,
and responsible citizens, the members of
the Book Lovers’ Study Club and the
many other organizations who join them
in supporting a 100,000-acre Big Thicket
National Park are doing everything they
can to protect these invaluable natural
resources.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Book Lovers’ Study Club’s
resolution be printed in the REecorp.

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

RESOLUTION

Whereas the Big Thicket of Texas is a
meeting place for eastern, western and
northern ecological elements; and

Whereas this is the last stand in Texas
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of the nearly extinct Ivory-billed Wood-
pecker; and

Whereas this beautiful and unique area
is rapidly being destroyed by bulldozer and
chain saw; therefore be it

Resolved, That The Book Lovers' Study
Club of Alice, Texas urges the preservation
of at least 100,000 acres containing the most
unique areas of the Big Thicket, these areas
to be connected by environmental corridors;
and be it further

Resolved, That the Interior and Insular
Affairs Committee of the Senate of the United
States be requested to set Immediate hear-
ings of 84 which would create a Big Thicket
National Area.

THE HIGH COST OF ENVIRONMEN-
TAL QUALITY

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, it is
ironic that on man’s first mission to the
moon he discarded some of the baggage
brought along on the trip. Along with
the glory evidently comes the garbage.
While in this instance it was no doubt
necessary, one cannot help but reflect
that man seems inherently inecapable
of treating the land, sea, and air in which
he lives with the respect they deserve,

Wherever he goes, man pollutes. I hope
that in the decades ahead he will treat
his space environment better than he
has his environment on earth.

The May issue of News Front con-
tains an article entitled “The Destruc-
tion of Earth.” Its explanatory subtitle
provides a clue to its content:

Men have polluted this planet to beyond

the point of tolerance, and still they con-
tinue.

I do not think that anyone familiar
with the quality of our environment
would dispute this statement.

The article contains a number of well
taken points: That the United States
will soon face a basic choice between
cleaning up the pollution and disturbing
the present conditions of our economy
or endangering the environment and
maintaining these conditions; that
“what makes the problem critical now is
sheer massiveness;” and that it has
been difficult so far to prove a direct
causal relationship between certain pol-
lutants and injury to health.

There is one statement, however, with
which I take issue. Speaking of the costs
of preventing pollution, the article
states:

For, to put it bluntly, in the 1970's it still
will be far cheaper to contaminate the en-
vironment than to set up preventive systems.

I do not think this is the case at all.
In the first place, it ignores the long-
term cumulative efforts of pollution. The
further buildup of contaminants now
means it will cost more later on to re-
move them. More importantly, the state-
ment refers only to economic costs. But
there are other kinds to consider. They
can be summed up in that admittedly
imprecise term “environmental quality.”
Contrary to Marx, man is more than an
economic animal. The scope of his life
is broad and decisions must reflect val-
ues other than dollars and cents. Only
then can man achieve a quality environ-
ment. Economic factors are important,
but they must not so predominate as to
exclude other considerations.
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The article is nevertheless well worth
reading by anyone concerned with con-
servation. I ask unanimous consent that
it be printed in the REcorbp.

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

THE DESTRUCTION OF EARTH—MEN HAVE
PoLLuTEDp THIS PLANET TO BEYOND THE
PoiNnT oF TOLERANCE, AND St THEY
CONTINUE

Man's flight to the moon could not be more
timely—for he is now wearlng out his wel-
come on earth.

After centuries of poisoning, the environ-
ment is finally getting ‘“fed up.” Alr, water,
land, which convenlently served as the cheap
dispose-alls of pre-industrial soclety, are just
not up to the task of continuously absorbing
the vast and complex wastes created by to-
day's military and industrial technologles,
high productivity and widespread aflluence.

If man persists in his reckless intrusions
on the environment, say the experts, he will
clash with nature and will eventually destroy
the capacity of this planet to sustain life.
But if he veers sharply onto the road of ef-
fective pollution control, there's a chance
he may severely jar the economy and curb
individual freedoms.

Bometime in the "70's, the U.S., as the na-
tlon where the problem is posed In its most
acute form, will make a cholce. That it will
be for somewhat more stringent controls is
certaln. But many scientists doubt that the
measures acceptable to the economy will be
drastic enough to maintain the intricate
balance of nature.

There's good reason for their sceptlcism.
Except In moments of spectacular intrusion,
as when an off-shore oil well recently
dumped 21,000 gallons of raw oll dally for
12 days into the Pacific near Santa Barbara,
Calif., it's difficult to arouse public concern,
particularly when the full peril of the hazards
may not be reallzed for generatlons.

Then there's the dearth of cost-account-
able cause-and-effect Information on specific
pollutants. It's one thing to say that pollu-
tion is an important factor in lung cancer,
emphysema, bronchitis and asthma—and
quite another to name the specific villaln
and impose equitable legislative controls.

TOKEN LEGISLATION TO COMBAT AN EVERPOWER-
ING PROBLEM IS ALMOST FARCICAL

The history of past programs is not en-
couraging. Congress first authorized a Fed-
eral program of research in alr pollution
and technical assistance to state and local
governments in 1955. Elght years later, after
few achievements, it passed the Clean Air
Act, calling for expanded ald to states and
more Federal research, This was amended in
1965, when standards for new motor vehicles
were set up for initlal application in the
1968 model year.

Then in 1868, the Air Quality Act was
passed which called for a systematic regional
effort to combat air pollution and the estab-
lishment of a 15-member Presidential Air
Quality Advisory Board.

Concern about pollution is not new. To
protect their drinking water from the wastes
of 11 million inhabitants, the Romans built
the Cloaca Maxima, one of the first major
municipal sewers in history. In 1306, King
Edward I prohibited the use of coal fires in
London to help clear the alr while Parlia-
ment was Iin session. And some 300 years
later, John Evelyn volced a familiar com-
plaint in his diary when he exclaimed
against the “hellish and dismal cloud” that
enveloped London, producing “ecatarrhs,
phthisicks, coughs and consumption.”

What makes the problem critical now is its
sheer massiveness. The motor vehicle, called
by HEW the single worst source of alr pol-
lution, emits some 350,000 tons of carbon
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monoxide, hydrocarbons and nitrogen diox-
ide gas into the atmosphere daily. Autos,
factories and heating plants dump 3 million
tons of contaminants into New York alone
each year.

By the mid-"70's, oxides of sulphur from
fuel combustion, the second biggest factor
in air pollution, is expected to reach 40 mil-
lion tons a year, some 10 million above the
present level; while pollution from the de-
structlon of solld waste from domestic,
commercial and agricultural operations will
climb from 170 million tons in 1966 to 230
million in 1976.

Escaping to the countryside won't help
much, because the pollution is expected to
extend at least 500 miles from the city, where
the haze will diminish the solar energy
reaching the farmlands.

Under a comparable assault, the surface
waters of the U.S. are becoming so con-
taminated “as to lose their biological capa-
bility for purification within the next 20
years,” according to a report by the National
Academy of Sciences.

Lake Erie has already in effect died, over-
come by a lethal dose of sewage, industrial
wastes and the chemical runoff from heavily
fertilized farmlands. Elsewhere, marine life
in bays, inlets and coastal waters dwells in
constant danger of extinction from mal-
functioning of passing ships and off-shore
wells.

The early "70's will bring a new threat.
Nuclear power plants will discharge an esti-
mated 50 trillion tons of heated water into
U.8. rivers and streams. By the end of the
decade, this thermal pollution is expected
to double, at which time, according to some
fish and game departments, it will seriously
endanger the nation’s fisheries.

Recently, man has attempted to divert
dangerous chemical and nuclear wastes from
water to land by building deep wells to serve
as underground containers. There are over
100 of these now in use and about 300 are
predicted by 1972. Some experts view them
as hidden hazards, pointing out that if the
wastes break out of their steel casings (and
it has happened), there's mo telling what
effect they may have on plant and animal
life—and ultimately on man.

IN SBPITE OF COMMON SENSE, THE LACKE OF
SPECIFIC FACTS HINDERS ACTION

Alr, water, land are all being contaminated
at the level of “great worldwide damwgre” by
DDT, according to one molecular ecologist.
Another suspects the pesticide of threatening
the supply of the world's oxygen. A third
charges it may be Inducing sex organ changes
and interfering with the body's ability to
respond to drugs.

Only a few sclentists have really clashed
head-on with the pesticide industry, illus-
trating what continues to be one of the big
roadblocks to effective pollution control: the
scarcity of hard facts.

‘“The general case is pretty well supported
to show that pollution is bad for you,” com-
ments Dr. Richard Morse, chairman of the
Commerce Department’s Panel on Electri-
cally Powered Vehicles. “But we can't say
that X number of people dled from nitric
acid, or X number of people died from carbon
monoxide; we don’t have reliable informa-
tion.”

FEAR OF POLLUTION MUST BE STRONGER THAN
FEAR OF ANTI-POLLUTION COSTS

Sclentists do not interpret this admission
as a warrant for indifference or inaction. By
continuing to massively intervene in the en-
vironment without being aware of the harm-
ful consequences until they are upon us
warns Barry Commeoner, chairman of the De-
partment of Botany at Washington Univer-
sity, “we are conducting a huge experiment
on ourselves.” Thus he sees an urgent need
for the sclentific community to establish
“some means of estimating and reporting on
the expected benefits and hazards of pro-
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posed environmental intervention in ad-
vance.”

Some new tools for prediction and con-
trol may emerge from the report of the 56-
nation International Biological Program on
“Man's Burvival in a Changing World,"” due
in 1972. The American Association for the
Advancement of Science is now studying
“Unauthorized Environmental Hazards from
Technological Intrusion.” And there's a pro-
posal afoot to set up a National Institute
of Ecological Research, along with an agency
to advise Congress on environmental change.

Skeptics shrug their shoulders and say
while information-gathering of this kind is
necessary, its only practical effect will be to
confirm the scientists in their attitudes and
leave the public where it is today:—momen-
tarily outraged when pollution is publicized,
yet hostlle to legislation which would inter-
fere with its autumnal rite of back-yard
leaf-burning.

To mount popular support for tougk con-
trol laws, say these observers, the “hard
facts" will need to be clear and frightening
enough to defeat the logic of cost. For, to put
it bluntly, In the '70's it still will be far
cheaper to contaminate the environment
than to set up preventive systems.

Sophisticated incineration equipment will
mean more taxes. To provide adequate sewers
nationwide will cost $10 billion, plus $20
billion more to separate steam and wastes
sewers, as will eventually be necessary.
Higher rentals on apartments and steeper
prices on homes will follow the control of
sulphur oxlde pollution from fossil fuels.
And used cars owners will need to spend from
$100 to 8200 on devices to control carbon
monoxide if the requirements for new cars
are to make sense.

This leaves the responsibility for initiating
programs with industry and government. The
former has the option of developing tech-
nologies for cleaning up the air, water, land,
or of facing legislative controls which may
unsettle the balance of the economy while
they restore the balance of nature. Either
way the price is high.

A TECHNOLOGICAL REVOLUTION MAY BE NECES-
BARY TO INSURE MAN'S SURVIVAL

Some experts see the first step in an in-
dustry program consisting of research on
causes and cost studies on effects. With
specific causes isolated and measured, pre-
sumably systems and equipment could be
invented to control effects. The last step
would entail complete technological change-
over. Instead of trying to clean up the com-
bustion engine, for example, the automotive
industry might switch to a reciprocating
steamn engine. Or combustion and nuclear
plants might be supplanted by installations
using the sun’s energy to produce electrical
power.

The shape of regulation and legislative
controls would depend upon the political
climate at the time. A nuclear accident, the
final contamination of a national heritage,
might bring about stringent measures, and
the public might not think a limitation on
its freedom too high a price to pay for pro-
tection against "ultimate intrusions.”

More likely are the steps outlined by Ed-
win 8. Mills of Johns Hopkins University in
“The Economics of Air Pollution,” which
would entall direct regulation of pollution,
with licenses, compulsory standards and
zoning; payments, with subsidies for control
devices and tax credits for Investment in
equipment; and fees for discharge of specific
pollutants. Even these measures imply Fed-
eral intervention in the affairs of business
and local communities on a big scale.

Predictions point to action by both in-
dustry and government in the early '70's,
with one watching the other for significant
moves. Thus the time announcement of a
control innovation by industry may deflect
the force of a control bill, while planned
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legislation may prompt the announcement of
a technological break-through.

Somewhere behind the discussions of pol-
lution and contamination the big payoff for
effective control tends to disappear from
view: it's no less than the survival of man
on this planet. But there’s another way of
keeping the payoff in focus, and that's in
terms of a particular town or city or region,
where it means healthier people, better prop-
erty values, new industries,

And for some it's a chance to reverse a
downward trend, which is what Pittsburgh
did in the '40's when, industralists, bankers
and concerned citlzens banding together, it
fought its way out from under a choking
cloud of smoke and discovered a new vitality.

To develop an ecological conscience may be
too slow and arduous a process for man to
attempt at this late date. But on a day when
the smog bites into his eyes and he reaches
fearfully for his next breath, he may declde
once and for all to relinguish burning his
leaves. It would be one step in the direction
of where the air is clear.

So in the past 15 years, varlous laws and
committees have been established to combat
pollution. But they have made little real
progress.

THE IMMINENT INCREASE IN ANTIPOLLUTION
SPENDING WILL NOT BE ENOUGH

More money is forthcoming. In 1970, Fed-
eral funds allocated for pollution research
will top $63 million, an increase of 17 per-
cent over the previous year. Within a few
months, the Department of Health, Educa~
tion and Welfare—which has Federal respon-
sibility for prevention and conftrol—is ex-
pceted to release the first detalled study of
overall cost to government and industry of
combined air pollution controls. Reliable
sources estimate that the figure will be ap-
proximately $4 billion for the next decade.

There's little doubt the sum will be al-
located, But all that money still won't clean
the air.

OIL INDUSTRY SUBSIDIES

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, our
present tax laws have long been shame-
ful in the magnifude and variety of spe-
cial handouts from the public treasury to
the oil industry. Now that Congress is
talking seriously of putting an end to
these longstanding subsidies, the indus-
try has begun to marshal some counter-
arguments. One of the more specious of
these industry arguments was recently
advanced by the Petroleum Industry Re-
search Foundation.

According to the foundation, any re-
duction in the present depletion allow-
ance available to the industry would be
followed immediately by a hike in petro-
leum prices. And, since low-income fam-
jlies spend a higher percentage of their
incomes on gasoline than the well-to-do,
any such price hike would have a de-
cidedly regressive effect. Thus, the foun-
dation concludes, legislators concerned
with the needs of the Nation’s poor have
no alternative but to support the present
allowance.

An excellent appraisal of this curious
line of thought was published recently
in the form of an editorial in the Wall
Street Journal. I ask unanimous consent
that this trenchant editorial be printed in
the RECORD.

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

AN UNPERSUASIVE OIL ARGUMENT

Now that Congress is talking of cutting

the oil depletion allowance, the Industry
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naturally is mustering counter-arguments.
Some of its points, however, seem singularly
unpersuasive.

Under present law a producer can deduct
27.5% of the gross income from each well,
up to 50% of the net income of that well.
The House Ways and Means Committee has
proposed a reduction in the allowance to
207, and the idea has considerable support
elsewhere in Congress.

Industry officials claim the companies
could not absorb the added tax and would
have to pass it along to consumers in higher
prices, particularly for gasoline. The Petro-
leum Industry Research Foundation, Ine.
estimates retall gasoline prices might rise by
one cent a gallon.

It's perfectly true that corporate taxes are
often passed along to consumers, if compe-
titlon does not prevent it. And the oil in-
dustry is to some extent sheltered from com-
petition by the oil import quotas, which
raise domestic prices by limiting the Inflow
of less-expensive forelgn petroleum, The in-
dustry’s concern for consumers would be a
bit more believable if it were also arguing
for removal of quotas.

The Petroleum Industry Research Foun-
dation stresses that a gasoline-price increase
would hit the poor especially hard. Families
with less than $3,000 in annual income
spend 6.29% of their earnings on gasoline,
the foundation says, compared with 1.5%
for families earning $15,000 a year. By this
argument, of course, the poor suffer most
from the quotas and would gain the most
from their elimination.

What's needed is a less emotional ap~
proach to the industry's economics. There's
no question that petroleum producers, as
they draw oll from the ground, are depleting
their assets. The depletion allowance serves
much the same purpose that depreciation
deductions serve for other industries, Per-
haps the allowance needs to be redesigned
but its principle is sound.

In any case, the depletion allowance de-
bate should be decided on the true economic
issues. Not many legislators are likely to be
swayed by the argument that, in supporting
the allowance, they will be helping the na-
tion’s poor.

HISTORY OF THE GENEVA
PROTOCOL OF 1925

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
would like today to summarize briefly the
history of the Geneva Protocol of 1925.

In 1921, at the Washington Conference
on Limitation of Naval Armaments, a
treaty was proposed that contained a
prohibition on the use of poison gas in
warfare., The United States signed the
treaty, and the Senate ratified it unani-
mously, but it never went into effect be-
cause of France's failure to ratify it.

The Geneva Conference of 1925 was
originally intended to restrict, if not to
abolish private trade in arms. Though
the conference made little headway in
this area, the United States saw in it a
chance to limit chemical warfare, To this
end, the U.S, delegation introduced a
proposal to prohibit international trade
in poisonous gases for use in war,

This proposal ran aground on the
arcuments that it was impossible to dis-
tinguish gases intended for peaceful pur-
poses from those intended for war, and
that non-gas-producing countries’ mili-
tary preparedness would suffer if they
could not import gases, Unable to find
a midway point between unrestricted use
and total prohibition, the conference
decided on full prohibition, and drafted
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a protocol banning gases and bacterio-
logical weapons that was very similar
to the Treaty of Washington.

The United States, in keeping with its
stand at the Washington Conference,
signed the protocol on June 17, 1925,
along with 37 other nations. Proponents
of the treaty saw little obstacles to its
ratification, particularly in view of the
Senate’s speedy action on the Treaty of
Washington.

The protocol encountered consider-
able opposition in the Senate, however.
The Senate Foreign Relations Committee
considered the treaty in executive ses-
sion, and reported it favorably more than
a year after its signing, on June 26, 1926.
The Protocol was vigorously opposed by
veterans organizations, parts of the Mili-
tary Establishment and the chemical
industry. It became obvious that the
treaty did not have enough support to be
ratified, and it was sent back to commit-
tee on December 13, 1926.

For the nations that had signed it, the
Treaty came into force on February 8,
1928. On April 8, 1928, the Soviet Union,
which had not signed the treaty origi-
nally, acceded to its restrictions. By 1939,
42 countries had ratified the treaty.
Though President Roosevelt reaffirmed
our policy of using chemical and biologi-
cal weapons only when attacked with
them first, the Geneva Protocol remained
in committee, unratified.

In 1947, President Truman removed
the treaty from Senate consideration
along with a number of treaties that had
become obsolete. At this time about 60
nations, including all of NATO and the
Warsaw Pact, have ratified the agree-
ment.

RESIDENT ALIEN RADIO AMATEURS

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 5
years ago legislation which I had intro-
duced pertaining to certain aliens be-
came law. This act permitted visiting
aliens, who were practicing amateur
radio operators, to operate radios within
the United States. They could do this
only if their countries offered reciprocal
agreements and only after a careful re-
view indicated that the national security
would not be imperiled through this
privilege. During fiscal years 1967 and
1968, 336 and 441 aliens received this
authorization. I am pleased to say that
in the opinion of all concerned, includ-
ing administrators and beneficiaries,
this program has been very suceessful.

Mr. President, after the inauguration
of this program, we found that a most
important group of aliens were excluded
from the opportunity to use amateur
radio equipment. This group consists of
resident aliens who are attracted enough
by our country to want to give up citizen-
ship in their own native lands and to
declare their interest in becoming U.S.
citizens. These alien hams have fallen
into a wide legislative gap which, on one
side, benefits the visiting alien and, on
the other side, the U.S. citizen. In
March of this year, I attempted to close
this gap through the introduction of
S. 1466.

This measure would permit the Fed-
eral Communications Commission to is-
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sue a license for the operation of amateur
radio stations to aliens admitted to the
United States for permanent residence
who have filed under section 334(f) of
the Immigration and Nationality Act a
declaration of intention to become a citi-
zen of the United States. Like the visit-
ing alien, the applicant under this bill
would be subject to review by the appro-
priate Federal agencies to insure that
the national security would be protected;
and like the visting alien, the applicant
can be summarily denied a license for se-
curity reasons. Unlike the visting alien,
however, the declared alien would have
to submit to the same examination and
licensing procedures as those required
for an American citizen.

During the past 5 years approximately
66,000 aliens have formally declared their
intentions of becoming U.S. cifizens. I
mention this period because it is the
usual waiting time imposed on resident
aliens before they become eligible to pe-
tition for U.S. citizenship. While no accu-
rate figures are available, it is estimated
that a score or two of these declared
aliens are radio amateurs. So you see, Mr.
President, that this legislation will bene-
fit only a few very important people. I
fully appreciate the relative priorities of
congressional concern. Within these pri-
orities currently are such monumental
matters as appropriations for space ex-
ploration versus those for poverty, de-
cisions on the ABM system, and exten-
sion of the surtax and tax reform. Among
these legislative behemoths, the problems
of a very small and uninfiuential minor-
ity are likely to be lost. I do not intend
to let this happen. I believe that a qual-
ity Congress can deal effectively with
large and small issues, and that this is a
quality Congress.

Mr. President, were any of us to decide
to change our citizenship, we can imagine
some of the practical and emotional con-
cerns that would be generated. There is
no reason to add to these, in the case of
foreign citizens admitted to our shores,
by denying the amateur radio enthusi-
asts among these aliens the practice of
this activity for a 5-year period while
they await their American citizenship. It
is interesting to conceive that we might
enrich their motivation, dedication, and
American patriotism by granting radio
licenses to those who qualify. It may be
that these new “voices of America" can
do much to enhance our reputation
abroad as many of our 265,000 amateur
radio operators have already done.

Incidentally, I am pleased to announce
that the American Radio Relay League,
the nonprofit organization which repre-
sents most of the members of the ham
fraternity in this country, has endorsed
this proposal without qualification.

Mr. President, after working out the
administrative details and procedures for
security, opposition to the 1964 law en-
abling alien visitors to operate amateur
radio equipment was almost nil. Opposi-
tion to legislation granting a similar priv-
ilege to alien residents devoted enough to
the United States to announce their in-
tent to become citizens should be com-
pletely nonexistent. I urge action at the
earliest possible time to accommodate the
interests of this very important group of
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future citizens. In this regard, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
Recorp several letters and articles perti-
nent to this effort.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

ZERO Bras

Once again, in 1969, the Congress of the
United States will attempt to rectify an
error in the original “Reciprocal Licensing"
measure passed in 1964. The error—or om-
mission—allowed amateur operation by for-
elgn nationals visiting the U.8. (when prop-
er applicatlions were made, and when proper
reciprocal agreements existed between the
U.S. and the particular forelgn government),
but did not permit similar privileges for
individuals who had emmigrated to the U.S.
and were applying for U.8. Citizenship.

Last year, Representative Theodore R.
Eupferman of New York took the first step
in that direction with the drafting of a Bill
(H.R. 16764) designed to permit such opera-
tion. Predictably, H.R. 16764 died in commit-
tee, but with the recent re-election to the
Senate of KTUGA, Barry Goldwater, the
hopes of immigrant would-be operators rose
once again. Also, predictably, S8enator Gold-
water has taken the bull by the horns, and
introduced in the 91st Congress a Joint Res-
olution “To amend the Communications Act
of 1934 to provide that certain allens ad-
mitted to the United States for permanent
residence shall be eligible to operate ama-
teur radio stations in the United States and
to hold licenses for their stations.”

The Joint Resolution labeled S.J. Res. 27
was Introduced January 23, 1969, read twice
and referred to the Committee on Commerce
for study.

‘We sincerely hope that the efforts of Mr.
Eupferman, Mr. Goldwater, and the fire-
brand behind the whole situation, George
Pataki, ex-YO2BO, will not be in vain, and
that we'll see the amendment become law
during this sesslon of Congress. Amateurs
can help assure the success of the measure
by making their feelilngs known to their
state’s Representative and Senators. A Post
Card, Radiogram, Telegram or letter stating
your desires may not move mountains, but
when it comes time for a vote, Joint Res-
olution number 27 may sound familiar to
your Congressman because of your letter.
Please write today.

8J. Res. 27

Eprror, CQ: Flease accept my thanks and
appreciation for your second recent article
(Zero Bias, March 69) regarding licensing
of immigrants in the U.S.

As an Immigrant (now citizen) and an
amateur radio operator in Israel and now in
the U 8., I can only hope that the thousands
of immigrants from all over the world who
will follow me, and many in this country
at present, will not have to walt five full
years to obtaln amateur radio licenses.

I was an active ham operator before leav~
ing for the U.S., and believe me, the waiting
period was not easy. I had the means, the
know how and the experience to obtaln and
operate a ham radio station but was not
permitted to do so because of the existing
laws.

I believe that many hams, after such a
long period away from their sets may never
return to them, and the loss is also ours, I
know of many such cases.

I would like to remind all my fellow hams
in the U S. about S.J. Res. 27 and urge all
to show their support by writing their con-
gressman to support that resolution in the
91s* Congress.

I hope that our medieval laws regarding
licensing of immigrants will be changed and
thereby enable us to accept many excellent
hams and old timers into our growing so-
clety.
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Thanks agaln, Dick, for your support, your
fine article, the use of your editorial column
and the pages of your magazine for such a
good cause.

Daxn B. LIEBRECHT,
WA2CRD/ex-4X4J8S.

RIvVERDALE, N.Y.

Eprror, CQ: I like to thank you for taking
a stand in favor of Senate Joint Resolution
27, in your Zero Bias editorial, March 1869.
This bill, introduced by Senator Barry Gold-
water, ETUGA, would amend the Communi-
cations Act of 1934, allowing immigrant ra-
dio amateurs with permanent resident sta-
tus, to apply for a W license.

I have talked to many radio amateurs about
this problem. All agreed with this proposed
legislation but few of them took time to do
something about it.

Hearings will soon begin on 8.J. Res. 27. I
wrote to the United States Senate, Commit-
tee on Commerce, in Washington, D C., and
to my U.S. Senators, in favor of this bill, but
this is not enough. I urge American radio
amateurs to write now to their Senators ex-
pressing strong support for this bill.

We former DX stations, now living in the
United States and future citizens of this
country, sincerely hope that the American
amateurs will help us in getting S.J. Res.
27 passed.

GEORGE PATAKT,
ex YO2BO.
New York Crry, N.Y.

Eprror, CQ: Like most hams, I heard of
the Goldwater bill, Senate Joint Resolution
27, which would allow immigrants to this
country the privilege of obtaining an Ameri-
can license, a privilege they are currently
denied. Since many foreign nationals may
operate here under reciprocal licensing agree-
ments, it seemed only logical that immigrants
who have applied for permanent residence
in the United States be allowed the same
privilege. Like most hams, I agreed with the
idea of this bill and promptly forgot it.

Unlike many hams, however, I came in
contact with several foreign hams who have
actually been forced to glve up their hobby
because of the current regulations and whose
only hope for operating is the passage of this
bill. I have now written my Congressman
urging support of Senate Joint Resolution
27 but my one letter will not do any good
without support from others.

Will you be like most hams and forget the
plea of the number of future Americans who
are now denied operating privileges or will
you take the few minutes required to write
your Congressman and urge his support?
Help someone else enjoy the privilege we
have and send your letter today.

DeEnNIS MCALPINE,
WIDYE/2.
NEw Yorg, N.Y.

IMMIGRANT OPERATORS

EprroR, CQ: I am one of those people
who has left his country to realize his dreams
and is at the point of touching his life ideals.
I am soon golng to arrive in the USA as an
immigrant with permanent residence and I
hope to get US citizenship as soon as pos-
sible.

I am convinced that my dreams will soon
become reality for in the USA—Iin the middle
of American soclety where I shall live and
work—it is easier than in any other coun-
try to bring those dreams into being.

Only one of those dreams, one to which I
have devoted all my time, seems to he more
difficult to touch.

I have been an active radio amateur in
my former country (Romania) from 1954 to
March 1969, and had a first class license to
operate all categories of radio amateur sta-
tions, being one of the operators of Central
Radio Club station, YOSRCC. My call was

21135

YOSLM. I am also a graduate electronics and
telecommunication engineer.

I know that at this time in the USA it
isn’t possible, if you are an immigrant, to
obtain a lcense for amateur radio; it's pos-
sible only after you get US citizenship.
Amateur radio was all my life and it's very
hard for me to he kept away from it. Dozens
of American radio amateurs may remember
our first contacts in two way single sideband
and other contacts during ARRL or C@
World-Wide DX contests. I was always pleased
to establish contacts with American stations.

Many immigrant ex-amateur radio opera-
tors with licenses are looking forward to be-
coming owners of a U.S. License.

I am one of them.

I ask that all United States radio ama-
teurs help to support Senator Barry Gold-
water's bill S.J.Res.27 concerning the
amendment to the Communications Act so as
to provide aliens with permanent residence
in the USA permission to operate amateur
radio stations in the U.S. and to hold licenses
for their stations,

Please write as soon as possible to the
appropriate persons: Congressmen, Senators
and let them know your feelings. It will make
it easier for the amendment to become law.

SeERGE COSTIN,
ez-YO3LM.

BaDp DREUZEN, AUSTRIA,

GOLDWATER BILL FOR IMMIGRANTS

Senator Barry Goldwater has introduced
8.J. Resolution 27 which would allow immi-
grants with permanent resident status, who
have filed “first papers” for citizenship, to
acquire amateur radio operator and station
licenses. His earlier bill allowed visitors to
operate here on a reciprocal basis; this did
nothing for refugees whose licenses would
have been cancelled by their former country,
nor for immigrants who found an interest in
radio after arriving here. The bill has been
assigned to the Commerce Committee. (A
similar bill was introduced in the House last
year, but was not acted upon before Con-
gress adjourned; such bills do not carry over
into the next Congress, but must be re-
introduced.)

LICENSE FOR IMMIGRANTS

Coming to the U.8. I was hoping to apply
for a W call but here I realized that getting
a US. license means to me a full 5 years
walting perlod. That is because the present
law permits lssuing of amateur radio licenses
only for American citizens,

Senator Goldwater (EUGA) has intro-
duced a bill in the Congress which, If passed,
would allow foreign amateurs to get Ameri-
can licenses after they have received their
“first papers.”

A lot of other forelgn amateurs are in the
same situation. Now, I ask every W/K to ex-
press his support for this bill, called Senate
Joint Resolution 27, sending a letter to the
Chairman of the Committee on Commerce;
Senator Warren G. Magnuson, Washington,
D.C. 20510.

The American amateurs have been always
friendly and helpful to me during thousands
of QS0s and I sincerely hope they will give
me now the necessary support to get a W
call.—Illie Nuculae, ex-YO44AC, New York,
N.Y.

No CrrizENsHIP REQUIREMENT?

The Communications Act permits forelgn
nationals who are neither citizens nor per-
manent residents of U.S. and probably never
will be, to own and operate an amateur radio
station but does not give the same right to
the legally admitted immigrants who are
permanent residents of United States and
future citizens.

I feel that this particular regulations of
Federal Communications Commission
against which I am complaining is unfair
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and discriminatory against of a group of new
Americans and I am asking you to start an
action to change i1t. I understand this can
be done by an amendment passed by Con-
gress—George Palaki, New York City, New
York.

T agree completely with Mr, Pataki's letter
in the February issue concerning the cit-
izenship requirement for a radio amateur li-
cense. Before I came to the United States I
was holding a ham license in Germany. Here
I cannot get a license because of the cltizen-
ship requirement. I was told that I could op-
erate under my German license, but this li-
cense was revoked when I left Germany, be-
cause that country has a residence, rather
than citizenship requirement, In the U.S.
army I was entrusted with official communi-
cations, but “on the outside” an immigrant
is not trustworthy enough to go on the air,
Surely there are many others in the same
boat and cannot wait until the 5 years re-
quired for US citizenship are up. I hope that
soon the FCC will remember this forgotten
group, maybe with the ald of the ARRL.—
Wolfgang Pfeifer, Inglewood, Calijornia.

ZEROo Bias

A few years ago, in 1964, amateur radio in
the US enthuslastically greeted the news that
the US Congress had passed, and President
Johnson had signed into law, PL 88-313, leg-
islation permitting the US State Dept. to
enter into negotiations and agreements with
forelgn governments for the purpose of allow-
ing forelgn amateurs to operate while in the
US and possessions. In the years since the
passage of PL 88-313, the US has negotiated
“reciprocal privilege"” agreements with 32
foreign governments, and amateurs from
both sides of the borders have begun to en-
Jjoy new freedoms which had previously been
denied. But a few flaws seem to exist in the
law,

There seems to be no provision in the law
covering the special case of political refugees
and immigrants to the US, although alien op-
erators are permitted to operate after proper
application and authorization. There also is
no provision for an alien applicant who has
been denled an operating permit to find
out why it has been denied.

Cases which have been brought to light
recently involve political refugees from east-
ern European countries. These refugees have
brought with them to the US great enthu-
slasm for the American way of life, enthusi-
asm for amateur radio, and great techno-
logical know-how. They have also signed
written declarations of their intention to be-
come citizens of the US, and have begun the
long and arduous task of becoming natural-
ized citizens of the US. But a quirk of US
law prevents these individuals from holding
an amateur license until they are actually
citizens, perhaps five years from now.

Are these political refugees a greater risk to
US national security then, let us say, another
alien here on vacation? Obviously not, so that
line of reasoning for the laws is invalid.
Then are they any less likely to be enthusias-
tic and law-abiding amateurs than a native
born or naturalized citizen? No, the prime
reason for this situation is legal laxity and
oversight, No one has cared enough about
the existence of the problem to say anything
about it except, perhaps, the immigrants in-
volved, and lacking a vote, they lack the
tool of “constituent pressure” that a citizen
can frequently bring to bear.

REFUGEE AND IMMIGRANT AMATEURS

Dear OM: Having read your Zero Bias in
January CQ, I wish to make a few comments
on the subject. Having been a native of Ger-
many and immigrated to the U.S. in 1961,
I think I am qualified to speak on the matter
of licensing immigrants and fully support
your view in letting immigrants become radio
amateurs in the U.S. However, if eligible for
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citizenship they should become citizens or
else lose their license, This is the way our
neighbors in the north (Canada) handle it.
To wait 6 years is a long time and to me it
seemed unfair to let foreigners operate while
visiting U.8. just because they were hams in
their own country. Thank you very much for
your support and outspoken opinion on this
matter, Dick. You most certainly have my
support and let's hope our law makers can
see it the same way.
HaL KoSTLIN,
WNEYNG.

ONTARIO, CALIF.

Eprror, CQ: I am a holder of Telephone 1st,
Telegraph 1st and Advanced amateur licenses
and I wish to state that I am in favor of
amateur license for permanent residents of
our country.

Your editorlal in January CQ certainly
points up a problem which has been ne-
glected or overlooked so far,

CarL H. PAULSON.

PearL River, N.Y.

Dear Dick: As a reader and subscriber to
CQ, I would like to congratulate you for
your January 1968 editorial and for bring-
ing to the attention of your readers a prob-
lem which has unfortunately received all
too little care.

I know of one particular case of an East-
ern European refugee who was an active
amateur in his home country and who fled
his native land in order to find new oppor-
tunity and a new future in the United States.
Although he has declared his intentions to
become a U.S. citizen and has filed the nec-
essary papers to that effect, he is prevented
from obtaining even a temporary amateur
license. There is no loglcal reason for this
injustice and I would hope that legislation
can be passed to remedy the situation.

I, for one, am writing to my Senator in
Washington in the hope that other amateurs
may feel inclined to do likewise, and so
bring this situation to the attention of our
legislators, U.S. amateurs are, for the most
part, extremely well treated when they visit
foreign lands; there is no reason why we
cannot at least extend some sort of courtesy
to those who seek new homes in our coun-
try.

Thanks again for bringing up a timely and
important topic in your editorial column,

Ives A, PEDER,
WIEOX.
CHESTER, CONN,

Dear Mg, Ross: I am writing to you to
commend you on your stand in Zero Bias
concerning political refugees. I happened to
know one of these fellows . . . and I am not
surprised to realize how lucky they feel we
are! The point he made was, we have s0
many people (inactive hams), who don’t
exercise their privilege! I'm afraid I had to
agree with him . . . not only that, his dedi-
cation to the hobby was intense rather than
a fiy by night attitude.

After reading your article, I can't see
where a temporary license could not be is-
sued. It seems the least we can do under the
circumstances,

Besides, these amateurs can offer a wealth
of exchange information concerning all gear
used. This country became great by the very
acceptance of people like this and we should
continue to be the one country in the world
who make no conditions on citizens of the
future.

WARREN JARVIS,
K2LUE.
Baysipe, N.Y.
ALIEN OPERATORS

EprTor, CQ: In connection with your Zero
Bias editorial from January 1968, I would like
to make a few remarks:

I am one of those amateurs who came in
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United States as an immigrant and started
with great hopes for a new life. Being a grad-
uate of electronic and telecommunications
engineer, I got a very good job and I work
for CBS Television network in New York
City. I have all the reasons to be very happy
in this wonderful country, but I happened
to be an enthusiastic radio-amateur and the
Communications Act of 1934 prohibits me
as a permanent resident of the United States,
but not yet a citizen, to have my own station.
In my native country, Romania, I had a
license, my own call was YO2BO and I was
the chief operator of YO2KAC club station.
Only a ham can understand what means to
me to walt 6 years to get cltizenship and a
license. It seems unbelievable that I can oper-
ate a professional broadcasting equipment for
one of the biggest television net—of the
world, but I can not operate my own amateur
radio station. It is interesting to mention that
many countries give amateur licenses to their
immigrants, for example Canada does it.
Other countries grant licenses not only to
their citizens and residents but to all visifors
interested in amateur radio. The Communica-
tions Act, based on Reciprocal Operating
Agreements, permits to citizens of 33 foreign
countries to operate their own amateur radio
station here in U.S. but does not permit the
same thing to the permanent residents of
United States, people who live constantly in
United States, work in United States and
support the United States.

Here in the United States there are many
immigrants from different countries who are
also amateur radio operators and they all
dream the “impossible dream’”™ to get a W
license.

I understand that only an amendment of
the Communications Act by action of the
Congress can offer a solution to our problem.
For this we need the support of American
amateurs, citizens will—to write to their Con-
gressman, urging for support.

GEORGE PATAKI,
ex-YO2BO.

NEw Yorg, N.Y.

WE NEED TO REDUCE THE MAXI-
MUM WORKING HOURS ON RAIL-
ROADS FROM 16 TO 12

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, as
& cosponsor of S, 1938, an amendment de-
signed to revise the hours of service
law to reduce the maximum number of
working hours in a 24-hour period from
16 to 12 hours per day, I stress the im-
portance of this piece of legislation.

Since its enactment in 1907, over 60
years ago, the hours of service law has
not been amended in any material re-
spect. At that time, the maximum num-
ber of hours that employees of a rail-
road could work per day was set at 16.
In the years since that important act,
machinery and railroading have changed
vastly, and it is now recognized by all
parties that it is not safe for a man to
work on a railroad for such an extended
length of time. The Post Office Depart-
ment, for example, requires that a worker
stop work if he has been on the clock for
12 hours in 1 day. There are numerous
other measures which, in the interest of
the workers and of public safety, limit
the number of hours a man may work in
a day.

This matter is especially pressing in
light of recent developments in the rail-
road industry. Safety on the railroads
has been deteriorating. Average weekly
hours on duty for railroad engineers on
passenger trains has risen from 30.5
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hours in 1964 to 40.1 in September 1968.
On local freight trains, the rise is from
55.5 to 62.5 hours per week. There is no
reason why men should be subjected to
such long hours of toil week after week.
The hours on duty are so far out of line
with the normal hours worked by other
categories of employees in the various in-
dustries that immediate rectification
thereof is required for reasons of social
Justice.

In far too many cases, workers have
complained that they have been re-
quired to work during their vacation,
that their relief or release periods were
not sufficient to provide adequate rest,
and that many of them felt that they
were at the physical breaking point.

Mr. President, in other transportation
industries in the United States as well as
in the railroad industry in other coun-
tries, it has been recognized that limit-
ing hours of work at a point below the
maximum presently prescribed for rail-
road operating employees is necessary in
providing those employees with adequate,
unbroken rest from their tasks. Testi-
mony presented by the railroads to the
House Subcommittee on Transportation
and Aeronautics in regard to the 1966
bills to amend the hours of service law
reveals that over 9 percent of all engi-
neers in the various classes of service
for October 1965 worked on an average
of 12 or more hours per trip or tour of
duty. The material submitted also proved
that about 30 percent of those engineers
in local and way freight worked 12 or
more hours per trip or tour of duty in
the same period.

We have waited long enough to correct
this dangerous situation. In this day and
age, I know of no justification for a law
which allows a man to work 16 consecu-
tive hours without rest. It is inconsistent
with every other principle in our society.
I urge the Senate to effect the prompt
approval of the bill.

ON THE SELECTION OF WINTHROP
C. LIBBY AS PRESIDENT OF THE
UNIVERSITY OF MAINE AT ORONO

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, these are
challenging times on American cam-
puses. From what we frequently read in
our daily newspapers, administrators
and students appear incompatible and
irreparably estranged.

This, of course, does not represent the
situation on a majority of American col-
leze campuses. My belief is that where
there is harmony on campus, there is an
administration which listens to its stu-
dents and trusts them.

Such an administrator is Winthrop C.
Libby, the new president of the Uni-
versity of Maine, at Orono. At the time
of his selection, Mr, Bill Caldwell, of the
Maine Sunday Telegram, wrote an edi-
torial page feature on President Libby,
and the feature has been reprinted in
the Maine Alumnus magazine,

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Caldwell’s article on President Libby be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
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L1eeY Is APPOINTED PRESIDENT
(By Bill Caldwell)

(EprToR's NoTE—Winthrop C. Libby, 57,
was named the 11th president of the Univer-
sity of Maine at Orono April 16 by the uni-
versity's board of trustees at an executive
sesslon, President Libby has served for the
past 10 months as acting president. His sal-
ary was set at $30,000 per year, A member
of the university faculty and staff for 35
years, he became acting president of the Uni-
versity last July when Dr. Edwin Young re-
signed to return to the University of Wiscon-
sin. A native of Caribou, President Libby was
graduated from the University of Maine In
1932 and received his M.S. degree in agricul-
tural economics from the university in 1933.
He has also done graduate work in agronomy
at Rutgers and Cornell Universities. He was
awarded an honorary Doctor of Laws degree
by Ricker College in 1968. Appointed to the
stafl of the department of agronomy in 1934,
was made head of the department in 1943.
He served as associate dean of the College
of Agriculture in charge of resident instruc-
tion from 1950-57. He was named to succeed
the late Dean Arthur L. Deerling as dean of
agriculture in 1957, In this position he di-
rected the work of the College of Life Sci-
ences and Agriculture, Cooperative Exten-
slon Service, and Maine Agricultural Exper-
iment Station. He was named vice president
for public services in 1968. During his years
at the university he has been engaged in
research activities, extension programs, and
many public service activities. In 1966 he
was named to the President's Committee on
Rural Poverty, a select group comprised
largely of cabinet officers and administrative
officials, The committee later made a report
to the President on their findings. He is mar-
ried to the former Elizabeth Tryon and the
couple has a son and two daughters.

(Bill Caldwell, editorial editor of the Marine
Sunday Telegram, in his weekly Downstreet
column, described Libby as “The Spirit of
Orono.” The Alumnus, with Caldwell’s per-
mission, reprinted most of that column.)

Given blo-data like this, an IBM computer,
programmed to choose a modern-day college
president, would probably choke on Winthrop
C. Libby's punch-card. Yet, few at Orono
would doubt that among 7,600 students and
450 faculty, he is the best-liked, most trusted
man-on-campus,

The reason is not because he is a Maine-
bred and Maine-raised man from Caribou.
Or because he is an agronomist. Or because
he has been around the Orono campus for
over 37 years. Those characteristics should,
by rights, make Libby old-hat, hidebound,
backward glancing at a ‘golden age' of edu-
cation which is dead and gone. This back-
ground should put Libby on a wave-length
of thinking in collision and clash with the
ideas and outlooks of today’s students.

But, in an old-shoe way, Libby is a per-
verse contradiction of himself.

Instead of belng ‘old guard,’ he is almost
avantegarde. But, like a deer in the forest,
Libby’s Caribou exterlor camoufiages his
attunement to the times.

“The Major Mission of the University of
Maine,” says Libby (talking ‘Caribou’), “is
the education of men and women.,” Libby's
simplicity is no simpleness, He adds: “But
the U of M, like any University worthy of
the name, is a proving ground for ideas as
well as a transmission belt of knowledge . . .
It must be a place where different view-
points can be discussed freely and openly
in an atmosphere of candor . . ."” Quletly
preaching his gospel of openmindedness,
Libby goes a long step further, sayilng “Ex-
perience convinces me that student dis-
agreement is preferable to student apathy;
that student commitment even to false gods
is preferable to no commitment whatsoever;
that students who believe in thelr own ma-=
turity and wisdom are preferable to those
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who expect the University to function as
their parent.”

The pomp and prerequisites of a univer-
sity presidency hang loosely on Libby, al-
most unused. He has never moved into the
President's house on campus. Instead he
lives in his old home in downtown Orono
and walks two miles to work in all weather,
arriving at 7:30 a.m. in the President's office,
first man on duty. At night his wife picks
him up. He barely uses the President's car.
When he takes a visitor to lunch, Libby
takes his place in the cafeteria line, When
he invites a visitor for a cup of coffee, he
takes you to the undergraduates’ Bear Den,
where his table fills up with students, When
President Libby drops you at the SAE fra-
ternity house to change your shirt, he waits
downstairs and in two minutes he is sur-
rounded by 30 ‘brothers.’ “I'm Libby,” he
says, stretching out a handshake to the
counsellor on duty, when he carries your
bag into the Gannett Hall dorm where you
are spending a night. There is no *slde” to
this man.

Libby is proving to be an ideal conduit
between the sometimes opposite poles of
Trustees and Students. Trustees rely upon
Libby because after almost 40 years on cam-
pus Libby knows more about Orono than
any man lving. Students trust Libby for
the best of all reasons; he trusts them.

In the brief span of two years under Libby,
Orono students have won and are exercising
a bigger and more responsible volce than
ever before in changing and improving stu-
dent life.

For example, an excellent and new Dis-
ciplinary Code, enforced jointly by students
and faculty (without administrators), now
governs student conduct; student recom-
mendations have resulted in llberalizing
girl-boy visiting rules in the dormitories; a
current student-faculty committee, with
carte blanche from Libby, has just com-
pleted a thorough investigatve report into
all phases of Student Activities, including
such holy-of-holies at the Deans' Office, the
office of the Director of Student Activities,
the Student Union, Counselling and Place-
ment Services. It will recommend major
overhauls in many phases of university ad-
ministration. And Libby hopes to move
promptly on putting them in effect, wher-
ever feasible,

Dialogue, frequent, meaningful, mutually
respectful, between President and students
is today part of the fabric of Orono. It hap-
pens half a dozen times a day. This is the
kind of an interchange which minimizes
the need of student revolt or administrative
repression.

The relationship on campus at Orono
might be an eye-opener for other troubled
universities. And it all oceurs in a natural,
normal way, without the pressure of crisis
pushing it or the fishbowl glare of publicity
which follows after a campus collision be-
tween Students and Administration.

PSYCHOLOGICAL ASPECTS OF
AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the
Committee on Foreign Relations held a
short but most interesting series of hear-
ings earlier this year on the subject of
the psychological aspects of foreign pol-
icy—a subject which both the public
and the bureaucracy tend to ignore.

Miss Elizabeth Wharton, of the United
Press International, wrote a brief but
perceptive article on those hearings. The
article has been printed rather widely.

In view of its succinct summary of the
hearings and the fact that it focuses on
some of the fundamental problems na-
tions have in communicating with each




21138

other, I ask unanimous consent that
the article be printed in the ConGrEs-
sioNAL REcorp. The article appeared in
the Tampa Tribune-Times of Sunday,
July 20, 1969.

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

BEHAVIORAL SCIENCES As TooL oF
DIPLOMACY

(By Elizabeth Wharton)

WaAsSHINGTON.—AN American is brought up
to look a man in the eye when talking to
him. He also is conditioned by his culture to
keep a certain distance from a person with
whom he’s conversing.

An Arab is taught from childhood that
looking & man in the eye during conversa-
tion is extremely rude. He also is accus-
tomed to stand quite close to a person with
whom he's talking.

If an American meets an Arab, and neither
is aware of the other’s cultural conditioning,
any conversation between them is likely to
produce serious misunderstanding and mu-
tual irritation. The American thinks the
Arab s crowding in too close, so he steps
back, which insults the Arab. The American
thinks the Arab is shifty because he won't
look him in the eye, and the Arab thinks the
American is trying to stare him down.

Social sclentists, particularly in the so-
called behavioral fields of anthropology and
psychology, recognize these cultural differ-
ences and understand how important they
can be as a cause of friction.

Governments—and most people—do not.

In an effort to determine what insights so-
clal sclence studies might offer to smooth
the path of international relations, Chair-
man J. Willlam Fulbright of the Senate
Forelgn Relatlons Committee held a series
of hearings on the subject of “anthropologi-
cal and psychological aspects of U.S. foreign
policy.”

Witnesses were Dr. Margaret Mead, anthro-
pologlst, writer, and curator for ethnology at
the American Museum of Natural History in
New York; Dr. Earl Menninger, noted psy-
chiatrist, founder and president of the Men-
ninger Clinic and Menninger Foundation in
Eansas; and Dr. Edward T. Hall, author and
professor of anthropology at Northwestern
University.

All three believe behavioral science could
make a significant contribution to the quest
for peace and international amity.

They cited the experience of World War IT,
when intensive U.S. research on Japanese
culture yielded two outstanding successes
and many minor ones.

The first achievement concerned treatment
of Japanese prisoners of war. When Amer-
ican military commanders began taking their
first prisoners in the Pacific islands, the
Japanese not only freely discussed military
secrets but even offered to help their captors
track down installations and ammunition
dumps.

“The Americans didn't trust the prisoners,
of course, since Americans are conditioned
not to give such information to their cap-
tors. We told them the prisoners could be
trusted because the Japanese had never been
conditioned to being taken prisoner,” Dr.
Hall explained. “Their culture decreed that
they be good soldiers, and to them being
good soldiers also meant being good prison-
ers, We were right, and the information
proved very useful.”

The second great success was in persuad-
ing the U.S. Government to permit the
Japanese to retaln the Emperor after the
war—a Tecommendation made by the be-
havioral scientists within months after the
attack on Pearl Harbor.

If the Emperor had been forced to abdi-
cate, Dr. Mead said, Japanese soclety would
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have taken generations, instead of just a
few years, to recover from the war,

Government-sponsored behavioral studies
tapered off after the war, and the entire field
of social science fell into dispute during what
Dr. Menninger called the “rampant know-
nothingism" of the late 40s’ and early 50s’.

The three experts suggested that a num-
ber of national crises since then could have
been averted, or, at least, ameliorated, if
such research were still being done as a guide
to government policy. Dr. Mead cited two
examples:

The first was the Pueblo incident. To
North Koreans, truth is an elastic concept
in which bare facts are less important than
the interpretation one chooses to place upon
them. They knew the Pueblo was off-shore
spying on them, and whether the ship was
a few miles inside or a few miles outside an
invisible line on the water simply didn't have
anything to do with it.

But Americans rely on facts, and our in-
struments proved the ship was a certain
number of miles outside the invisible line.

The final settlement, under which the
United States agreed to sign a “confession"”
of Invading North Korean territory—and
promptly repudiated it—might have been
reached much sooner than it was if the be-
havioral scientists had been consulted, Dr.
Mead said.

Her second example was the violent disrup-
tion which resulted from the Supreme
Court’s school desegregation decision of 1954.
Behavioral scientists had warned in advance,
she sald, that such a drastic change must
be effected rapidly.

“To the human mind, anticipated change
is frightening, while accomplished change is
accepted,” she explained. Therefore, she feels
it was the clause in the decision which al-
lowed local governments to move “with all
dellberate speed” which caused all the
trouble.

Hall said the practice of sending American
representatives abroad without preparation
on the mores of the society to which they
were going subjected them to a “culture
shock” from which they might never recover
enough to do the job they set out to do.

He used time as an example. The United
States, he said, is a “monochronic” culture
which times everything to the minute and
in which the people, the industry and the
government function on a set schedule.

Latin America, on the other hand, is a
“polychronic” soclety in which people set
little store by schedules, and consider times
set for appointments to be only an approxi-
mation.

“Both time systems work, but they work
in different ways,” he said. “What is more,
they do not mix.

“I have observed a number of Ameri-
cans . . . fail in their mission because they
never learmed to read the local time
customs.”

At the same time, Hall continued, Ameri-
cans feel a terrible need to be loved, cannot
tolerate criticism from others and don't
think much of self-criticism either.

“We have to feel we are doing well all the
time,” he sald, “It's a real problem, because
it is self-defeating to be complacent.”

All three witnesses agreed that consulting
soclal scientists on national pollcy would give
the United States an enormous advantage
over the Communist world whose inflexible
ideological framework has no room for un-
fettered soclal research.

Fulbright agrees, but says he has not yet
decided how to go about trying to convince
a U.S. bureaucracy which has a certaln in-
flexibllity of its own.

“We spend an enormous amount of money
collecting information about the Russians,"
the Senator explained. “I should think it
would be a very good investment to spend
even a little money hiring behavioral scien-
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tists to Interpret the Information and draw
conclusions from it."

TAX SURCHARGE PASSAGE

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, each day
this body delays action on the extension
of the surcharge, our Nation drifts
farther down the road to fiscal irre-
sponsibility. At the domestic level, fuel
is added to the fire of inflation with our
deficit spending continuing because our
revenue does not equal our expenditures.

The grocery bag for the welfare recip-
ient, or those on a fixed income, shrinks
in size as prices continue to skyrocket.
This results from many circumstances
prevalent in our economy today, not the
least of which is the loss of confidence in
the American dollar.

Our dollar is also in jeopardy in the
world money market if we do not sta-
bilize our economy with a more favorable
balance of payments. To improve our
balance-of-payments position we must
increase our exports, decrease our im-
ports, or improve our dollar flow. Of
course it could be a combination of these
corrections that could result in a favor-
able fiscal position. We must convince
the other nations of the world of our
willingness to get our financial house in
order. No one knows whether the econ-
omy might break during this critical
waiting period while we await the pas-
sage of the surtax extension. It has hap-
pened before when circumstances did not
seem any more threatening.

Because of inflation, we are losing
the ability to compete; other countries
are winning a greater percentage of
world trade. The trend is starting to
rapidly increase in their direction,
Whether we talk about steel, motor vehi-
cles, or a vast number of other products
including sophisticated electronic equip-
ment, we are losing the battle.

In recent years we have become net
importers of iron and steel mill products
and the gap is still increasing. We are
net importers of paper, yarns, fabrics,
and man-made fibers. Our trade position
has swung to the deficit side with Canada
since 1967, a deficit with Japan since
ig&-&, and a deficit with Germany since

65.

In a 5-year outlook, published in April
of 1969, the U.S. Department of Com-
merce says this:

Moderating U.S. inflationary pressures . . .
is a basic prerequlslte for improvlng the
trade balance . ..

Millions of jobs are being lost to
American workers by our loss of in-
dustry because we cannot compete with
foreign manufacturers.

For years our finished products were
our main sources of exports and finished
products were a limited percentage of
imports. Each day this is changing with
a much larger percentage of finished
goods included in our imports.

Just a few examples will illustrate
what I mean. In radios, TV sets, and
radio-photograph units our exports have
remained at roughly the same dollar
level—around $25 million. Our imports,
on the other hand, have been steadily
rising. U.S. Department of Commerce
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figures show imports of radios, TV’s, and
phonographs at slightly over $100 mil-
lion in 1962. By 1967 they had jumped
to nearly $400 million and are still climb-
ing. This cost Americans thousands of
jobs.

Our apparel industry has been suffer-
ing, Exports have risen since 1962 from
slightly below $100 million to slightly
above $100 million in 1967—the latest
vear for which complete information is
available. At the same time, imports of
wearing apparel has risen from a 1962
level of $300 million to almost $600 mil-
lion. The volume of imports has thus
almost doubled while our exports have
remained at almost the same level. The
imports of foreign footwear shows a
similar situation.

Perhaps the sharpest dollar increase
has come in the automotive field. While
the United States is still a net exporter
of automotive products outside the field
of new automobiles, our imports have
far outstripped our exports in new auto-
mobiles in dollar amounts as well as
rate of increase. In the 196267 period,
foreign car imports jumped from around
$425 million to more than $1,700 million.
On the other hand, our exports have
jumped from a level of less than $300
million to a level of around $800 million.
Thus we are still a net importer of new
automobiles by about $900 million per
yvear and the gap is growing.

In the past few years we have gone
from one monetary crisis to another with
several shocking problems that could
have proven disastrous. The next could
be upon us with the least warning and
coming during this eritical waiting pe-
riod now projected by some on this legis-
lation could leave us without the finan-
cial strength to again weather the storm.

This is not a partisan matter since the
collecting of taxes and spending the
money is everybody’s responsibility. Yes,
and we all have the responsibility to do
everything within our power to give re-
lief to those people of limited income who
are suffering most from our higher prices.

The Secretary of the Treasury has
continuously outlined, over the past few
weeks, the hazardous situation our Na-
tion faces and the absolute necessity of
passing this legislation. He has empha-
sized the sensitive situation involving in-
flation, sky-high interest rates, the dif-
ficulty of Government borrowing in ad-
dition to the problems that hinge on this
measure in our financial dealings with
foreign countries.

Psychology is a word little used in the
realm of taxation and economics. It has
become a prime aspect of the current
fight to stem the infiationary tide. Too
many people have resigned themselves to
what they feel is the inevitability of in-
flation, and are advancing their expected
purchases to avoid higher prices—the
result is even higher prices.

We, as Members of the Senate, must
recognize the cyclical effect of this infla-
tionary psychology and try to break the
cycle. If we do not, our senior citizens
and low-income groups will bear a dis-
proportionate burden of prior economic
mistakes.

To delay passage of the surcharge, and
engender accompanying doubts of its
fate will only incite more frenzied antici-
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patory buying. To the extent that our
inflation is of the demand-pull type,
where the demand pulls prices higher
due to limited supply, a delay would be
very costly.

The rate of consumer prices has risen
faster than last year’s rate of 4.2 per-
cent. It is also possible that unless infla-
tion is checked it may reduce every dol-
lar earned or saved by 6 cents in this
year. In 1 year the dollar could drop to
94 cents. Every attempt must be made to
assure a stable dollar.

I dislike heavy taxes as much as any
Member of this Senate. But, I dislike
rampant inflation even more. The sur-
charge is not destined to make anyone
very popular—neither is the painful vac-
cination needle, For our personal well-
being we will accept the pain. We must
do the same for economic well-being.

We must coordinate and complement
our economic policies in order to combat
inflation. A good start has been made.
There is a ceiling on Government spend-
ing and monetary policies are restrictive.
The missing ingredient is the surcharge.
Until the tremendous inflationary psy-
chology has been brought under control
it will be imperative to pursue restrictive
fiseal and monetary policies.

The slowdown in real growth of the
economy indicates that we are making
progress against inflation. The 6-plus
percent rate of growth in the second
quarter of last year has been reduced to
less than 3 percent in the first quarter of
this year. To sacrifice this opportunity in
order to wield pressure for tax reform is
a case of doubtful priorities. The balance
of revenues forthcoming from tax reform
does not approach the amounts gener-
ated by the surcharge. Thus, even with
tax reform the surcharge would be
needed.

To expand on the problem, inflation is
not only a problem within our domestic
economic system but also with respect to
foreign trade. Our balance of payments
and especially our balance-of-trade ac-
count has been deteriorating. One prime
reason is inflation. Much of this inflation
is being caused by an ever accelerating
series of wage demands. In the next 18
months an estimated 7 million workers in
important industries will be up for con-
tract renewals. This situation must be
watched carefully to avoid a complete
switch over from demand-pull inflation
to the cost-push type.

The other aspect of course is the ef-
feet that higher wages have on our in-
ternational competitiveness as I have
already stated. Imports have risen 1%
times as fast as our exports over the last
6 years, and this rate is rising.

The question is, What do we do? It is
quite evident that we will not be able to
reduce wages or many of the other cost
factors in production—at least in the
near future. But, we can do something to
thwart some of the current demand for
goods and services. By convincing the
American people and those abroad that
the United States is determined to re-
duce inflation. We will remove much of
the impetus to buy.

We cannot wait for tax reform. Ac-
tion must be taken as soon as possible.
Reform will not abate the need for the
surcharge, but the delay required for re-
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form will aggravate inflation. Biparti-
san support is necessary to put our fiscal
house in order and political machina-
tions should be avoided where the sake
of the Nation is involved.

To sum up, Mr. President, I would
like to deal with several questions. First,
extention of the tax surcharge, some
argue, should await enactment of tax
reform.

The President of the United States,
the chairman, ranking minority mem-
ber, and a majority of other members of
the Ways and Means Committee, all
have pledged their efforts for a good tax
reform bill this year. The best way to
get that reform is to pass the current
Ways and Means package and let that
committee return to its tax reform de-
liberations—much progress has already
been made—then put a good reform bill
through.

Extention of the surcharge could now
be delayed only at the risk of seriously
jeopardizing the anti-inflationary pro-
gram and strongly bolstering inflation-
ary expectations.

Second, some people ask why taxes
should be continued at present levels if
it is true that the budget is in surplus.
Because failure to enact the tax package
would throw the budget into deficit, even
when measured on the basis of the new
unified budget. The projected $5.2 billion
surplus would be converted into a $4.0
billion deficit.

Third, with interest rates at their
highest level in a century, some Mem-
bers say they will refuse to vote for tax
extension until something is done to
bring them down again.

Nobody likes the high interest rates,
not even the banker who is caught in the
middle between record loan demands and
a very tight monetary policy. To meet
these demands, he is paying 10 percent
or more for new money—in Federal
funds and Eurodollars—and lending it
out at a prime rate of 8% percent.

The surest way to drive interest rates
up even further is to kill the tax bill; the
best way to bring them back down is to
cool off the economy through continued
fiscal and monetary restraint.

The previously stated desire of the
distinguished majority leader to have
tax reform legislation passed in this ses-
sion is almost unanimously agreed upon.
I do not intend to indicate all agree
on every change that should be legis-
lated. Many of the considerations are in
the tax reform bill now under study in
the House and will be sent over to the
Senate for hearings in the Finance
Committee.

In our discussions of the need for the
surtax, no doubt a great deal will now
be said about the surplus that has just
been reported by the administration for
the period ending June 30 of this year,
Although it is not a very big surplus,
around 1% percent of the total spend-
ing, I will agree it is very important
since it is the first surplus since the
1960 fiscal year.

The President, I am sure, is pleasantly
surprised and gives thanks to the tax-
payers for paying into the Government
$2.8 billion more in taxes last year than
even the Government had been predict-
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ing. The prediction to which I refer in-
cludes both the Johnson and Nixon ad-
ministrations. But, now lets realize we
still face a very serious situation since
even with a rosie prediction of a surplus
in 1970 of $5.8 billion including the sur-
charge, we would have a deficit if the
surcharge under consideration is not
adopted.

In our elation that we finally seem to
have our financial structure pointed in
the right direction, let us not lose sight
of the fantastically large deficits that
have been with us over the last few
years.

Let us realize that with the tax re-
form measures now under consideration
in both the House and Senate, we will
have both decreases as well as increases
in the amount of taxes that will be
added to the Treasury. There is just as
much a chance that our tax collections
will be reduced as there is that they
will be increased.

Mr. President, the single most impor-
tant factor affecting domestic and inter-
national confidence in the dollar today
is the status of the tax surcharge. Fail-
ure to extend it could have disastrous
consequences at home and abroad. I
urge prompt passage of the bill we have
under consideration.

A VIETNAM APPRAISAL

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, as the
Vietnam conflict continues I would like
to reaffirm my position in regard to our
involvement in this war and to state to
the best of my ability the reasoning be-
hind the stance which I have found nec~
essary to take on this issue. All too often
the events of the moment tend to make
us forget the enduring problems which
our Nation is facing. It is for this reason
that at this time I wish to offer an ap-
praisal of our involvement in South Viet-
nam and to reaffirm my efforts toward
finding a lasting peace to this tragic war.

EVOLUTION OF A POSITION

Vietnam became an issue with me in
1945 when I found myself in Haiphong,
Indo-China, as part of our naval forces
there. Since that time I have revisited
Southeast Asia many times in my mem-
ories and have followed closely the de-
velopments in that area of the world.
From my initial experience with the Viet-
namese people plus my continuing re-
search into the present situation, it has
remained my conclusion that the Viet-
namese people have been fighting for
over 30 years for the basic cause of na-
tionalism. The desire of these people
has been to rid their land of all forms of
foreign domination—first the Chinese,
then the French, then the Japanese, and
now the United States—and not pri-
marily a desire to spread communism.
The indifference of the battle of ideology
is mirrored today in South Vietnam,
where the cause of anticommunism has
largely failed to inspire the South Viet-
namese, The distinetions of ideology are
luxuries that only a well-fed, stable na-
tion can afford to make. To the impov-
erished, hungry people of Vietnam, the
primary consideration is to obtain a sit-
uation in their country in which they
can support their families with food and
a safe place to live. The present conflict
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makes that an impossible situation to
obtain.
COMMITMENTS AS A BENATOR

On January 10, 1967, I took my oath
as a Senator. Before that time my oppo-
sition to or polices In Southeast Asia had
come from the privileged position of an
onlooker—someone with a legitimate
concern in the issue but no responsibility
to resolve it. As a Senator my relation-
ship to the Vietnam issue changed radi-
cally. In the office of Senator I had for
the first time a legislative responsibility
in foreign policy. Although my opposi-
tion to our involvement continued, I sup-
ported military appropriation bills under
the conviction that our first duty was to
support the men committed to Vietnam
with all the material they needed. After
seeking the advice of my more experi-
enced colleagues I found that it is impos-
sible to distinguish between those sums
assigned to support troops already there
and those intended to escalate the war or
to finance other aspects of our defense
effort. I, therefore, could not in good con-
science oppose these apppropriation bills,

I did, however, utilize my speaking en-
gagements to inform the people of the
United States that the issue of Vietnam
was not guite as simple as the adminis-
tration sought to portray it. Only
through the voices of the American peo-
ple is this war to be ended. I infended,
therefore, that my remarks would give
people further information and therefore
a new perspective on this issue. I hoped
they would cause my listeners to examine
critically the things they were told about
Vietnam, encourage them to reevaluate
their own thinking on this subject, and,
hopefully, encourage them to reject our
policies in Vietnam.

THE RESPONSIBILITY OF DISSENT

The responsible dissentors of our pol-
icies in Vietnam, whom I know, are sin-
cerely convinced that those policies are
wrong and that they must be corrected
if the best interest of the United States
are to be served. To argue that such dis-
sent is prolonging the war and encourag-
ing the enemy is fallacious. The entire
reasoning behind this charge is based on
the assumption that the enemy is de-
moralized, desperate, and hangs on only
out of hope that American public opinion
will demand an American withdrawal.
I have seen no evidence that Hanoi or
the NLF is either demoralized or desper-
ate. In fact, the continuing aggressive-
ness and determination of these people
only demonstrates that they are capable
of pursuing the war indefinitely and de-
termined to do so, irrespective of what
critiecs may be saying in the United
States. Yes, we do owe our men fighting
and dying in Vietnam all the support and
material they need, but we owe them
more still. We owe them an uncompro-
mising promise and total effort directed
to extricating them from this war, to
finding alternatives to futile policies that
have failed for 20 years. This, to me, is
the highest duty of those in positions to
have their voices heard and their influ-
ence felt. This is why I, and others, have
dissented from our present course in
Vietnam.

But under this statement on the obli-
gations which we have to the men in
Vietnam special mention should be made
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of the over 13,000 men who are listed as
prisoners of war or as missing in action,
It is often very easy for us to forget
these men when we are concentrating on
peace overtures and the protection of the
men now involved in fighting in Viet-
nam, but to thousands of families across
the Nation the Vietnam war spells noth-
ing but uncertainty and waiting. Thou-
sands of women have banded together in
the hope that their concerted actions
will produce long awaited results in ob-
taining news of their loved ones. Some
of these women have had to wait over 5
years without news of their husbands,
sons, or brothers. For these families we
owe & sincere dedication to supporting
the recent administrative efforts to check
on the treatment of these servicemen
and to obtain a full list of names of those
being held. In addition we need to sup-
port strong requests that North Vietnam
respect the rules set out under the Ge-
neva Convention. There is no way that
the North Vietnamese Government can
be forced to observe these rules except
through repeated pressure by the United
States at the negotiation table and
though direct approaches to the Govern-
ment in Hanoi. It is therefore our obli-
gation to pledge our full support to such
measures and to exert what pressure we
are able to see the most expedient reali-
zation of this important issue.

GULF OF TONKIN RESOLUTION

There was and is one final role I could
play as a Senator in attempting to guide
our policies in Vietnam. I could vote on
legislation affecting this conflict. Con-
stitutionally, this should be a Senator's
primary function, but through years of
neglecting its role in foreign policy de-
termination, Congress now finds itself in
a position of virtual impotence. Congress
was told by the Johnson administration
that declarations of war are obsolete
and that the President does not need the
approval of Congress to send U.S. troops
anywhere in the world he chooses and at
any time he chooses.

In reference to the Gulf of Tonkin
resolution of 1964, President Johnson
said:

It Is just an expression and [Congress]
just approved our position that we were
taking.

To me this was and is a dangerous as-
sumption in regard to the necessary
checks and balances of our democratic
Nation. Although the Gulf of Tonkin
resolution was interpreted as granting a
blank check of power to the President
for conduct of the Vietnam war, this
does not seem to have been the intent
of Congress when the resolution was
passed with only two dissenting votes.

The erosion of congressional power
that seems to have begun with the Ton-
kin resolution will only be regained
through a careful hold on the reins of
Presidential power.

In February of 1968, I introduced a
resolution that was not antagonistic to
the President’s policies in Vietnam buft
emphasized the need for Congress to par-
ticipate in any decisions made that would
alter the scope of the war and of our
commitment. This resolution never came
to the floor for vote., Today, Congress is
still unsure of its position in foreign pol-
icy although attempts are being made to
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seek a redefinition of that role. I support

these attempts as an extremely necessary

step toward reestablishing the important

balance between the legislative and exec-

utive branches of our Government.
HISTORY

Numerous officials of the Johnson ad-
ministration sought to portray the Viet-
nam war as a simple matter of aggres-
sion from the North. A 1967 State De-
partment publication “Why We Fight
in Vietnam concludes:

If there had been no viclation by North
Vietnam of article 10 of the Geneva Agree-
ment, calling for total cessatior of hostili-
ties there would be no war in Vietnam
today.

The publication goes on to represent
that since 1954 the North Vietnamese
have been the sole cause of the conflict
and that since that time Ho Chi Minh
has organized and directed the struggle
in the south.

To anyone who has seriously studied
the historical circumstances of this con-
flict, these assertions must stand as a
blatant distortion of fact. It is not neces-
sary to trace in detail the evolution of
the Vietnam conflict when there are
numerous articles and books—by such
outstanding Southeast Asian experts as
George Kahn and John Lewis, Bernard
Fall, Joseph Buttinger, Phillippe Devil-
lers, et al.—that provide very thorough
analyses of the history of this crisis. But
I do want to emphasize certain points
that are crucial to understanding the
true nature of the Vietnam war.

The Vietnamese people have for cen-
turies struggled to be independent of
foreign domination. Since before the
birth of Christ, the Vietnamese have
feared and resisted domination by the
Chinese. In this century they have openly
fought the French, the Japanese, and
now the Americans. Their struggle has
always been primarily “nationalistic” for
independence from foreign rule and ex-
ploitation. Since the 1920’s this move-
ment for independence has been lead by
Ho Chi Minh. Although Ho is a Commu-
nist, his primary thrust and appeal to
the Vietnamese people have been on the
basis of nationalism.

Prior to the Second World War, Ho
emerged as a nationalistic leader deter-
mined to drive out the French. During
Japan's occupation of Indo-China in
World War II, Ho organized the Viet-
minh to fight the Japanese and received
American help in this effort. As evidence
of his appeal to the Vietnamese as a
nationalist, the Vietminh was a united
front of both the non-Communist and
the Communist elements.

After the Japanese surrender, the
Vietminh selected a National Liberation
Committee headed by Ho Chi Minh, the
Emperor Bao Dai, a non-Communist,
becoming its “Supreme Political Ad-
viser.” They called their country the
Democratic Republic of Vietnam and
eventually reached an agreement with
the French that recognized this republic
as a free state belonging to the Indo-
chinese Federation and the French
Union, But disagreements developed at to
Vietnam'’s status as a free state, and by
the end of 1946 the war for complete in-
dependence from the French had begun.
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According to Bernard Fall, the highly re-
spected authority on Vietnam, Ho fought
because he felt that Vietnam must be a
single state, because it was not viable as a
divided one, and because the French were
trampling upon Vietnamese national dig-
nity. We began aiding the French in 1950,
spending over $1 billion abetting the
French attempt to establish colonial
status on a nation which wanted free-
dom. The French were defeated and with-
drew with a list of casualties which num-
bered over 100,000.

The Second Indo-China War, as the
current conflict is often called, began to
fester shortly after the First Indo-China
War was concluded with the 1954 Geneva
Accords. Following the accords, Ngo
Dinh Diem—a nationalist, anti-French,
anti-Communist—came to power in
South Vietnam with American backing.
Diem was initially very sueccessful in
uniting the South, but as months wore
on, his policies became repressive. In
violation of a section of the Geneva Ac-
cords, he suppressed all forms of politi-
cal opposition. With U.S. support, he vio-
lated another section of the accords, that
called for a national plebiseite in Vietnam
by July 1956. He refused to allow the
elections to be held as it was obvious that
Ho Chi Minh would easily win a popular-
ity contest. President Eisenhower had
estimated that Ho would have recevied
80 percent of the vote.

Perhaps the policy that most clearly
and inevitably led to the initiation of rev-
olutionary guerrilla activity was Diem's
decision in June 1956 to replace the tra-
ditionally elected village chiefs or head-
men with appointees, and by 1958 over
400 had been assassinated by the guerril-
las. As the South Vietnamese people lost
hope that the promised economic and
social reforms would be undertaken, and
as the corruption of the Diem regime
multiplied, more and more people ac-
cepted the Vietcong as the only hope for
change.

By 1967, when the United States com-
mitted military forces in an attempt to
shore up the Diem regime, a major insur-
rection was already taking place in South
Vietnam. South Vietnamese were fight-
ing South Vietnamese, Communists
fighting non-Communists, the landless
fighting the landowmers. It was a civil
war then and remains basically a civil
war today. The Geneva Accords did not
divide Vietnam into two separate coun-
tries but provided for two ‘“zones” that
were to be reunited through elections.
Can we legitimately call it a case of ex-
ternal aggression when the adversaries
speak the same language, share the same
cultural backgrounds and were raised in
the same cities and villages? Can we
really call it anything but a civil war
when leaders in the government in the
South were born in the North and vice
versa?

To recognize that this conflict is a civil
war is not to deny that Ho Chi Minh is
aiding and encouraging the insurgency
in the South. He clearly is. But this in
no way makes valid the fantasy that the
conflict was initiated, organized, and
controlled from the start by Hanoi. The
North Vietnamese were in no way the
cause of Diem’s outrageously repressive
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tactics. The refusal of the South Viet-
namese leaders to provide the people with
the kind of government they wanted was
the cause of the conflict.

AMERICAN INVOLVEMENT IN VIETNAM

But if this is correct about Vietnam
being basically a civil war, why did we
ever get involved? At this point comes
the plethora of reasons which lumped
together produced the ugly phrase “cred-
ibility gap.” Let me review a few of these
stated reasons.

President Eisenhower: President
Johnson used the ploy that he merely
carried out the policies of his Republican
predecessor. However, facts prove that in
1954 Eisenhower merely promised eco-
nomic aid to South Vietnam with the un-
derstanding that Diem would institute
the reforms necessary to gain the support
of his people. When Eisenhower left of-
fice in 1961 there were only a few hun-
dred U.S. military advisers in South
Vietnam.

SEATO: Another reason for our in-
volvement has been to state that we had
to comply with out commitments under
the SEATO Treaty. Again, the facts do
not bear this out. The only specific act
to which the operative section of this
treaty commits us is to “consult immedi-
ately—with other parties to the treaty—
in order to agree on the measures which
should be taken for the common de-
fense.” The treaty in no way compels us
to take the action which we are taking
in Vietnam,

Honor our commitments: The Johnson
administration also justified our involve-
ment in Vietnam on the basis that if we
do not stand by our commitments there
“no nation can ever again have the same
confidence in American promises or in
American protection.” Our involvement
in South Vietnam breaks our commit-
ment to respect the Geneva Accords
which provide that no foreign armies
would be based in Vietnam. Ana what
about our commitment to the Charter of
the United Nations, which provides that
only the £ccurity Council may determine
the measures to be taken to maintain or
restore international peace and which
bars members from any unilateral resort
to force? Third, our deepening involve-
ment in Vietnam has reached such pro-
portions that we are not in a position to
offer any future assistance should a
crisis arise in a country closed to our
shores. And, finally, when other nations
observe how we have literally destroyed
South Vietnam in our zealous efforts to
defend it, are they likely to want our
help?

Defending freedom: This would be a
legitimate reason for our involvement
were it true. However, the South Viet-
namese do not have freedom of the press;
they only have limited religious freedom;
they are denied freedom of speech and
freedom to assemble and petition their
government for a redress of grievances.
Last, I suppose the ultimate freedom the
South Vietnamese are denied is the one
most required for a free society—honest
elections. During the last elections there
was no real choice for the South Viet-
namese at the ballot box. The pre-
requisite to free elections was canceled in
South Vietnam when the two candidates
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who were likely to defeat the Thieu-Ky
ticket were not allowed to run by decree
of the military junta. Today Thieu and
Ky follow the same repressive policies as
Diem once did.

Containment of China and the domi-
no theory: There are several unstated
hypotheses in the so-called containment
theory that must be proven before the
argument has any validity. Some of these
presuppositions are: First, that the con-
flict in Vietnam is truly a case of “ag-
gression from the North;” second, that
if South Vietnam goes to the Commu-
nists, other Asian countries will inevi-
tably fall under China’s power—the
“domino theory,” and third, that our
willingness to fight in Vietnam will dis-
courage China from interfering in the
affairs of other nations.

First. I hope that I have pretty well
established that this is not the ecase and
that in fact a civil war exists in South-
east Asia. In recognizing this primary
nature of the conflict, the Chinese are
not likely to reach the distorted inter-
pretation that a Vietcong success is proof
that genuine, externally initiated wars of
liberation will be victorious.

Second. The second presupposition is
the so-called domino theory and it
rests on the assumption that the Com-
munist threat is primarily military in
nature, It is not. The Communist chal-
lenge is basically political. I disagree
with the domino theory on two bases:
First, it is not logical to assert that what
thrives in the political environment of
one country will necessarily survive in
the climate of another; and second,
when the biggest domino of them all fell
—that is China—this did not usher the
fall of all the rest of the Asian nations
to communism.

Third. China’s capacity and inclina-
tion to aggravate unrest in its neighbors
are not going to be retarded by our will-
ingness to fight in Vietnam. If anything,
our commitment in Vietnam is likely to
encourage China to try to involve us in
other conflicts. For one reason China is
delighted to watch the Americans “bleed
themselves dry’” in a number of involve-
ments. Second, to maintain support of
hard-line orthodox Communist theory,
Communists need enemies. By supplying
this need in our role of “foreign imperial-
ist devils,” as they call us, the United
States has helped the Communist coun-
tries more than harmed them. Finally,
the Achilles’ heel of communism is pros-
perity and plenty. Under conditions of
abundance, the economic theories of
communism are unworkable. If we want
to forestall the spread of communism,
therefore, we should direct our efforts
and aid toward reducing the oppressive
conditions that breed rebellion. We
should redirect our policies toward cor-
recting the social, political, and eco-
nomic injustices, toward feeding starv-
ing people and improving living condi-
tions. To accomplish such ends under
combat conditions is virtually impossible.

EOLUTIONS TO THE VIETNAM CONFLICT

In view of all these reasons given as
justification for our involvement in Viet-
nam, I find them inadequate in justify-
ing the terrible price we are paying to
wage this war,

Escalation: To believe that a declara-
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tion and implementation of “all-out
war” will reduce the problems of this
conflict is to ignore the conditions of
the struggle that is taking place. Even if
military victory were possible—which
under humanitarian and moral reasons
is not—the South Vietnamese people
would still be vulnerable due to the lack
of support of their own government.
When we were pursuing a heavy bomb-
ing policy there was not a significant
effect in reducing infiltration or sup-
plies nor did it impair the North Viet-
namese capacity to wage war. What the
bombing of the North accomplished was
a vast loss of lives, both military and
civilian, and a loss of international good
will and sympathy and perhaps a naive
but growing fear by emerging nations
that we were being colonial in our ac-
tions. The entire handling of accounts of
“military progress” has left nothing but
doubts in the minds of the American pub-
lic. If we followed the Johnson admin-
istration’s statements we were to have
“won" years ago, but the present situ-
ation only established the Vietnam war
as the longest and one of the most costly
in history. Where we have failed in our
battle is to attract the allegiance of the
South Vietnamese people. As long as this
is ignored there remains no possibility of
genuine “victory."”

But, let us imagine that we have an
“all out war.” What options are left
to us? We could drop more bombs but on
what targets? Military targets in North
Vietnam are nearly nonexistent. We
could destroy the Haiphong Harbor, de-
stroying Russian and Chinese ships and,
therefore, risking war with these two
nations. If we increase ground activity,
the draft calls are enlarged, fewer stu-
dent deferments granted, taxes substan-
tially inecreased, economic controls in-
stituted, and the unrest at home may
reach breaking point. The number of
military and civillan casualties will in-
crease sharply. We could adopt a policy of
“hot pursuit” into Cambodia and Laos,
thereby bringing these countries un-
der fire and destruction. We could launch
a successful and expensive invasion of
North Vietnam, risking high casualties
due to the prepardness of the North Viet-
namese for just such an invasion, risk-
ing Chinese and Russian reaction and a
vast growth in the scope and tragedy
of the war. Should we win such an in-
vasion, and assuming China accepts such
action, there would still be hundreds of
thousands of Vietcong nationalists in
South Vietnam with which to contend.

No; escalation is not the answer. Es-
calation is far from a rational policy. As
an article in the Bulletin of the Atomic
Scientists pointed out:

For both sides, the fact that the rising
toll of human life still leads to no resolution
o” the conflict inevitably begets a sense of
frustration.

This produces a wide sentiment for the
Government to “do something™ to break
through the impasse. The sacrifices al-
ready made appear to justify an even
greater escalation. The administration in
the past sought to justify the policy
of increasing military pressure on the
grounds fhat this is the best way to
achieve an honorable, negotiated set-
tlement of the war. But the more we
escalate, the more we sacrifice and the
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more difficult it becomes to accept com-
promise solution. And, only a negotiated
peace can give meaning to these sacri-
fices because only a compromise solu-
tion—a peace without victory—can be
lasting. Until we realize this, more lives
will be lost as have over 13,000 Ameri-
cans since the beginning of negotiations
on May 13, 1968.

De-Americanization of the conflict:
What must we do to bring about a solu-
tion to this conflict? As our main objec-
tive we must win the allegiance of the
South Vietnamese people and to do this
we must place our emphasis on seeing
that the South Vietnamese Government
prove worthy of allegiance and establish
a concerned, meaningful relationship
with the people. Currently, the NLF
political workers represent the only
effective force for economic reform and
social justice for the people of South
Vietnam. In addition we must abandon
our Americanization of this war which
has in essence made the South Vietnam-
ese but spectators to their own conflict.
How independent are a people which we
are asking to fight for independence
when we so dominate their government
that it would collapse in days if we
ceased to suport it? The complete domi-
nance of South Vietnam by the United
States further harms the development of
self-sufficiency of the South Vietnamese
in the political, economic, and social
realms. The Johnson administration am-
bition in Vietnam was to establish an
anti-Communist, democratic, self-suffi-
cient, pro-American, anti-Chinese strong
central government in Saigon. The South
Vietnamese peasant wants something less
grand and much more tangible. The
loyalty of the people in rural areas of
South Vietnam has never been to a cen-
tral government but to their local ham-
lets and ethnie groups. They want re-
form, they want food. We must direct our
policies to conform to the ambitions of
the South Vietnamese people.

Troop withdrawal: Last, I am con-
vinced that the possibility of negotiating
a political solution to the war would be
enhanced if the major adversaries in the
conflict were Asian. For this reason I
have for some time maintained that the
first thing to be negotiated in Paris or
elsewhere is the time and implementa-
tion of our military withdrawal from the
Asian mainland. This would greatly en-
hance the possibility of finding a just
solution to Vietnam within the frame-
work of an Asian diplomatic offensive.
For this reason I look with hope to Presi-
dent Nixon's promise of troop with-
drawals over the next year.

COST

Vietnam is now the longest and one of
the most costly in history. Despite peace
negotiations, more than 600,000 Ameri-
cans are still based in Southeast Asia.
The greatest loss in the war is that of our
young men. Every day young and prom-
ising men die in Vietnam as the result
of trying to fight a war which cannot be
won militarily—a toll of over 36,000 since
the beginning of hostilities. Our young
men are dying and yet we subsidize such
senseless deaths. For every man, woman,
and child in the United States our Gov-
ernment is spending $142.45 per year for
the war in Vietnam. For every $100 of
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your tax dollars expended by the Federal
Government, only $1.26 is devoted to the
protection and utilization of our natural
resources; $1.84 for community housing
and development; $2.49 for international
assistance including foreign aid, food for
freedom, and the Peace Corps. Education
receives $4.04; health, $8.63; but the De-
fense Department receives $52.96, $19.50
of which goes to the war in Vietnam.

In another perspective, we spend $82
million per day for Vietnam. The
total model cities program for a year af-
fecting over 140 urban areas could be
paid within 8 days of the cost of the
Vietnam war. The Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Administration receives for
a year what the Government spends in
Vietnam in 3 days. And, yet, we have over
11,000,000 units of substandard housing,
and pollution is of such magnitude that
it has become a health hazard. One
thousand workers are forced into early
retirement each month because of lung
disorders and the economic losses result-
ing from dirty air exceed $11 billion a
year. In spite of these costs, our Federal
investment in air pollution abatement is
only $78 million per year, less than 1 day
of the cost of the war in Vietnam.

The 1960’s began with bright hopes for
the future, but these have dimmed dur-
ing the decade due to the nagging prob-
lems of international rivalry and nu-
clear threats. Our dreams for a “great
society” have been undermined by our
apparent inability to use our economic
and technological resources to solve the
age-old problems of ignorance, disease,
hunger, and poverty.

We have reached a point in the his-
tory of our country in which power poli-

ties, nationalism, and stringent ide-
ologies can no longer play a part. The
vast unrest across our Nation brings to
mind a quote by the prophet Hosea:

‘You have plowed iniquity, you have reaped
injustice, you have eaten of the fruit of lles.
Because you have trusted in your chariots
and in the multitude of your warriors, there-
fore the tumult of war shall be among your
people.

Security, like charity, begins at home.
Yet, there is a grave imbalance between
our needs and our priorities. Crime costs
between $20 and $50 billion each year—
in lost earnings, property damage and
uncollected public revenues—and yet we
invest but $5 billion on every aspect of
crime prevention, enforcement, deten-
tion, and rehabilitation—about the same
we spend on toiletries.

Twenty-two million Americans live in
poverty despite 100 months of unprece-
dented economic growth and expansion.
The cost of 4 months of the Vietnam war
is about $10 billion—10 times the total
combined cost of the war on poverty and
the Teacher Corps.

Today, 28 percent of our young people
are not graduating from high school and
out of those children who entered the
fifth grade in 1961, and would have grad-
uated in 1969, more than 750,000 dropped
out before obtaining their high school
diplomas. The Federal Government
spends but 4 percent of our tax dollar on
eduecation—perhaps the single most im-
portant force in developing a progressive
and rational nation. This compares,
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again, with the 19.5 percent of our fax
dollar spent in Vietnam.

The needs at home and the cost of the
war: the disparity is too great to pursue
such futile policies which reap nothing
but tragic results, The war is not being
won—the Defense Department already
has over 50 percent of the Federal
budget—our domestic crisis has reached
a breaking point.

Because of these reasons I am op-
posed to our continuing involvement in
Vietnam. I say with a clear conscience
that the first thing to be negotiated is
the immediate withdrawal of our mili-
tary presence from the Asian mainland.
President Nixon’s moves in this direction
are a very positive step in the right diree-
tion, and I look with hope to the complete
withdrawal of troops in the near future.
I also sincerely believe that we must see
the day when a government will emerge
in South Vietnam which truly reflects all
of the political components of the coun-
try and proves responsive to the needs of
all the people. Such move must be
achieved before the long overdue peace
will be accomplished for Vietnam.

EAST-WEST CENTER

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I invite
the attention of Senators to a recent
press release from the East-West Center.
I believe the story it has to tell exempli-
fles so well what we have to gain from
international cooperation and specifically
from the activities of the East-West Cen-
ter. The contributions of Dr. Furusato
Kazuo, a Japanese botanist, will long
benefit the people of Hawaii and our
many visitors from throughout the
United States.

I ask unanimous consent that the
press release be printed in the REecorp.

There being no objection, the press re-
lease was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

HowoLurLu, HAwAl—A Japanese botanist
who participated in an East-West Center
sponsored training program held in Hawail
in 1968 has repaid his Hawaiian hosts by de-
veloping a carnation specially suited for
making leis and a hybrid strawberry that
will grow in Hawail.

While in Hawall to study local plant life,
Dr. Furusato Kazuo, director of the Shizuoka
Prefectural Useful Botanical Garden, no-
ticed that the calyx (green base) of the car-
nation flowers had to be broken in order to
string them for making leis.

The process seemed Inefficient to Dr.
Eazuo, So when he returned to Japan, he
cross-bred various carnations until he created
a flowe. with a much shorter calyx—hence, no
need to break it.

Dr. Horace Clay, the director of the train-
ing program which brought Dr. Kazuo to
Hawail, passed through Japan recently and
was given seed samples of the new carna-
tion by his former student.

Perhaps it won't be long before Hawailan
lei-makers will be able to increase their lei-
making production due to Dr. Kazuo’s ini-
tiative.

Very few people have ever heard of Ha-
wallan strawberries, but they can be found
growing on the side of Mt. Haleakala on
Maul. Admittedly they are white in color
and don't taste very good, but they are
stawberries.

Dr. Eazuo also took seeds of these straw-
berries back to Japan determined to improve
their color and taste. After crossing the seeds
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with a Japanese red strawberry, he suc-
ceeded in producing a good-tasting, hardler
strawberry that looked like a strawberry
should.

Dr. Clay also brought some of these hybrid
seeds back with him so residents of Hawail
may soon be able to enjoy home grown
strawberrles.

For Dr. Clay, a senlor program officer for
the East-West Center's Institute for Techni-
cal Interchange, there is an important les-
son to be learned from these seeds.

“We Americans assume that technical in-
terchange is a one way street,”” he stated.

“To many of us, the United States is the
expert teacher and the countries of Asia
and the Pacific are the untrained students
seeking our help. We often forget that the
East can provide us with valuable technical
knowledge as well.”

He concluded by saying, “The East-West
Center's basic goal is the Interchange of
knowledge between East and West to in-
crease mutual understanding. This exchange
of knowledge also applies to technical mat-
ters.”

POLLUTION ATTENTION

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I am very
much heartened to see the increased in-
terest on the part of the news media in
coverage of the Nation's environmental
quality problems. With both hard-hitting
daily newsstories and comprehensive,
perceptive special pieces, they are bring-
ing to the public attention, as never be-
fore, the facts about air and water pollu-
tion, and the myriad other problems we
face in our relationship with our environ-
ment.

As an instance, Life magazine for
August 1, devotes special attention to
environmental quality concerns, and in
an excellent editorial points out that the
threats to our environment—and to us—
are serious, that the potential losses are
critical, and that the need for action is
urgent.

It is my deep conviction thct the great
question which is facing man in America
and worldwide in the last third of the
20th century is whether he can and will
take the steps necessary to assure that
he will survive in reasonable compati-
bility with his surroundings on earth. We
can destroy ourselves; we can destroy
earth as we know it today. As Pogr said:

We have met the enemy, and they is us.

Hopefully, the Nation is beginning to
address itself to the grave dangers we
are creating for ourselves in a century of
unsurpassed technological achievement
and population growth,

I commend the news media for taking
the lead in stating the problems and in-
creasing our awareness of them. I ask
unanimous consent that the Life editorial
and essay in the August 1 issue be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

LirE EDITORIAL

The story on the following pages shows a
part of America that is threatened by our
spreading civilization and growing popula-
tion—the wilderness lands. These lands—10
million acres now under protection, almost
all west of the Mississippl—have always held
a magic. F, Scott Fitzgerald wrote of the
early settlers arriving at the new world three

centurles ago: “For a transitory enchanted
moment man must have held his breath in




21144

the presence of this continent, compelled into
an esthetic contemplation he neither under-
stood nor desired, face to face for the last
time in history with something commen-
surate to his capacity for wonder.”

That enchanted moment is long past. The
continental wilderness has largely vanished,
and what remains of it is threatened by our
own increasing needs. Our capaclty for won-
der survives but less survives to be wondered
at.

Vanishing wilderness is, however, only one
aspect of the deteriorating quality of Ameri-
can life today, both iIn the countryside and
in our cities. There are many others: pol-
lution, endangered wildlife, smog, urban
sprawl and that new catch-all term, “uglifi-
cation.” In later issues LiFe will show this
deterioration and recommend ways to pre-
vent it.

Change, of course, is inevitable; and prog-
ress, which is intelligently conceived change,
is desirable. There must indeed be more jet
airports, highways, housing and power plants,
and it is foolish to malntain—as some conser-
vationists do—that their encroachment must
be prevented everywhere and at all costs. But
too often the cost is too high. We are a rich
country, but as Jean Mayer, a population
expert and Special Consultant to the Presi-
dent, writes in Columbia Forum: “Rich peo-
ple occupy much more space, consume more
of each natural resource, disturb the ecol-
ogy more, and create more land, air, water,
chemical, thermal and radioactive pollu-
tion than poor people.”

The population of the U.S. is headed to-
ward 300 million in the next quarter of a
century; our GNP will reach a trillion dol-
lars in the next two years. This explosive
combination of people and money will pro-
duce ever greater demands for more cars,
dams, lumber, fuel, food, roads, land. These
demands will lead, unless checked, to more
pollution, garbage, trash, noise, desecration—
and leave much less beauty to evoke our ca-
pacity for wonder.

What we now require is an intelligent and
continuing weighing of the demands -of
“progress” against what might be sacrificed
to them. Fortunately, some momentum in
this direction already exlsts. Both govern-
ment and industry have shown awareness—
though not yet enough—of the environ-
mental side effects of their activities. The
Wilderness Act of 1964 set aside vital acreage
for protection and provides a method for
setting aside much more. Two months ago
President Nixon established an Environ-
mental Quality Council at Cabinet level, with
himself as chairman and his scientific adviser
Dr. Lee DuBridge as executive secretary. The
same executive order set up a Citizens' Ad-
visory Committee on Environmental Quality,
with Laurance Rockefeller as its chairman,
Both groups have a broad charter but have
yet to show what they can do. Such indus-
tries as chemicals, oil and utilities have re-
cently shown a greater responsibility toward
the environment in which they flourish.

Public concern has also increased. The
destruction of rivers by chemicals and de-
tergents, the destruction of wildlife by in-
secticides, the destruction of landscape by
indiscriminate and ruthless “development’—
all are now less likely to occur without pro-
test than was possible 10 years ago.

Nevertheless, not nearly enough informa-
tion exists to enable government, industry
and the public to determine whether or not
specific projects should be approved. The
Santa Barbara oil-drilling leases, granted by
the U.S. Department of the Interior, might
not have been granted if the full extent
of the threat had been known. The use of
DDT, a successful chemical against insects, is
elther being gquestioned or has been banned
in 17 states because its damage to other forms
of life is finally recognized. Marshlands that
have been filled in and gobbled up by in-
dustry and housing might well have been
protected if more people had realized that
one acre of marshland potentially can pro-
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duce 10 times as much animal protein (fish,
oysters, clams, crabs) as one acre of farm-
land.

Quite aside from the purely physical de-
struction involved in careless exploitation
are the esthetic losses. Even when no ecolog-
ical damage is committed, we constantly
afflict the eye with shoddy excrescences of
bad design, ugly and haphazard travesties of
modernity spattered across the landscape
in the name of expansion.

Life will undertake to treat these themes
in pictures and words. We will report the
threats and attempt to show how they can
be opposed and, if possible, defeated. We
believe that the threats are serious, that the
potential losses are critical and that the need
for action is urgent.

WEe Have MET THE ENEMY, AND THEY ARE Us

The sight of a bear track on an Alaskan
island, intimidatingly huge, a miniature am-
phitheater filled with three inches of water
. . . the smell of spring in Hells Canyon,
sweet and soft and fresh ... the sound of a
full and violent river, a ceaseless fast freight
smacking along to some midnight rendez-
vous . . . a sudden stillness in a place vivid
with life . . . the feeling of oneness with
your tribal past, the ease of letting years
blow away like blossoms in the wind . . .
an echo off a cedar swamp . . . the suprising
gentleness of nature . . . fear . . . wonder . . .
solitude . . . mystery. “Wilderness,” wrote one
connoisseur, “holds answers to questions
man has not yet learned how to ask.”

Our history was written in prairies and
mountains, not castles and cathedrals, and
the raw spectacle confronted by the first
Europeans on this shore had no equal in the
Old World. Americans still live so close to
the wilderness, figuratively if not often in
fact, that it's difficult for many to see that
it is practically gone. It doesn't look that
way, flying over the country at 28,000 feet,
but almost all that land down there is
spoken for—Iit's being used to graze cattle or
sheep, it's part of a military base or a test-
ing site, 1t's been leased to a lumber company.
Excluding Alaska, only between two and
three percent of the U.S. qualifies for the fed-
eral definition of wilderness: “An area where
the earth and its community of life are un-
trammeled by man, where man himself is &
visitor who does not remain . . . [an area]
without permanent improvement or human
habitation.” Most of that slender remnant
has either been picked over once, or is about
to be. The Wilderness Act of 1964 set aside
nine million acres for permanent preserva-
tion (a million more acres have been added
since then), but left the remaining de facto
wilderness as a shrinking arena where the
final scenes of an old American drama are
being played—the conflict between the de-
velopers and the conservationists,

In the past the fight has never been even.
From the beginning, when the last Conestoga
was put on blocks and the boosters fanned
into the countryside, building the dam has
had clear precedence over listening to the
river, clearing the woods has had the edge on
getting lost in them. There have been iso-
lated victories for the conservationists
through the years—it comes as a revelation
to learn that Yellowstone Park was set aside
as a “public park or pleasuring ground" 97
years ago—but those were exceptions.

The American creed was and is foursquare
for growth; growth is seen to have a sort of a
priori goodness, a moral value, and against
that force the tender arguments of the wil-
derness lovers (“deep breathers” and “kissers
of the wind,” one developer calls them) were
feeble indeed. Still, there was an ambivalence
in the American mind: if conquest of the
wilderness seemed necessary and therefore
Christian and laudable, it was gradually sub-
verted by the idea of wilderness as sanctuary,
as escape, as the resting place of truth and
beauty. It's a tough one: both ideas are
wholly American, both impulses beat in the
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American breast, and thus the conflict is not
s0 much & clash of two opposing groups as it
is a collision of two ideas within the mind
of each of us. “We have met the enemy,”
Pogo sald, “and they are us.”

Both sides indulge in what might be called
the “last great' syndrome. In Hells Canyon
on the Idaho-Oregon hborder, for example,
private and public power companies have
hankered to build a dam for half a genera-
tion, claiming that the middle Snake River
represents the “last great source of hydro-
electric power in the Pacific Northwest." The
Sierra Club, a late-arriving but flercely ef-
fective foe of any dam in the canyon, ripostes
with the charge that the Snake ls the “last
great free-flowing river in the West."” Both
contentlons are wrong, and both sides, in mo-
ments when candor gets the better of com-
bat, will admit it.

But now the fight is a lot closer to even
than it ever was. The reason, probably the
only reason that could explain 1t, is that the
public, or at least large segments of it meas-
urable regularly in election returns, has be-
come conservation-minded.

Nothing like reliable statistics are avail-
able to document this phenomenon, but
its existence is conceded by both dam build-
ers and river preservers, the former with a
sour mutter that “the pendulum has swung
too far the other way," and the latter with
the kind of raucous victory shout peculiar
to long-time losers,

Nirvana for the deep breathers is still
beyond the sunset, however. David Brower,
the eloguent conservationist recently ousted
from leadership of the Sierra Club, explains
that “there’s plenty of power when the pub-
lic gets excited about a specific lssue like
Grand Canyon or the redwoods, but there's
still not enough day~in day-out support.”

Brower's examples are not random; pres-
ervation of the Grand Canyon (from a dam
which would have backed reservoir water
into the canyon) and the redwoods (from
the lumber industry) were victorles for an
army he commanded. Through dogged en-
ergy and charismatic flair, Brower built the
Sierra Club to its present strength and let-
ter-writing clout. In April he was voted out
of office. Critics charged that he was author-
itarian, spent too freely and acted without
the consent of the club’'s board of directors.
As a result, the conservationists are floun-
dering momentarily for lack of strong lead-
ership. The two most significant and visible
leaders of the last decade, Brower and for-
mer Interior Secretary Stewart Udall, are
currently without portfolio.

The best 1llustration of the growing
strength of the wilderness forces is the sun-
burst of conservation legislation that
emerged from Congress during the Johnson
years. The Wilderness Act was only one
of dozens that reflected an increasing envi-
ronmental uneasiness—the scenic rivers bill,
antipollution laws, establishment of new
parks and others.

In the courts as well, the values of wilder-
ness have begun to get a hearing. A federal
appeals court ruled in 1965 that scenic, his-
toric and recreational values had to be taken
into account by the Consolidated Edison
Company in its proposal to build a nuclear
power plant on the Hudson River. A 1967
U.S. Supreme Court decislon on the Hells
Canyon dam issue introduced the same ideas
into an order remanding the question to the
Federal Power Commission, where it re-
mains.

Industry itself has begun to show some
long-absent sensitivity to conservation. Pub-
lic relations men go to elaborate lengths to
avoid offending the wind-kissers. Some firms
have subsidized conservation studies, others
have donated parks or wild land to loeal
governments., This kind of thing cuts no
ice with Brower, however. He calls it "cos-
metics for rape.” He is, of course, incor-
rigible.

Along with the growing power of the con-
servationists has come a change in the char-
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acter of the movement. The wind-kissers,
in fact, are in decline. The sclentists, more
specifically the ecologists, are increasingly
important. Nowadays a stand of trees or a
pilece of sageland i1s worth preserving not
necessarily for its beauty or its opportunity
for solitude; it is more likely defended as
vital to the balance of nature, the “chain
of life” in a given area, or as a natural
laboratory containing potentially valuable
secrets. The ecologists talk less about the
romance of wilderness and more about “eco-
systems,” distinctive networks of relation-
ships between land and water, vegetation
and wildlife.

This has led to some peculiar gyrations.
Some scientists are trylng to “quantify,” in
the good new American way, the values of
wilderness. This is a ploy born in despera-
tion, For decades developers have been able
to show, in dreary charts of “cost-benefit
ratios,” what specifically might be galned
from whatever project they have in mind—
read: dollars. In reply the conservationists
have fiddled with their fingernails and talked
about beauty. Now they are groping for fig-
ures to fight the developers on their own
terms; hence graphs that measure “scale of
valley character” and assign numerical val-
ues to a view of a mountain or the presence
of a bear.

“What it comes down to is this,” says
Brower. “If you can’'t measure a thing,
measure it anyway for those who won'y
know anything about it unless you do.”

The ecologists are running the palace, all
right, but the troubadours are still skulking
around outside in the high grass, practicing
birdsongs, comparing backpacks, listening,
frowning when they hear an airplane, Udall
thinks the two sides, conservationists and
developers, now have “a kind of parity of in-
fluence,” but most conservationists disagree.
“There’s very little conservation legislation
coming forward these days,” says one con-
gressman. “The logging and power interests
are still damned strong. I'm pessimistic.”

The one huge, dark fact dominating the
entire question of land preservation is con-
tinued population growth. Any question of
conserving space leads ultimately to a ques-
tion of limiting the people with claims on
that space. Most defenders of the wilderness
are, at bottom, pessimistic about their
chances, and spiraling population is the rea-
son. It seems the final, ironic fruition of
the “more is better” philosophy—to simply
outgrow our resources, Nothing riles con-
servationists more than the celebration of
growth for its own sake—ceremonies saluting
the arrival of the 200 millionth American,
the National Park Service’s breathless re-
leases on rising attendance figures. A Sierra
Club poster is only about 20% facetious
when it suggests that man, like the bald
eagle or the flamingo, is now an “endangered
species.”

Another dark shadow on the future of
wilderness is the state of public ignorance.
Despite the growth of interest in the out-
doors, most Americans remain urban, motor-
ized and oblivious to the physical and spirit-
ual wonders of the wild. The major recre-
ation phenomenon of the past few years is
the growth of trailers and camper trucks,
motel rooms on wheels with names like Tear-
drop, Week-N-Der, Six-Pac, Rolls Royal and
CharAkee. Most camper drivers get no closer
to the wild than a national park camp-
ground,

On the other hand, though most Ameri-
cans may personally feel no urge to tramp
the back country, they are enchanted by
the idea of its existence, The camper truck
may become an outdoors teaser: as he sees
o little of raw, splendid America, the driver
may want to see more; he may even recog-
nize that the easiest way is not necessarily
the best way—but that's getting giddy.

For the men who draw up “master plans”
and “long-range policy,” then, there is this
difficult series of questions: what does the
majority want, open country or scenic over=
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looks? Do you strike a balance between tour-
ist development and wilderness preservation
and, if so, how? Is everything that remains
worth saving, or just some of 1t? (When con-
servation ploneer Bob Marshall was asked

- how much wilderness was enough, he replied.

“How many Brahms symphonies are
enough?”’ He was incorrigible too.) How do
we develop an ecological conscience in
America? Through education, but why
haven't we done so? Why aren't children
taught to respect all living things? Wilder-
ness Is peculiar among American possessions
in that it is not susceptible to compromise.
To take some wilderness is still to take wil-
derness. Roads cannot be unbullt.

The men who worry about these guestions
have come up with a few suggestions. (No
ideas or initiatives have come from the new
Administration, except for the President's
creation of an Environmental Quality Coun-
cil. “We're trying to steer clear of the con-
troversial ones right at the start,” says a
high Interior Department official.) Here are
the proposals:

The National Park Service is considering
eliminating cars from some parks and operat-
ing campgrounds on a reservation system, as
opposed to the present first-come, first-served
method.

Some conservationists have urged that tax
relief be granted to encourage the preverva-
tion of open space. Pay landowners, in effect,
not to develop their land.

Udall suggests that “environmental medi-
ators” could arbitrate disputes between de-
velopers and conservationists in the man-
ner of labor mediators.

Brower would like to see a sort of Fair
Conservation Practices Commission, an in-
dependent nongovernmental agency with
authority to review projects before and after
construction.

Biologist Garrett Hardin proposes that ac-
cess to wilderness be limited to those “of
great physical vigor,” willing and able to
walk and to take the risks of the wild, and
that wilderness and park areas be established
at graded levels of difficulty according to
ability.

Hardin's intriguing idea recognizes the
final paradox: as more people learn to know
and appreciate wilderness, more will want to
experience it. Ultimately, their numbers
might destroy it just as effectively as would
highways or snack bars. It could be cher-
ished to death.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1970
FOR MILITARY PROCUREMENT,
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT,
AND FOR THE CONSTRUCTION
OF MISSILE TEST FACILITIES AT
KWAJALEIN MISSILE RANGE, AND
RESERVE COMPONENT STRENGTH

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
for morning business having expired, the
Chair lays before the Senate the unfin-
ished business, which will be stated.

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A
bill (S. 2546) to authorize appropriations
during the fiscal year 1970 for procure-
ment of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels,
and tracked combat wvehicles, and re-
search, development, test and evaluation
for the Armed Forces, and to authorize
the construction of test facilities at
Kwajalein Missile Range, and to pre-
scribe the authorized personnel strength
of the Selected Reserve of each Reserve
component of the Armed Forces, and for
other purposes.
bu‘{‘he Senate proceeded to consider the

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
commend the efforts of the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. Hart) and the Senator
from Kentucky (Mr. Cooprer) and those
who have worked with them over the last
year in carrying the issue of the anti-
ballistic-missile system to the Senate,
and, beyond that, to the American peo-
ple.

The matter of antiballistic missiles is
one that has been before the country and
before the Senate for nearly 10 years.
Presidents Eisenhower and XEennedy
both considered anti-ballistic-missile
systems. They both decided against the
deployment of the Nike-Zeus, although
subsequently President Kennedy initi-
ated development of the Nike-X system,
which was never recommended for de-
ployment, but from it developed the
Sentinel and, more recently, what is
called the Safeguard system.

Nearly 2 years ago, in September 1967,
former Defense Secretary McNamara
announced that the United States would
deploy an anti-ballistic-missile system.
Since the September 1967 announce-
ment, the reasons given for the deploy-
ment have continually been changed.

At one time, in the first presentation
by Secretary McNamara, we were told
that we needed it because of the Chinese
threat. Secretary of Defense Laird, the
current Secretary, now stresses the Rus-
sian threat.

The Defense Department’s public re-
port of a new and expanded Russian
threat followed the decision to deploy
the ABM rather than preceded it. We
were told, also, that it would provide
protection in case of an accidental
launch of missiles, and other incidental
arguments were given.

It was also argued that deployment
would not have a significant impact on
the strategic arms race with the Soviet
Union or upon our efforts to control
that race. This was in 1967. Now we are
told that deployment would have a sig-
nificant effect upon the effort to bring
about some kind of disarmament, in al-
most direct contradiction to the argu-
ments which were made roughly 2
years ago, when the first presentation
was made.

We have also changed the name of
the system. The Nixon administration,
having concluded that the Sentinel evi-
dently was unacceptable, revised the
name, changed ifs mission to some ex-
tent and offered it to us again as the
Safeguard system. But, it is pretty much
a matter of old wine in new bottles and
old programs under new titles.

As I see it, the case against the de-
ployment of this system is based on at
least four points, all of which have been
discussed at some length in recent debate
in the Senate and, of course, developed
over the years.

The first is the scientific and technical
challenge. Repeatedly, scientific and
technical witnesses have challenged the
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capability of the Safeguard system to
perform under attack or, indeed, of any
ABM system to add very much to our
security. The best examination of this
point that I have seen is that of Prof.
Robert Axelrod, of the University of
California at Berkeley, who raises these
three points:

First, he says the argument that the
Soviet’s deployment of the new SS-9 mis-
sile is a threat to American security is
only true if the worst of a range of
possibilities comes true on each of seven
factors. These factors are the size of
the payload of the SS-9, the accuracy of
the missile, the yield/weight ratios the
Soviets can achieve, the number of war-
heads on each booster, the number of
boosters deployed, the Soviet political
intent, and the vulnerability of both the
Polaris system and our B-52 force. He
says that if any of these factors are not
as bad as Secretary Laird has been as-
suming, then the SS-9 is not a serious
threat, and its existence and deployment
would not justify the deployment of the
ABM system. Professor Axelrod states:

I believe none of them are probably as bad
as he has been supposing they just possibly
might be.

Second, Professor Axelrod says that
the Safeguard system in its first stage of
deployment is meant to protect Minute-
man missiles from a sophisticated attack.
Yet, the components of the system were
specifically designed to protect cities
against an unsophisticated Chinese at-
tack. At least, this was the explanation
2 years ago. As far as we know, the ma-
jor components, such as the Spartan
missile and the radar, have not been
changed, and therefore we must assume
that, if what we were told 2 years ago
was true and accurate, they are not suit-
able fo the new and sophisticated mission
for which or against which they sup-
posedly are now directed.

The third point he raises is that the
second phase of the Safeguard system
is meant to protect cities. If this mission
is to be taken seriously, extensive eivil
defense preparations would have to be
undertaken to protect against fallout.
The Defense Department has chosen to
tell Congress and the public about this
need later rather than sooner, and no
significant effort is being recommended
or carried out in the area of civil
defense.

The second general consideration, I
think, is an economiec one and one which
should be considered as we attempt to
deal with the question of the surtax. This
has now become the great point at issue,
through which inflation is to be con-
trolled and the economy put back in
balance.

The fact is that we anticipate a $2
billion surplus in the Federal budget,
but that is not particularly important;
it is not a question of a balanced budget
or a $1 or $2 billion difference but, rather,
a question of whether or not Government
expenditures are for productive purposes.
We could raise another $9 billion and
have the surplus run to $10 or $11 bil-
lion; but if we are going to spend $30
or $40 billion on wasteful military expen-
itures which contribute nothing to the
balance in the economy between con-
sumption and production, pouring pur-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

chasing power In through salaries and
payments on contracts, but do not pro-
duce anything on the other side to meet
that real and effective demand, then we
are going to have Inflation and we are
going to have, along with it, a kind of
depression.

So to say that the surtax is the great
issue relating to stability of the economy
in this country, without taking into ac-
count the actual purposes of Federal ex-
penditures, is, it seems to me, to over-
simplify greatly the judgments that
have to be made with reference to our
economy.

In the last few years we have seen a
kind of maturity in our own economic
and capitalistic system. The old idea that
Marx pronounced, that you had to have
war in order to stimulate economic
growth, is no longer true in this country.
Every time there is now a rumor of peace,
the stock market improves and all the
indicators tend to lead up; whereas, if
there is a rumor of expansion of the
war—which was not true in Korea, in
World War I, or in World War II—the
indicators all go down.

In 1967 we had the automobile strike.
It used to be that if you had an automo-
bile strike, the stock market would drop,
but in that case it went up. The only ex-
planation is that the automobile industry
was competing for the same materials,
the same financing, and the same man-
power that the war was competing for.
I suppose if Marx were to write another
book, he would add a chapter in which
he would say that to keep the economy
going, you have to have either war or the
automobile industry; and from the eco-
nomie point of view, there would be some
substance to it.

We need to look, therefore, not only at
the military aspect, which is subject to
severe question, but also at the economic
aspect of the ABM.

Dr. George Kistiakowsky of Harvard
pointed out to the Foreign Relations
Subcommittee chaired by Senator Gore:

. » had the deployment of the Nike-Zeus
been authorized in 1960-61, we would have
Just about now the full system in operational
readiness, after spending what was then es-
timated as 20 billion and could have been,
judging by analogy with other large weapon
systems, twice as much.

I think his projection was on the con-
servative side.

Considering the current numbers and so-
phistication of offensive missiles now being
deployed by the super powers, it is techni-
cally certain that the Nike-Zeus ABM sys-
tem would now be of little value. It would be
obsolescent or even obsolete, judging by the
fact that the probably somewhat more mod-
ern Soviet ABM defenses around Moscow are
rated of little value to the Soviet Union by
our competent military experts.

The eventual cost of a “thick” ABM
system has been estimated, for example
by Dr. Herbert York, former member
of President Eisenhower’s Science Advi-
sory Committee, at up to $100 billion.

The third consideration is psychologi-
cal. To seek to deter aggression and at
the same time prepare to limit damage at
home is inconsistent. As Dr. George
Rathjens of Massachusetts Institute of
Technology stated in the April 1969 issue
of Scientific American:
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To the extent that one accepts the action-
reaction view of the arms race, one is forced
1o conclude that virtually anything we might
attempt in order to reduce damage to our-
selves in the event of war is likely to provoke
an escalation in the race. Moreover, many
of the choices we might make with damage-
limitation in mind are likely to make pre-
emptive attack more attractive and war
therefore more probable. The concurrent de-
velopment of MIRV's and ABM systems is a
particularly good example. . . . Hard choices
must be made between attempting to mini-
mize the chance of war's occuring in a time
of crisis and attempting to minimize the
consequences if it does occur.

The danger of the action-reaction
phenomenon and the chain of escalation
it produces has, in my judgment, been
repeatedly demonstrated. For example,
when the United States thought that the
Soviet Union was going to install some
70 ABM's, even though they had not yet
done so, we made the decision to pro-
ceed with MIRV’s which, if continued,
will give us some 7,000 warheads.

We are witnessing today, in the case
being made for the ABM system, a dem-
onstration of the rule that when one
thinks defensively the threat always
rises to the level of the deterrent and
then surpasses it.

One observer has said that we are the
first nation to have a Department of
Defense. It might be better to call it the
War Department. Or perhaps we might
have two platoons, the Department of
Offense and the Department of Defense.
However, once you begin to think about
the limits needed to be secure, a situation
is arrived at where no matter how many
preparations are made, it is like the
Kafka animal in the bwrow that is
always apprehensive because he hears the
scratching sound.

Secretary Laird says that our military
policies and programs should not be based
on what our intelligence indicates the
enemy is doing, but should be designed to
offset their capacity to do all that they
can do. The next step, of course, would
be to build a defense of sufficient strength
not only to offset all that they can do, but
to offset all they would do if they could.
Thus we are approaching a complete
reversal of the classical Clausewitz theory
that war is an extension of polities, and
in its place we will have a theory that
politics is an extension of military pro-
gram.

Finally, the argument comes down to
the diplomatic and political which I think
is most important and it is that aspect
I wish to emphasize today.

No matter what the technicians or sci-
entists may say about how good or bad
the ABM system would be—it might be
better if it did not work, and that might
be the best argument for it. But whether
it does or does not work, the diplomatic
consideration is most important.

We have been told that we must ap-
prove the Safeguard system because the
President needs it for a “card in his
hand” in any forthcoming arms limita-
tion talks with the Soviet Union. We are
told that we must go into such talks with
strength if they are to be successful.

But the whole history of arms control
negotiations since World War II refutes
this claim. The Soviet Union has never
been willing to enter into discussions,
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much less agreements, except in a situa-
tion of approximate equality. As far back
as the days of the Baruch plan, when we
alone had nuclear weapons and were
willing to give them up if agreements
could be reached, the Russians were un-
willing to talk. They agreed to meet only
when they, too, had developed nuclear
weapons.

There has never been any evidence
that the Soviet Union could be forced to
the conference table or to agreements by
the superiority of our force. In fact, the
contrary appears to be the case. We
tried, for example, to initate strategic
arms limitation talks with the Soviet
Union at the end of 1966, at which time
we had a considerable superiority in
weaponry over the Russians. They agreed
to talk only in July 1968, when they had
reached a position of relative equality.
The idea of “superiority” is meaningless
in a situation where each side has the
capacity to destroy the other several
times over.

In connection with the Soviet agree-
ment to enter the arms limitation talks,
it has been claimed several fimes that
the vote in the Senate last year on the
Sentinel system influenced the Soviet de-
cision. This is unproven and, in my
judgment, unprovable. The joint U.S.-
U.S.S.R. announcement was made 3 days
after the Senate vote, but we are all
aware that joint announcements by the
United States and the Soviet Union do
not materialize overnight. The joint an-
nouncement had actually been the sub-
ject of discussion for some time prior
to the Senate vote and, although the
fact was not yet public, it was known
during the debate that the Russians were
willing to go into talks.

Finally, we cannot ignore the evidence
from the history of the arms race that
it is much more difficult to stop a devel-
opment once it is started than to head
it off. It seems clear that ABM deploy-
ment by the United States now, as well
as continued MIRV development, will
make it much more difficult to reach any
worthwhile agreement with the Soviet
Union on arms control.

Rather than Safeguard being helpful
to the President, I believe that the Presi-
dent would be much more free to nego-
tiate if we do not agree to deploy the
ABM system.

I, therefore, hope that the Senate will
vote against the deployment of this sys-
tem and support the amendment offered
by the Senate from Michigan (Mr. HART)
and the Senaftor from Kentucky (Mr.
COOPER) .

(A this point Mr. HucHes assumed
the chair.)

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

Mr, McCARTHY. I yield.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, this is my
first opportunity to state on the REcoOrRD
my regret that my seatmate and good
friend has concluded he will not seek
to return to the Senate at the conclusion
of his term. Let me get that on the Rec-
orp first.

His remarks this afternoon, I think,
are an indication of why I am sure all
of us have that feeling of disappoint-
ment. He is talking about a rather tech-
nical subject, and yet he has been able
in the course of a very few minutes to
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highlight some of the arguments that I
have heard made before in a fashion and
style that have distinguised him and
brought him to the attention of the
Nation.

He commented, as an example, that
Safeguard is old wine in a new bottle. My
impression has always been that old wine
is good wine. Is that correct? That is not
necessarily correct? My impression is
that somehow or other old wine in new
bottles is as good as old wine in an old
bottle. It was good wine, whether in a new
bottle or old, it would not hurt it. The
point I make is that——

Mr. McCARTHY. We will straigchten
that out later, [Laughter.]

Mr, HART. What I mean is that it
would not work in an old bottle labeled
“Sentinel.”

Mr, McCARTHY. That is right.

Mr. HART. Or in a new bottle labeled
“Safeguard.” The only thing we could be
sure of is that it will cost an awful lot
of money, whichever bottle is used.

In the style of the Senator from Min-
riesota, he has made that point so vividly
that I rise to thank him.

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

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, with ref-
erence to the observation made by the
Senator from Michigan about the re-
cently announced intentions of the Sen-
ator from Minnesota——

Mr. McCARTHY. I think I should
warn the Senator that he does not want
to say too many good things about me
because I might have to reconsider and
I may use anything said about me, but
with restraint, of course. I am glad to
yield to him on that basis,

Mr. STENNIS. I was going to say that
I am not happy about that announce-
ment. It does recall some very pleasant
and delightful experiences that I have
had with the Senator from Minnesota, as
well as the valuable counsel, advice, and
assistance which he has given me over
the years. I am glad to tell him again
that I appreciate it.

Mr. McCARTHY, I thank the Senator
very much.

Mr, STENNIS. Wait a minute now—
just yield to me a little further now—
[laughter]—with all deference to the
two Senators and their allusion to the
biblical quotation, I do not want to make
any bad suggestions but I hope that the
Senators are not so tangled up regarding
the missiles and the ABM as they were
on that quotation. I know that the Sena-
tors from Michigan and Minnesota are
experts in this fleld or they would not
have ventured out into it.

Mr. McCARTHY. The question is
whether new wine in old bottles is any
worse than old wine in new bottles. It all
depends on the wine.

Mr. STENNIS. Anyway, the reference
here that the Senator makes, in all sin-
cerity, I know, to the diplomatic or to the
international implications of the ABM,
the exclusion or the inclusion of the items
in the bill, I do think that is a highly
important point. It seems to me just the
commonsense of it and the ordinary rea-
soning, that if the President of the United
States—having determined that he wants
this defensive weapon in his arsenal, and
having determined that he is going to
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negotiate about the whole subject mat-
ter of arms—is sent over there stripped
of one of his main positions, with his left
hand at least tied behind him——

Mr. McCARTHY. I hope that the whole
box of——

Mr. STENNIS. It would decrease his
effectiveness and his position at that
conference. I may be wrong. Will the
Senator point out where I am wrong?

Mr. McCARTHY. I would hope that
the whole box of moon rocks which the
President is taking with him would be
more helpful to him than the missiles,
would not the Senator think? We would
have to see how effective they are. The
President has promised one to President
Suharto in Indonesia. Apparently, he is
going to give them out as he goes about
his trip. This is a new weapon in the
arsenal that he did not have when he
proposed the Safeguard. He might use
them to negotiate with the Russians.

Mr. STENNIS. I venture to say that
the best thing that could happen to both
the Soviets and the United States is to
have an effective ABM system. If each
country knew the other had it, they
would come nearer to the stage——

Mr. McCARTHY. I think I quite agree.
If we were to develop an effective ABM
system and give it to the Russians, we
would both have an effective ABM sys-
tem. Then we would both have Maginot
Lines and we could be certain that we
were at about the same level. The pro-
jection of it now is that it would give us
an advantage, since the Russians could
not be effective against us. That seems
to me to create a continuing imbalance
which could only make the Russians sus-
picious and intensify both their defensive
effort and their offensive effort.

As I recently have been challenging
the President, I have some reservations
about how much power Presidents should
have. In another 3 or 4 months, I may
have that same respect for the executive
department that the Senator from Mis-
sissippi has just spoken of. I am in a
transition phase right now.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
for yielding to me and appreciate his
further discussion of this subject.

Mr. GORE, Mr. President, will the Sen-
tor from Minnesota yield?

Mr, McCARTHY. I yield.

Mr. GORE. Does not the Senator re-
call how quick the Pentagon was to give
assurance to the Senate, upon learning
that the Soviets were deploying an ABM
system around Moscow, that they could
quickly saturate it, that it provided no
real defense of Moscow and no major
interference with the offensive capabil-~
ity?

Mr. McCARTHY. I recall that.

Mr. GORE. Or could it be that the
Russians have stopped deployment of the
ABM around Moscow because they, too,
have discovered that it could easily be
saturated and was really ineffective?

Mr, McCARTHY. I think that is quite
possible.

Mr. GORE. Could it be that the French
would have saved themselves from a
false sense of security and an ineffective
defense system had they realized that
the maginot line could be flanked?

Mr. McCARTHY. There is no question.

Mr, DOMINICK. Mr. President, will
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the Senator from Minnesota yield on the
point the Senator from Tennessee just
brought up again?

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield.

Mr. DOMINICK. I think that we have
already shown, both in the closed session
and the open session which is not secret,
that the Soviets have not stopped the
construction of their ABM system, but
they are still continuing. I think that
point should be made clear.

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

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield.

Mr. GORE, I invite the Senator from
Colorado to come to the committee room
of the Foreign Relations Committee, and
I will be glad to go with him and show
him the testimony.

Mr. DOMINICE. I have already seen
the testimony in our own Armed Serv-
ices Committee.

Mr. HART. Mr, President, I notice that
the Senator from Mississippi has left the
Chamber for a moment. I wanted to ask
the Senator from Minnesota to develop a
little more fully his theory with respect
to the suggestion that the Senator from
Mississippi made; namely, that the Presi-
dent of the United States has told us he
wants this system. In addressing the Sen-
ator from Minnesota, the Senator from
Mississippi made that point. It occurred
to me that, for the record, either now
or later, all of us would be benefited by
having the thoughts of the Senator from
Minnesota with respect to the infallibil-
ity of Presidents.

Mr. McCARTHY. I did, in somewhat
an indirect and theoretical way, talk
about this in the course of the campaign
last year, not just about military weap-
ons but other powers. It is necessary to
have a proper distribution of these pow-
ers and some control over all the powers
of Government that the Constitution at-
tempts to distribute among the three
branches of Government. They are at
least reasonably well distributed. Con-
gress, and the Senate generally, accepts
that we should not give the President
everything he wants in the domestic field.
For example, there is no real disposition
to say that we should give him whatever
tax program he wants, but we should re-
view it. There is no disposition that we
should give him whatever he wants in the
way of a foreign aid program. All of these
are instruments of administrative and
Presidential power, to some extent, but
are shared with the Senate and with the
House.

It seems to me that when we move into
the important area of military action and
defense, it is even more important. It
involves the largest item in the budget
and actions which are likely to have the
greatest bearing on the welfare of this
country and its influence on the world.
At that point we ought to do even more
and be more restrictive and harsher in
our judgments of the President’s re-
quests which come to us and also more
willing to fulfill our responsibility under
the Constitution.

I think in the case of the ABM we have
what is not really a basic military
question; it is a question not as much of
military poliey as it is a question of diplo-
matie or foreign policy. It is a question of
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how we want to deal with other nations
in the world.

For those reasons, leaving out all con-
siderations of science and technology,
the Senate ought to put a “hold” on this
by its action in the next few weeks.

CONGRESS MUST RECONCILE MILI-
TARY SPENDING WITH DOMESTIC
NEEDS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
great concern over the size of the military
budget has at least reached the level of
a full-fledged congressional debate. Most
encouraging is the fact that the discus-
sions are being conducted in the context
of competing nonmilitary priorities. I
consider this to be the most significant
debate of public policy in my career as a
U.S. Senator.

For years the shibboleth of “national
security” has served to obscure the real
military needs of this country while at
the same time sacrificing its domestic
needs. The common assumption has been
that any increase in military spending
represented an increase in national se-
curity. The enormous size of the military
budget today—almost $80 billion—is a
testament to the success of the purveyors
of this assumption. Yet recent disclosures
suggest that we would have more na-
tional security if we spent less on defense.

MILITARY INEFFICIENCY

For one thing, we have learned about
the enormous inefficiencies within the
military establishment. There is ineffi-
ciency in procurement, in the purchase of
weapons systems. There is inefficiency in
defense production. There is inefficiency
in the management of Government-
owned property. There is inefficiency in
the use of manpower. Many are asking
why these inefficiencies should be allowed
to continue.

Why should the taxpayer have to foot
the bill for huge cost overruns such as
the $2-billion overrun on the C-5A and
the more than $3-billion overrun on the
Minuteman program? Why should we be
spending billions of dollars on weapons
systems which are canceled before they
are ever deployed because they do not
work or for other reasons? The Manned
Orbiting Lab is only the most recent ex-
ample of this kind of boondoggle. Why
is the military allowed to spend $1.2 bil-
lion on the Sheridan/Shillelagh tank,
hundreds of which are now in storage be-
cause they are defective?

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

Mr. PROXMIRE, I yield.

Mr. TOWER. The Senator is aware, is
he not, that NASA has announced it is
going to orbit a laboratory, and there-
fore there might have been duplication
in that effort? Probably the NASA-spon-
sored effort would accomplish the same
thing. I am sure the technology gained
is of some value to NASA.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I presume that pro-
posal by NASA will be reviewed by the
Congress. I hope we look it over very
carefully.

Mr. TOWER. I meant to say “pro-
posa .n

Mr. PROXMIRE. No doubt there are
many benefits from any kind of proposal

July 29, 1969

by NASA or the Defense Department, but
we have to put it in the context of other
demands, including our economy and the
inflated budget and that we need to cut
back spending wherever we can without
serious consequences, I think this is one
area where we can and should.

In addition, serious questions have
been raised about the basic assumptions
underlying our military policy. These
questions range from the definition of
American vital interests and the nature
of our foreign commitments, to the size
of our general purpose forces, to the
need for individual weapons systems.
Perhaps the most basic of all assump-
tions now being questioned is the as-
sumption that this Nation must be pre-
pared to fight in two major wars and one
minor war simultaneously, This is the
so-called 2'%-war contingency, and I
must say, judging from discussions with
my colleagues, the very existence of this
assumption came as a revelation to some
of the most distinguished and knowledge-
able Members of the Senate when it was
first discussed publicly a few months
ago. Obviously, the 2'5-war contingency
has tremendous budgetary implications.

NO CHALLENGE OF MILITARY SPENDING

The unhappy fact is, however, that
while inefficiencies and military policies
are being questioned today, they have
been allowed to develop in the past
without serious challenge from those
outside the Military Establishment.

A number of factors have enabled the
military planners and the military
spenders to claim their inordinate share
of the public purse. The Nation as a
whole, aware of the frequency of war
and the possibility of foreign aggression,
has generally supported reguests for
funds for the purposes of deterrence and
defense. Unfortunately, however, mod-
ern technology and modern organiza-
tional techniques have made it extremely
difficult for the average citizen and for
the average Member of Congress to dis-
cern the difference between necessary
military spending and unnecessary mili-
tary spending.

In theory the Government functions
in such a way as to minimize unneces-
sary spending. In the executive branch,
the budgetary process is designed to co-
ordinate and scrutinize the spending
needs of the various agencies. With the
aid of the Bureau of the Budget and the
Council of Economic Advisers, the Pres-
ident is supposed to be able to make de-
cisions about the size of the budget, in-
cluding the military portion, and its im-
pact on the national economry.

BUREATU OF THE BUDGET OUT OF ACT

We have learned that this theory is
not working., The Bureau of the Budget,
for example, went out of the business of
conducting independent reviews of the
defense budget several years ago. It has
simply not effectively scrutinized the
military budget. Its relations with the
Department of Defense are vastly differ-
ent from its relations with other agen-
cies. It conducts independent reviews
and thoroughly scrutinizes the budget
requests of all agencies except one, the
Department of Defense. As a result, the
Military Establishment has created a
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special relationship with the President
and has successfully subverted the role
of the Bureau of the Budget.

In April of this year the Joint Eco-
nomic Commitiee urged that the Bureau
of the Budget increase substantially its
efforts to analyze and evaluate issues re-
lated to defense spending. The Commit-
tee made this recommendation because
after its annual hearings on the eco-
nomic report of the President it con-
cluded that the Bureau of the Budget
was not doing its job adequately. There
have been indications that the BOB
wants to more effectively exercise its re-
sponsibilities in this area. I sincerely
hope that it is successful. We will know
soon enough after we are able to evalu-
ate its efforts with regard to the budget
for next year.

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

Mr, PROXMIRE. I am happy to yield
to the distinguished Senator from Colo-
rado.

Mr. DOMINICEK. Would the Senator
not agree that the revision of the budg-
et by President Nixon when he came
into office to reduce military defense
spending was good?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes, indeed; and I
would say the emphasis that the Presi-
dent, or that Budget Director Mayo, put
on military budget review, and the as-
signment by Mr. Mayo of Mr. Schlesing-
er to that area are good indications. As
I say, it is going to take some time to
see whether or not they are going to
get results.

Mr. DOMINICK. Would the Senator
not also agree that the action of the
Armed Services Committee in cutting al-
most $2 billion from the proposed budget,
as it came to us, was good ?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Absolutely. I think
the Armed Services Committee deserves
great credit for taking that action. I was
delighte with it. I am not surprised, be-
cause the Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
StENNIS) has been very careful in seruti-
nizing military spending. He was in
charge of the miltary construction ap-
propriation for many years. That was the
one appropriation bill which, year after
year, was under the House level. In all
other areas the Senate figure was over
the House figure. I speak of the time
I was on the Appropriations Committee
and the Senator from Mississippi was
in charge of that particular appropria-
tion.

Mr. DOMINICK. I wanted that to be
clear for the REcorp, because I was afraid
that, as the speech was made and de-
livered, it would look as if it were an
overall attack of the way the administra-
tion and the Armed Services Committee
have worked.

Mr. PROXMIRE. It is not. I am sure
the Senator recognizes that this is one
area where we can dispense with parti-
sanship, because it is an enormous re-
sponsibility for all of us, and it crosses
party lines.

But the important point is that the
Bureau of the Budget has not operated
effectively with regard to military spend-
ing for many years. Its failure has de-
prived the Nation of one of the instru-
mentalities on which it has relied to
check excessive military spending.
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COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS IGNORES
MILITARY

Similarly, the Counecil of Economic
Adpvisers has been completely inadequate
as a source of analysis and evaluation of
the economic impact of military spend-
ing. The Joint Economic Committee in
its annual report was sharply critical of
the Council on these grounds. The report
states:

We have had little concrete analysis of the
defense budget or guidance from the admin-
istration—

And, frankly, this does apply to the
previous administration
of the important question of the allocation
of our resources between military and civil-
ian programs, This committee urges the Ad-
ministration to focus attention on assess-
ment of our nation’s requirements and goals,
the definition of long-range objectives of
economic policy, and development of more
realistic means of establishing priorities in
public expenditure. We would expect the
Council of Economic Advisers and the
Bureau of the Budget to play & key role in
conducting this effort. We feel that there are
some limitations in the analysis of defense
spending, in the report submitted to Con-
gress. The annual report of the Council of
Economic Advisers, for example, confines its
analysis of defense spending to less than two
pages.

And that was a report of well over 100
pages.

We urge that the Executive Office of the
President undertake on-going and compre-
hensive investigations of defense procure-
ment matters and submit their findings to
this Committee as part of the Annual Eco-
nomic Report.

On June 12, 1969, the Chairman of the
Council of Economic Advisers, Paul W.
McCracken, testified before the Subcom-
mittee on Economy in Government in the
hearings on “The Military Budget and
National Economic Priorities.” In view of
the annual report of the Joint Economic
Committee and other criticism of the
Council, I looked forward to Mr. Mec-
Cracken’s appearance to see if there had
been any shift in emphasis by the Coun-
cil toward the area of military spend-
ing. Frankly, I was most disappointed.

Specifically, I asked the Chairman
whether the Council of Economic Ad-
visers has undertaken a study of the
manpower demand of defense spending
or whether such a study is planned. The
response: No specific study is underway
now. I asked whether the Council was
studying the impact of the high demands
of defense contractors on the limited
supply of engineers and technical per-
sonnel or whether such a study is
planned. The response:

Only in general as we are concerned with
Labor-Management Council,

I asked whether the Council had un-
dertaken a study of the enormous rise in
defense prices for the past few years or
whether such a study is planned. The
response: “No.” I asked whether the
Council had undertaken a study of the
economies of military procurement with
the view toward eliminating the nation-
al economic inefficiencies. The response:
‘INO.”

The situation is deplorable. There
seems little hope ‘at this time that the
Council of Economic Advisers is even con-
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templating a study of the impaet on the
national economy of defense spending.
Apparently, where the CEA is concerned,
the President can expect no counsel on
matters relating to the defense budget
and its impact. Perhaps we ought to re-
name this body “The Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers for Civilian Affairs” and
create a new “Council of Economic Ad-
visers for Military Affairs.” .

For, in my opinion, the Council is
keeping only one eye on the economy. It
is using only half its vision to study fiscal
policy, inflation, employment, poverty,
and the other problems it concerns itself
with. As far as military spending is con-
cerned it has had and continues to have
a serious blind spot.

MILITARY BUDGET UNDER CONTROL

The inadequacy of the Bureau of the
Budget and the Council of Economic Ad-
visers reflects a general pattern within
the executive branch. None of the power-
ful or influential groups in the executive
branch have had very much to say about
military spending. The Department of
Defense has been able to frame its own
requests for funds and submit them di-
rectly to the President. The President
has not had the benefit of expert, criti-
cal, and independent advice on the mil-
itary budget. The forces that act as coun-
tervailing and balancing influences on
most of the budget within the executive
branch simply do not exist or do not op-
erate with respect to the military por-
tion.

In the recent hearings on “The Mili-
tary Budget and National Economic
Priorities,” the former Secretary of the
Interior, Stewart Udall gave us an im-
portant though disturbing insight into
the operation of the executive at its
highest level. Mr. Udall spoke of a seri-
ous imbalance between military and
civilian spending and between the man-
ner in which military problems and civil-
ian problems are approached in this
country. I asked him whether, during
the time he served with such great dis-
tinction, there was any opportunity to
argue the civilian case for Federal funds
within the administration, for example,
at Cabinet meetings or other high-level
conferences.

Mr. Udall responded:

No, nelther of the Presidents that I served
under had any systemat!c institutional way
whereby there was & forum where you could
argue domestic priorities against military

priorities. It just was not a subject that was
discussed.

The question of domestic priorities
versus military priorities has not been a
subject for discussion in the highest
councils of the National Government.
This is one of the primary reasons the
American people today face what Stew-
art Udall calls the militory juggernaut.
CONGRESS ALSO FAILS TO CHALLENGE MILITARY

The situation in the legislative branch
has been equally as bad and, in some
respects, worse. The legislative branch
has not developed even the appearance
of a rational decisionmaking process.
The executive branch and particularly
the Department of Defense has at least
formally adopted a system of analysis
and evaluation for spending programs.
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The executive decislonmakers are able
to take advantage of comparisons of
benefits and costs to be anticipated from
a decision. They are able to weigh quan-
titative evaluations not only of the eco-
nomic costs of programs but also of a
variety of alternative ways of reaching
similar goals.

Congress has lagged far behind the
‘executive in this regard. While there is
much evidence, in my judgment, that the
decisionmaking process for military pol-
icy is distorted by irrational and self-
interested influences in the executive
branch, Congress does not even go
through the motions of systematic anal-
ysis and evaluation.

The problems of congressional deci-
slonmaking are not often discussed in
Congress. It is a taboo here and the com-
mittee structure with all its inadequacies
and shortcomings is regarded by many as
some sort of a holy cow.

Yet the vast majority of us know that
the authorization and the appropriation
process often does not produce rational
or good decisions and this is especially
true in the area of military spending. I
have stated before and I repeat today
that the congressional appropriation
process is a classic example of an inex-
plicit, closed, and uninformed decision
process.

A congressional committee does not
normally have the opportunity to com-
pare alternative programs for obtaining
objectives. It does not normally under-
stand the benefits and costs of programs,
particularly with regard to future costs.

Usually the executive comes before
Congress with a single budget and a sin-
gle set of programs. The committees
might change the budget somewhat, and
sometimes programs are modified. But
changes and modifications are relatively
slight. The executive knows it will get
from Congress more or less what it
requests.

Especially in the area of defense
spending, the congressional committees
have played a passive, noncritical, and
overly permissive role,

At this point, however, I make the ex-
ception which the distinguished Senator
from Colorado has already made. This
year the Committee on Armed Services
has done, I think, a very good job. They
have made a good start in discriminat-
ingly handling that budget. But I think
my criticism has been true over the years,
and of course that is what I am aiming
at.

As John Kenneth Galbraith pointed
out in the hearings on “The Military
Budget and National Economic Priori-
ties,” Congress has sorely neglected the
economics of defense.

The Pentagon and defense contractors
have used fear, secrecy, propaganda, and
monopolization to obtain fat budgets and
fat contracts. Congress, up to this year,
has acquiesced.

CONGRESS CAN AND SHOULD DO JOB

We have all heard the excuse that
military affairs are so technical and com-
plicated that decisions about weapons
systems and military policy are best left
to the experts. Of course, according to
this logic, the experts reside only in the
executive branch and in the Pentagon. I
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personally reject this argument for the
abdication by Congress of its constitu-
tional responsibility to provide for the
common defense. For many years, Con-
gress has succombed to the temptation
of delegating its authority to the ex-
ecutive branch. The technical expertise
argument has been used to rationalize
this delegation of authority. I have even
heard it said that Congress is not sup-
posed to sort facts and technical argu-
ments. Rather, according to this view,
Congress should simply rely upon the
knowledge of the experts in the execu-
tive branch, and exercise only common-
sense judgments about the broader pol-
icy questions with the aid of its own
wisdom and the political pressures it
perceives. This, in my judgment, is ri-
diculous.

The function of the legislative branch
is to make decisions on matters of public
policy within its jurisdiction. National
defense under the Constitution is clearly
within the jurisdiction of Congress. In
order to make intelligent decisions about
these matters, however, Congress must
be informed. It is precisely the lack of
information about military affairs that
forms the main obstacle to intelligent
decisionmaking in Congress today.

Congress, in fact, is badly informed
and often misinformed by the Pentagon.
The numerous and shocking cases of
large cost overruns, poor performance,
and late delivery of weapons systems re-
flects very poorly on the ability of Con-
gress has succumbed fo the temptation
breakdowns of military procurement, of
course, also reflect very poorly on the
Pentagon’s ability to manage the affairs
entrusted to it.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr, DOMINICEK. Mr, President, I once
again repeat what I said before. The
Senator will recall that one of the prineci-
pal areas of the fight against the so-
called TFX arose out of committee. And,
despite all we could do, it was a civilian,
Secretary of Defense McNamara, who
pushed this through under the Johnson
administration.

The committee was trying to stop it
because it did not think it was going to
work, We were unable to get enough sup-
port to do that until last year, not this
year. Last year the committee took the
steps to cut out totally the FB-111, the
Navy version of the TFX.

I should think the distinguished Sen-
ator would agree that this was a good
move.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes, indeed; and I
think that over the years there are un-
questionable examples—unfortunately,
they are isolated and occasional—in
which this kind of action has taken
place. And it is highly commendable.

My point is that Congress by and
large—and I think there were excep-
tions—has not been systematically in-
formed. Congress has not conducted the
kind of supervision it should have. Con-
gress has not really compared alterna-
tives and has not considered priorities,
other than the military priority, with
sufficient concern, so that we have not
really had a basis for making a decision.
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The Senator is correct, and I think the
point he makes underlies and emphasizes
the point I am frying to make. There are
cases, and the TFX is a good example,
where Congress has done a good job and
has caught a mistake made by the De-
fense Department.

It is true that this has still cost the
Federal Government and the taxpayers
an enormous amount of money.

My point is that until we are much
better staffed and informed and until the
GAO does a much more comprehensive
job than it has done in the past, we will
not be able to stay on top of the problem
the way we should.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I
would agree. We can certainly go along
with having a more detailed analysis.

As the Senator knows, I have been in-
volved in some of the procurement con-
tracts myself and have managed to get
some changes made because they were
mostly noncompetitive, and they were
expensive.

The Senator referred to the fact that
the military put in the TFX, That is not
quite so. The military was against the
TFX. It was the Secretary of Defense
that put in the TFX on his say so. And
no one else did it. The Secretary of De-
fense was able to do it under his power
as a civilian, as the Secretary of Defense,
which is a civilian office.

As far as the Appropriations Commit-
tee is concerned—and, unfortunately, I
do not serve on that committee, but my
colleague from Colorado does—the com-
mittee when it starts to consider the bill
cannot consider alternatives, because
they are bound by what is in the authori-
zation bill, So they cannot consider the
alternatives under our system unless they
are to be faced with the question of a
point of order on the appropriations hill
when it gets to the floor.

They are required by the method un-
der which Congress and the Senate has
worked for these many years to work
within the confines of a military procure-
ment bill.

I think that what the distinguished
Senator from Mississippi (Mr, STENNIS)
has done this year and what the Armed
Services Committee has done in previous
vears has been pretty effective in trying
to analyze the proposals.

We were not sure whether this was the
right way in which to proceed. We did
not have enough manpower to be able
to investigate it fully, as the Senator has
pointed out.

We have kept a lot of these projects in
the research and development stage, and
then when it seems that they are not
working properly, we cut them out. We
have done this over and over again.

I think that we can do something more
and should do something more, as the
Senator has said. However, I do not think
it is fair to say that the total blame is on
the military.

The military has to work on the policy
that is given to them and they have to
decide under that policy what weaponry
they need to perform the job.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes, indeed. I would
say that, far from the total blame being
placed on the military, very little of it
should be on the military. The military
is doing its job.
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If I were In the military or if- the
Senator from Colorado were in the mili-
tary, our job would be to come to the
executive department first and then go
before a congressional commiitee and
do the best possible job of trying to con-
vince Congress or the Budget Bureau or
the Secretary of Defense that in our
judgment the weapon involved was de-
sirable and workable.

The Senator is exactly correct.

My criticism has been directed at the
executive branch and the Secretary of
Defense and at the whole Pentagon op-
eration. I am talking about the civilian
part of the Pentagon, and also the Coun-
¢il of Economic Advisers, the Budget
Bureau, and those of us in Congress.

I agree that the military itself cannot
be held to blame.

‘We cannot expect the military to come
in with a balanced program and consider
all of the priorities. That is our job.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I am
glad the Senator has pointed that out.

We get carried away with a fervor
and blame everything on the military
because we do not like the war in South-
east Asia.

I do not like the war in Southeast
Asia either. To make a personal refer-
ence, I have a son in that war. I do not
like it a hoot, but he is there.

The question concerns whether this
is the fault of the military. Some people
say it is and some people say it is not.
However, the ultimate policy decision
has to be made by civilians, That is the
point that we should keep in mind.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is
exactly right. That is the thrust of my
speech.

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT FAILURE ACROSS BOARD

In short, the Federal, Government is
not doing a good job of controlling mili-
tary spending.

The cost to the American taxpayer of
this poor performance has been enorm-
ous. On the one hand the enormous in-
crease in the defense budget from ap-
proximately $50 billion in 1965 to $80
billion last year has been a major con-
tributing factor to the high rate of in-
flation during this period.

It is recognized that no one factor
can be singled out as the sole cause of
inflation, but it is also recognized that
Government spending can be a major
cause. Because defense expenditures
make up such a large part of total Federal
outlays, and because defense expendi-
tures constitute an even greater share of
relatively controllable Federal expendi-
tures, they can have a profound impact
on the national economy. Indeed, the
defense budget today comprises approxi-
mately 80 percent of relatively control-
lable Federal expenditures. Obviously the
defense budget since 1965 has had a pro-
found impact on the economy.

In a study submitted to the Subcom-
mittee on Economy in Government, As-
sistant Secretary of the Treasury Murray
L. Weidenbaum analyzed the control-
lability of Federal budget requests for
fiscal year 1969. He broke down budget
requests for each department or agency,
using data from the current budget
document, to show which funds are rela-
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tively uncontrollable and which rela-
tively controllable.

I make that point because when people
talk about cutting Federal spending they
seem to think that they can cut the en-
tire $192 billion. Obviously we cannot
cut the interest on the national debt or
the pension paid to people on social se~
curity or to the veterans. Only about
one-half of the budget is controllable.

According to Secretary Weldenbaum's
analysis, of the $104 billion in relatively
controllable budget requests last year,
877 billion was for the Department of
Defense,

I ask unanimous consent that the table
constructed by Secretary Weidenbaum
illustrating this point be printed in the
Recorp at the end of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, ob-
viously the Defense budget has a pro-
found impact on the economy.
INFLATIONARY ITMPACT OF MILITARY SPENDING

In my judgment, the failure of those
of us who occupy responsible positions in
the Federal Government to adequately
control the defense budget has been the
single greatest cause of inflation in the
past 5 years. The surtax enacted last
year was made necessary by the high
rate of defense spending. It should be
recalled that the surtax in the final anal-
ysis was and is a tax to support military
spending, Its supporters have advocated
it as an anti-inflationary device, but the
inflationary pressures which this tax is
supposed to relieve have been to a large
;;ext.ent produced by high military spend-

ng.

In my judgment it is more important
to remove this primary cause of infla-
tion—excessive military spending—than
it is to deal with the symptoms of infla-
tion through taxation. The surtax by it-
self may only be a prescription for reces-
sion. If military spending is not reduced
in the near future, no amount of taxes
piled upon taxes piled upon the shoul-
ders of the taxpayers can have a salutary
effect on the national economy.

The pending bill offers an excellent
chance to start in that direction.

At the same time that inflation has
brought about a de facto devaluation of
the American dollar, reducing the value
of savings and fixed income, excessive
military expenditures have also brought
into sharp contrast our failure to con-
front domestic nonmilitary problems.
This failure, in the long run, may be
the most disastrous of all.

DOMESTIC NEEDS IGNORED

Professor Galbraith, in his testimony
before the Subcommittee on Economy in
Government, said:

By starving our public services, failing to
live up to the goals that we have proclaimed
and that we put before the younger mem-
bers of the community, failing to make the
kind of atiack on housing, poverty, educa-
tional deficiency, environment—the things
that we have talked about but have not ac-
complished—we have contributed substan-
tially to the alienation of the younger
generation from our Government,.

The fact is that whether or not we
agree with those who would shift re-
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sources from the defense budget into
public services, the great difference in
our attitudes toward military needs and
civilian needs gives cause for great con-
cern. In addition, we not only approach
the two kinds of problems differently;
we carry out our commitments in these
areas in entirely different and contradic-
tory ways.

Joseph A. Califano, Jr., whom almost
all Members of the Senate know, was
one of the ablest men working for Presi-
dent Johnson. Mr. Califano, former spe-
cial assistant to President Johnson, has
articulated this important distinction.
Testifying in the hearings on the mili-
tary budget and national economic
priorities, he pointed out repeatedly that
the Nation is urged to fulfill its military
commitments. Needless to say, these com-
mitments, whether to purchase weapons
systems or spend blood for allies, are
religiously kept.

FAILURE TO MEET COMMITMENTS

But how well do we keep our nonmili-
tary commitments to the American peo-
ple? Mr. Califano made the following
statement:

I believe that we hear too much about
these commitments and not enough about
our commitments at home—about our com-
mitments to the pressing needs of the Amer-
ican People. It is essential to consider our
domestic commitments and weigh them
against our military commitments.

Because we have never hesitated to pro-
vide the resources or make the sacrifices that
were considered necessary to protect our na-
tlonal security from foreign dangers, yet
time after time we have failed to provide the
resources and make the sacrifices necessary
for all Americans to live at some minimal
level of human dignity and spiritual tran-
quility.

I believe that any one who reads the daily
newspapers must realize that our domestic
commitments involve the national security
at least as much as do our military commit-
ments abroad.

The Joint Economic Committee in its
annual report discussed two of the na-
tional domestic commitments which the
Federal Government has failed to keep.
Housing is the most outstanding ex-
ample of the Government’s failure to
fulfill its domestic commitments. In 1949
the Federal Government committed it-
self to helping every American family
obtain a decent home and suitable liv-
ing environment. Only last year, in the
1968 Housing and Urban Development
Act, Congress recognized that this
promise has not been kept and reaf-
firmed the 20-year-old housing goal.

In 1964 the Federal Government,
through the Economic Opportunity Act,
committed itself to the elimination of
poverty. The Joint Economic Committee
has reported that since 1964 we have not
advanced beyond the stage of recogniz-
ing the problem, developing creative
new responses, and raising the expec-
tations of the poor. In my view, we have
made some progress in the war against
poverty, but not nearly enough. One
can only wonder whether the Federal
Government will renege on this promise
too.

Similarly national commitments can
be found in areas of education, trans-
portation, pollution, and many other
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areas of urgent and eritical need. These
obligations go unfulfilled while tens of
billions of dollars are spent in the de-
fense industry and in our far-flung net-
work of foreign military bases.

It was with these facts and these im-
balances in mind that the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee reported:

The Committee believes present and past
allocations of public and private resources
to the economic development of our urban
and rural areas have been inadequate. The
place of economic development in our agen-
da of priorities should supersede less essen-
tial programs contained in the defense
budget, space exploration, the supersonic
transport, and certain public works projects.

I do not mean to say that an absolute
transfer of funds from the military
budget to the civilian budget will auto-
matically bring us closer to our national
goals. In my judgment, there is at least
as much inefficiency and mismanage-
ment in the administration of some por-
tions of the civilian budget as there is in
the military budget. In addition, even
under ideal circumstances of Federal ad-
ministration, there is no assurance that
the expenditure of public funds alone will
solve problems. In some instances, the
expenditure of Federal funds have cre-
ated more problems than they have
solved. For example, according to the re-
port of the Douglas Commission, in the
past two decades we have demolished
more housing by public action through
such programs as highways and urban
renewal than has been built under all
federally aided programs.

BIG JOB: CUT MILITARY BUDGET

The reallocation of natural resources
will be a difficult job in the years to
come. But the immediate task must be
to reduce the size of the military budget.
Excessive military expenditures are frus-
trating the efforts of those who would
like to see a reallocation of resources, as
well as creating distortions and stresses
in the national economy.

We would do well, before continuing
our unecritical support of the military
budget, to ask the questions raised by
Senator WiLLiam FuLerIGHT in his testi-
mony on “The Military Budget and Na-
tional Economic Priorities":

What do we want our Nation to be?

Do we place a greater value on trying to
mold foreign soclety than we do on elimi-
nating the ineguities of our own soclety?

What does the budget for defense mean in
terms of dividing up the pie?

The budget, as Senator FULBRIGHT
succinetly put it, tells the story. Our sys-
tem of priorities is cockeyed. The way we
allocate our resources is the fundamen-
tal barometer of our values as a civilized
society.

What kind of a country do we wish
America to be?

In the past Congress has shied away
from these hard questions. Instead there
has been a tendency for Congress to al-
low itself to become the tool of the mili-
tary planners.

There are encouraging signs that Con-
gress is breaking away from these bad
habits and that it is beginning to assert
its independence and exercise its respon-
sibilities as a co-equal branch of the
Government. The question is whether
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it is too late, whether too much damage

July 29, 1969
been terrorized or lulled into submis-

has been done, whether we have either sion to the Military Establishment.

EXHIBIT 1
TABLE 1.—CONTROLLABILITY OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT BUDGET REQUESTS, FISCAL YEAR 1969

[In millions of dollars)

Relatively uncontrollable

Permanents,
indefinites

Department or agency Trust funds

Fixed

Ongoing  Relatively
charges

projects controllable

Funds appmpuaied tn tlle Pres:denl

Agriculture..

Commerce.

Delense—mlhtaw

Defense—civil.

Health, Education, and Weifare_ _
Housing and Urhan Da\relupmant...
Interior. . 5

Tra nsporté tion_._..
Trensur)r

Railroad Retirement Board. .
Veterans' Administration
NASA

Export-Import Bank_
Farm Credit Administrat
All other

20,218 3,276 104,196 201,723

Note: Includes requested new obligational authority and loan authority.

Source: Based on data contained in “‘Budget of the United States Governmenl, Fiscal Year 1969,"

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

Mr. PROXMIRE, I am happy to yield.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the
Senator from Wisconsin has done a great
deal of fine work in this field. He is al-
ways constructive and quite energetic.

The first part of his speech was a
rather severe attack on the military
budget, on the military bill before the
Senate. I have a suspicion that he is
digging up some atmosphere as a pre-
lude to some of the far-reaching amend-
ments he is going to have soon. I do not
blame him for his amendments. However,
I do want to point out to him and others
that this committee has brought in a
bill because we were selected by the Sen-
ate to put in writing the weaponry and
other things that go with the military
program which we think are most prob-
ably necessary for our security.

With all deference to the economists
and the large number of other people
whom the Senator from Wisconsin
quoted, they do not have the respon-
sibility of getting down to the nub of
these problems and being specific. They
do not have the responsibility of pro-
viding for a weapon or leaving it out
of a bill. When we begin to write a bill
and men are still dying every day in
Vietnam, and a request is made for more
helicopters, we might be doubtful on
some point, but we are not going to
decide the doubt by leaving helicopters
out of the bill; we are going to include
them. The Senator from Wisconsin
would do the same thing, I feel certain.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I would; I agree to
that.

Mr. STENNIS. That is an example of
some of our problems. It is not a far-
fetched illustration. We not only have
to delineate a weapon specifically, wheth-
er to leave it in or leave it out, but we
also have to put a dollar amount on it.

and appendix.

That is under a mandate of the Senate
that there must be an authorization bill
which specifies amounts—at least, the
top amounts. That is not an easy job.
Often there is doubt about the figures.
Where can we get accurate figures? None
may be available.

Take a relatively simple item such as
the cost of sending a son to college for
4 years and then to professional school
for 3 years, 7 years in all. Many of the
contracts for these items in the bill
will run for 5, 6, or 7 years. How can we
estimate accurately the cost of a rela-
tively simple item to provide for 7 years
of college? The Senator knows that that
cannot be done. It may run from 10 to
20 or 30 or 40 percent. Is it an actual
overrun of the estimate or value because
of a shift or a change of circumstances
due to inflation or other factors?

So, as the Senator knows, we cannot
be specific about these things in the
beginning. I think the word “overrun”
is being abused. It is greatly overused
because the contracts say on their face
that they cannot be specific. Everyone
in the trade recognizes that there is a
target amount and then an ultimate
amount.

I have already referred this afternoon
to the contract for the C-5A. It was an
experimental type plane. Perhaps be-
cause it was not being used in large
numbers or for a long period of time, not
much was known about it. The matter
showed up as an illustration in the light
of experience. I am illustrating merely
what is involved.

We hear talk about a two and one-half
war. That term has been kicked around
longer than the Senator from Wisconsin
might think. What really created these
conditions was when we began to sign
every proposed treaty guaranteeing every
nation in the world its physical security
and integrity.
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It seems to be a situation of the more
the merrier. I was in on it. I got tired of
it and I stopped voting for some of those
commitments. But that is the situation
we are involved in and we cannot turn
180 degrees and get out. If we could re-
negotiate those agreements, we could cut
down greatly on our commitment.

I hear talk like that from the Presi-
dent, but, Mr. President you cannot just
stop in your tracks. Mr. President, what
are you going to do with the Philippines
and our guarantee as to them? They
have not helped us much in Vietnam, it
is true. However, we do have a definite
promise, and until some substitute is
given that promise must be met. What
are we going to do about Japan. They
have a constitutional provision there
which we had put in and we told them
we would take care of them. The Sena-
tor would not want us to walk out on
that situation.

It is not enough to say we have piled
up two and one-half wars. No one knows
what may be involved, We have to pro-
tect ourselves first and, as best we can,
carry out what is called for under those
commitments. I want to reduce them as
much as we can but I do not want to
repudiate any of them because we would
be laying the groundwork for more
trouble later.

I am not being critical of the Senator
but we have to keep both sides of the
situation in view at the same time.

The Senator referred to the billions of
dollars spent on missiles that were can-
celed before they were deployed. I want
to point out that while we were writing
up the bill, week after week and month
after month, there was an indoor sport
on the floor of the Senate talking about
the billions and billions of dollars worth
of waste that add up to $23.7 hillion
wasted—w-a-s-t-e-d. I do not think the
Senator from Wisconsin used those
words or referred to “wasted” with re-
spect to missiles that are not now de-
ployed.

The catch is in that word, Listed in
that group was the old reliable Red-
stone missile, one of the finest missiles
we ever had in the Army. It served a
tremendous purpose. For one thing, it
put us up with Sputnik. Then, the old
Atlas is not remembered now. In time
we have gotten a cheaper missile but
for awhile it stood there as our sole de-
terrent in that field of possible inter-
continental ballistic missile warfare
which through God's good graces did not
come. But we cannot charge that mis-
sile to waste any more than we could
charge to waste the little old plane in
which Charles Lindbergh flew to Paris,
the first plane to cross the Atlantic
Ocean.

I came fo the Senate Chamber and
undertook to answer that $23.7 billion
charge. I showed where over $18 billion
of that amount went for these useful
missiles that did have a place and were
deployed and did serve a time and a
purpose. About $5 million of that amount
was on missiles that did not turn out.
They were like the automobile business.
How many automobile businesses fell by
the wayside because there was something
the matter with them? That is particu-
larly true in this new field of missiles.
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The climax to all of the missiles is in
the modern ones we have now. All of that
money has been spent learning about
missiles and is represented now in the
better ones we have.

I point this out to the Senator and
others with respect to the other side of
the picture. The committee has to be
specific and put down or leave out these
items. It has to give an estimate as to
what the approximate cost might be. We
are trying to do a better job. We will not
make headway in 1 or 2 years. I think
the Senator has made a fine contribution
by probing into these matters, but it
takes time in this field as in other fields.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator for his
friendly and temperate remarks. They
are characteristic of the distinguished
Senator from Mississippi.

I would like to point out several
things. Nothing I said indicates we can
only make these cuts or should only
make these cuts by foregoing some of
our commitments or not meeting com-
mitments.

As the Senator knows, Robert Benson,
of the General Accounting Office, an able
analyst, made a detailed and specific
proposal arguing that we could meet our
international commitments with $9 bil-
lion less in our military budget. The Con-
gressional Quarterly last year made a
similar analysis to the effect that we
could save $10.8 billlon without fore-
going any of our commitments. Most
recently, Fortune magazine—I noticed
it in my office just before I came here—
said that by 1972 we could cut $17 billion
out of our military spending without be-
traying any of our international commit-
ments.

I think it is possible here to argue that
we do not have to reduce our commit-
ments, although I think we should re-
duce some of them, and I think the
Senator from Mississippi shares that
view.

Mr. STENNIS. That is correct.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I think we could cut
our expenditures sharply without walk-
ing away from any commitments we
have made.

Mr, STENNIS. I think the Senator is
correct. I am sure the estimates to which
the Senator referred are not directed to
the military bill we have before us now
on military hardware. That estimate was
out of the entire military budget.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is cor-
rect. In the Congressional Quarterly
estimate, one-half of that amount was
with regard to personnel.

This bill before us started out as a $23
billion proeurement bill as the Johnson
administration originally recommended;
then the Nixon administration made it
$22 billion; and the Senator’s committee
made it $20 billion. It made a substantial
cut.

Mr. STENNIS. In round numbers that
is correct, but in round numbers 60 per-
cent of the military dollar goes for the
salaries, personnel costs, operation and
maintenance, general operations, upkeep,
and they are not included in this bill at
all. This bill represents research and de-
velopment, testing and engineering and
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the weapons themselves, and it consti-
tutes about 40 cents in round numbers
out of the military dollar. As the Senator
said, $3 billion has already been taken
out for this year alone. When we add
up the prospective cost of the new weap-
ons we took out, it will run into many bil-
lions of dollars, because we just took
out $20 million in one item that is a
weapon system that would have cost $10
billion, we will say, in the course of the
year.

One other illustration. Perhaps, when
the shooting stops and after the adjust-
ment period, I hope we can reduce the
manpower personnel by 1 million men. I
hope it would be back to what it was
when the war started. If my arithmetic
is eorrect, that would perhaps come to
around $10 billion in savings right there.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I hope that we ean
reduce at least part, or part way in that
direction, even before the shooting stops,
although I think the Senator is correct
that the big cut will have to come after
the Vietnam cease-fire.

Mr. STENNIS. I agree. We cannot be
certain about those things as long as the
war is going on. It takes some time after.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I should like to make
one other rebuttal to the Senator from
Mississippi. I do not want to leave the
impression that overruns are a result of
inflation. The way a weapons system is
designed, inflation and expectation of
inflation is written into the contract and
provision is made for that to begin with.
In the second place, the inflation we have
had in manufacturing in general, up un-
til this year, has been modest over the
past 10 years, at least substantially less
than inflation in the consumer cost of
living. Then, in the third place, the Pen-
tagon itself, using its own figures, shows
that a modest, relatively small propor-
tion of the overruns can be accounted
for, even based on their justification, on
the basis of inflation. This is the result,
by and large, of inefficiency, of very badly
conceived plans, and many mistakes, and
also of an extremely poor control system
by the Pentagon and the executive
branch generally, including the Budget
Bureau, and I might also say the Gen-
eral Accounting Office.

Mr. STENNIS. Quite briefly, some of
the contracts do have a sliding scale
provision as to ordinary inflation, but
some of them do not. Inflation, I think,
has affected this picture. The Senator
talks about inefficiency. That is the key
word. We find it not only in defense con-
tracts but also in contracts everywhere.
I mean the workmen. Also the manage-
ment; not just the workmen. We find it,
according to my observation, in a lot of
stores, service stations, and everywhere
else, where the service is not up to what
it used to be. The quality of the workmen
is not up to what it used to be, either.
That concerns me greatly, as I know it
does the Senator from Wisconsin. I think
we can improve on the contracts, too, a
great deal. I believe that we will. I thank
the Senator for yielding to me.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Wisconsin yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Pacewoon in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin yield to the Senator
from California?
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Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. MURPHY. I have been most in-
terested in the reports and comments of
our distinguished chairman as he called
attention to the many areas that need
close serutiny.

I join the chairman of the Armed
Service Committee in his observations.
I have had the privilege of serving on
that commitfee this year for the first
time. I have also had some experience in
business methods. I was amazed at the
thoroughness and care with which the
chairman and the entire committee have
approached their obligations in this mat-
ter. It is not just a matter of the Pen-
tagon’s sending down a request and
everyone rubber stamping it. These
things are gone over most carefully. They
are questioned carefully. I am pleased
that the distinguished chairman made
the point clear.

I ask the distinguished Senator from
Wisconsin, in the work of the committee,
in looking for areas and different areas
of concern where savings can be applied
or arrived at, has he also looked into the
matter of Government buildings?

I have been interested in one par-
ticular building that is supposed to have
been finished, I think at least 12 months
ago, and it is still not finished.

In the matter of overruns, which we
hear generally applied to the military, I
would be interested to know whether
there has been any research or any ex-
amination into the matter of overruns
in other areas, whether they are mili-
tarily so disproportionate, or whether
they are some of the things that are
brought on in the matter of Government
buildings.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I just do not know of
any in connection with overruns in this
area. I would be shocked and surprised
if there had been anything like that in
another area that had not been called
to the attention of Congress. The over-
runs go from $3.4 billion to $5.2 billion.
An $1.8 billion overrun on one weapons
system, one kind of ariplane, it seems to
me is shocking and drastic. Think of it,
$1.8 billion.

Mr. STENNIS. I agree,

Mr. PROXMIRE. There is nothing
comparable to it in the civilian sector
or in the nondefense govermental sector.
I think the Senator knows that if any-
thing like that occurred in private in-
dustry, whoever was responsible would be
out of a job in a big hurry.

Mr. MURPHY. I was as shocked as he
was when I heard it was being done. I
must say that after listening to the ques-
tioning by the committee in public meet-
ing of some of the people responsible,
both eivilian and military, in manufac-
turing, when I understood the conditions
of their contract, when I understood the
problems they were facing, and that the
original contracts were all n.ade on esti-
mates, completely guessing estimates, be-
cause it was the type of operation that
had never been conducte” before, plus
the fact that there had been no secret
that Congress had been informed about
the overruns as of a year ago, this really
should not have come as such a surprise.
Having seen the results of the contract,
I think it is a shocking amount of money
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but I can easily understand how it was
honestly and even carefully come by. I
looked up the record on that same cor-
poration that had the responsibility, and
I must say that they have a good record
of avoiding overruns in the past.

Mr. PROXMIRE. In April of 1968, the
House Appropriations Committee was in-
formed by the Air Force that the C-5A
was in good shape, with no expectation of
an overrun. It was in November of 1968
that the Economy in Government Sub-
committee discovered the overrun and
disclosed the overrun. Of course, the un-
fortunate aspect of this is that Boeing,
which had been selected by the Air Force
Selection Board as the best contractor,
had been beaten on the bid by Lockheed,
$300 million under Boeing's bid on the
contract. But now the Lockheed contract
is much more than $1% billion over what
Boeing had. So the Federal Government
is out that much money on the basis of
a commercial plane that Boeing has built,
and we have no choice now but to spend
a whale of a lot more money.

Mr. MURPHY. I agree with my distin-
guished colleague that in many areas un-
fortunate practices have grown up over
the years in the matter of contracting.
It is a difficult field. It is a complex field.
It certainly needs as much serutiny as the
committee can give it. I am pleased that
the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee explained the care which was
taken and, hopefully, these records on
things which have happened in the past
will be well served by the experience of
this year and, hopefully, the committee
will be able to do a much better and more
efficient job in the future.

I thank the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Senator.

S. 2727—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO PROVIDE FOR THE SHARING
OF FEDERAL TAX RECEIPTS WITH
STATES AND POLITICAL SUB-
DIVISIONS FOR PURPOSES OF
EDUCATION

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I intro-
duce and send to the desk for printing
and appropriate reference a bill to pro-
vide for the sharing of Federal tax re-
ceipts with the States and their political
subdivisions for purposes of education. I
ask unanimous consent that the bill,
along with a table prepared by the re-
search staff of the Library of Congress
showing the distribution of funds among
the various States according to the for-
mula in the bill, be printed in the REcorp
at the conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, for the
citizens of this Nation today, the promise
of America—of which novelist Thomas
Wolfe once wrote—is in the development
of our human resources through edu-
cation.

Man is the shaper and the planner of
his environment and his destiny. By his
very nature, he must strive for the al-
most unlimited goals of the human spirit.

Education is an essential prerequisite
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to self-fulfillment of the individual and
to social and economic progress of a na-
tion. The National Education Association
underscored these points when one of its
writers in 1966 remarked:

Education adds up to human dignity, to
rational thinking, to a creative spirit, to self-
reliance, to economic competence, to in-
formed citizenship, and above all to lifelong
opportunity for every American.

Our breakthroughs in space explora-
tion and nuclear energy, our advances in
health, social services, and in other areas
are traceable to our citizens' enlightened
view of education as a lifelong process.
Our commitment to education is well
known and is being emulated throughout
the world.

Nevertheless, our schools and colleges
face a financial crisis, born of the neces-
sity and firm belief that every child
should have the best education possible.
Sources of money have been depleted by
inflation while the needs continue to
grow. The citizen-taxpayer is wonder-
ing when the demands on him will let
up even as he knows we cannot afford
to ignore our youth and our educational
institutions.

As the financial problem becomes
greater, we must reach out for innovative
approaches to resolving it, We can no
longer solely depend on present ap-
proaches to financing education, for a
point of diminishing returns surely will
confront us in the very near future.

We in Congress must share part of
the responsibility, for the Federal Gov-
ernment has not measured up to its share
of the burden of meeting our national
commitment.

One of the problems in the educational
fleld—and also in many other areas—is
the proliferation of Federal programs of
assistance to the States. In order to re-
store a healthy, viable Federal-State
system, the present conglomeration of
over 400 Federal grant programs should
be consolidated. The cost of administra-
tion alone for education and all other
Federal grant programs—estimated at
$400 million annually—could be materi-
ally reduced. As an example, 21 of the
Federal grants for education require the
submission of separate State plans. An
entire university could be operated with
the manpower needed to prepare and
review these plans.

Also, Federal aid, which logically
should serve to strengthen our Federal
system, in many cases actually under-
mines it. For example, of approximately
200 HEW grants, 146 are project grants,
which are generally approved and ad-
ministered solely by local government
and private nonprofit community or-
ganizations. The resources of State gov-
ernment experts are ignored.

Many of these grants are so rigidly
controlled by the bureaucracy in Wash-
ington that loecal initiative or enterprise
in the administration of these grants is
given little or no latitude. Thus, assist-
ance from the Federal Government has
too often been paid for by an unhealthy
dependence on the Federal Government.

Many individuals, groups, and organi-
zations have endorsed the approach of
“block” grants to the States, particu-
larly in the case of education, as opposed
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to the so-called categorical grants-in-
aid. Among these are the noted educator,
Dr. James Bryant Conant, the Greater
Cities Superintendents Association—
comprising the 16 largest cities in the
Nation—the American Association of
School Administrators, the National Edu-
cation Association, the Council of Chief
State School Officers, the National
School Boards Association, and the Na-
tional Congress of Parents and Teachers.

One method is the sharing of Federal
tax revenues for educational purposes
with the States and also, through them,
the local governments. This is the method
set forth in the bill I am introducing to-
day. In brief, my bill would return to the
States and their political subdivisions 2
percent of total Federal tax collections
for educational purposes. Based upon fis-
cal 1968 Federal tax collections of $153.6
billion, this would amount to some $3
billion. Federal tax sharing for educa-
tion would avoid the problems associated
with new and expanded categorical aid
programs as well as help the States and
local governments meet their growing
fiscal crises. It is the best approach I
know of to providing meaningful and sus-
tained property tax relief.

The problem facing State and local
governments is essentially one of steeply
rising expenditures and inadequate re-
sources with which to meet the growing
demands for increased services, not only
in the case of education but in all other
areas of State and local activities as well.
If our Federal system is to survive, the
growing imbalance between the financial
resources of the Federal Government
and that of State and local governments
must be corrected. The financial plight
of the American system of government
may be characterized as one of increased
revenue at the national level but fiscal
poverty at the State and local levels. Al-
though somewhat overstating the case,
John Kenneth Galbraith is essentially
correct when he states:

The great economic anachronism of our
time is that economic growth gives the fed-
eral government the revenues while, along
with the population increase, it gives the
states and especially the cities, the problems.
The one unit of government gets the money,
the other gets the work.

Thus, while State and local govern-
ments have insufficient funds to embark
upon new programs demanded by an in-
creasingly sophisticated population, at
the national level, the situation is re-
versed. The availability of funds at the
national level oftentimes leads to ap-
proval of new programs and commit-
ments without sufficient examination of
the desirability or efficacy of such pro-
grams and commitments.

One only needs to contrast the Federal
Government’s vast income-gathering
power with the growing income needs at
the State and local levels to see the im-
balance that has arisen. Between 1950
and 1968 Federal domestic—nonde-
fense—spending rose 135 percent. In this
same time, however, spending by State
governments rose 295 percent and that
of local governments 339 percent. Also,
during this period, the national debt rose
35 percent while State government debt
went up 578 percent, and local govern-
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ment debt rose 373 percent. Legal limits
on debt and on tax rates are curtailing
the local governments’ ability to rely on
existing revenue sources. Even without
legal limits, however, more and more we
are seeing State and local taxpayers vot-
ing against bond issues and higher taxes.

While this has been going on, State
and local governments have not stood
still in using their taxing powers. State
and local tax revenues have increased
from $17 billion in 1950 to $71 billion in
1968. As a practical matter, though, the
National Government has preempted the
graduated income tax as a major reve-
nue source. According to 1966 figures, the
Federal Government collected 67.5 per-
cent of all tax revenues in the Nation
while State governments collected only
17.5 percent and local governments 15
percent. The income tax, which is the
tax most responsive to economic growth,
is overwhelmingly dominated by the Fed-
eral Government, which collected 92.6
percent of all personal income taxes paid
in the United States in 1966. The three
major sources for the bulk of State and
local revenue—property taxes, sales
taxes, and income taxes of flat or only
mildly progressive rates—have not kept
pace with inflated prices and the mush-
rooming demands of a growing popula-
tion for improved governmental services.

In the face of these facts, State, and
local goevrnments have had to rely in-
creasingly upon financial assistance
from the Federal Government. Between
1950 and 1968, Federal aid to the States
increased by 732 percent.

I ask unanimous consent to have
nrinted in the Recorp at the end of my
remarks a New York Times article which
appeared in the Mason City, Iowa, Globe
Gazette of Monday, July 14, 1969, en-
titled “State Taxes in U.S. Climb.” This
perceptive article shows the predicament
the States are in and what some of them
are doing about it.

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

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I have re-
ceived numerous letters from concerned
constituents in my State complaining of
high property taxes. I have had to re-
spond fo such persons by pointing out
that property taxes are levied by the
State and local governments and, there-
fore, are not a direct responsibility of the
Federal Government. The Federal Gov-
ernment could help property owners,
however, by sharing its tax receipts so
that the tax burden on the States would
not be so great. The bill I am introducing
today would do this because in most
States property tax revenues are used to
support the local schools.

Unless legislation is enacted whereby
Federal tax revenues are shared with
State and loeal governments with a min-
imum of strings attached, the trend will
continue toward more grant-in-aid pro-
grams, with increasing Federal intrusion
into decisionmaking which can best he
made at the State and local levels.

A revenue-sharing measure such as I
am proposing will significantly help the
State and local governments to meet
their growing responsibilities while, at
the same time, retaining primary oper-
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ational independence. Basic Federal laws,
such as the Civil Rights Act of 1064,
would naturally continue to be effective.
With the percentage of Federal revenue
approach, there would be less Federal
bureaucracy, and thus the foundation for
future possible control from this direc-
tion would be eliminated. A law which
would simply allocate a percentage of the
Federal revenue collections to the States
“for education purposes” would, once put
into effect, have a status not unlike the
annually recurring appropriation to pay
interest on the national debt, and would
be in little danger of amendment or re-
striction by the Appropriations Commit-
tees. Thus, the percentage-of-Federal-
revenue approach which I have advo-
cated for 9 years now, with increasing
support each year, would be a major step
forward in helping the States and local
communities meet their needs for educa-
tion—some being improved teachers sal-
aries, some being classrooms, some being
laboratories, some being assistance for
higher operating costs, and some being
all of these items—without Federal ad-
ministrative waste and control. Further-
more, achieving a better fiscal balance
between Federal, State, and local gov-
ernments will greatly strengthen our
unique system of federalism.

I realize that several other revenue-
sharing measures have already been in-
troduced in the Congress. Some of them
allow the shared funds to be used for any
purposes that the State desires, while
some limit them to various activities, I
believe that since revenue sharing would
be a new approach, and since education
is so important to the future of this coun-
try, any revenue sharing that is author-
ized should be limited, at first, to educa-
tional purposes, and that is what I have
done in my bill. It has been shown that
much of the increase—more than 40 per-
cent—in general expenditures by State
governments between 1955 and 1966 went
for education. Therefore, it could be ar-
gued that even if it were not specified
that the funds could be used only for
educational purposes most of them would
be used for those purposes anyway. Nev-
ertheless, I believe it wise to limit revenue
sharing to educational purposes—to put
first things first. After we have had some
experience with such a program, the pur-
poses for which the money could be used
could be expanded as the revenues shared
are increased.

The principal provisions of my bill are
as follows: The bill would establish a tax-
sharing fund in the Treasury and would
appropriate to such fund for the fiscal
year beginning July 1, 1971, and for each
fiscal year thereafter, an amount equal
to 2 percent of total Federal tax collec-
tions received during the preceding fiscal
year. The Secretary of the Treasury
would be directed to pay the State allot-
ments from this fund at least quarterly.

The allotment to each State would be
determined primarily on the basis of the
population of each State between ages 5
and 20 inclusive. Each State’s basic allot-
ment would be increased or decreased by
the percentage that the State’s annual
per capita income is lesser or greater,
respectively, than the average annual per
capita income of all the States, This for-
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mula, while primarily distributing the
funds on the basis of school age popula-
tion, would assure that the lower income
States would receive an added amount.

The bill contains a pass-through pro-
vision to assure that the local govern-
mental units would receive a fair share
of the State allotment. The amount
passed through to each political subdivi-
sion would be determined by the ratio
that expenditures of such subdivision for
education—exclusive of State aid—bear
to the total expenditures for education by
the State and all of its political sub-
divisions.

The States and their political subdi-
visions could use their allotment under
the bill only for activities, programs, and
services in the field of education, includ-
ing activities, programs, and services pro-
vided with respect to elementary and sec-
ondary schools, vocational and technical
schools, and institutions of higher learn-
ing.

If a State uses any of its allotment for
other than educational purposes or if it
does not obligate its allotment within 2
years after it was made, the Secretary of
the Treasury, after notice and opportu-
nity for hearing, would be required to
subtract such amount from subsequent
allotments to that State. Also, the States
must give the Secretary assurances and
certify that they will use fiscal control
and fund accounting procedures neces-
sary to assure proper disbursement and
accounting of their allotment, make ac-
counting reports to the General Account-
ing Office, and comply with all applica-
ble laws, including title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964. If the Secretary finds
any State or political subdivision not in
substantial compliance with these re-
quirements he would be required to cancel
any subsequent payments to that State
and reallocate such amount to the other
States. Determination by the Secretary
would be subject to appeal to the U.S.
District Court for the District of Colum-
bia, as a matter of preventing hardship
due to any arbitrary decisions by admin-
istrative officials.

The bill (8. 2727) to provide for the
sharing of Federal tax receipts with the
States and their political subdivisions for
purposes of education, introduced by Mr.
MiILLER, was received, read twice by its
title, referred to the Committee on Fi-
nance, and ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

S. 2727

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this Act
may be clted as the “Federal Tax-Sharing
Education Act of 1969,

Sec. 2. (a) There is hereby established In
the Treasury of the United States a fund to
be known as the tax-sharing fund. The tax-
sharing fund shall consist of amounts ap-
propriated to such fund as provided in this
section.

(b) There is hereby appropriated to the
tax-sharing fund, out of any money In the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
fiscal year beginning July 1, 1971, and for
each fiscal year thereafter, an amount equal
to 2 per centum of the total Federal tax col-
lections received during the preceding fiscal
year.

(¢) The Secretary of the Treasury (here-
inafter referred to as the “Secretary”) shall,
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from time to time, but not less often than
quarterly, transfer from the general fund of
the Treasury to the tax-sharing fund the
amounts appropriated by subsection (b).
Such transfers shall, to the extent necessary,
be made on the basis of estimates by the
Secretary of the amounts referred to In sub-
sectlon (b). Proper adjustments shall be
made in the amounts subsequently trans-
ferred to the extent that prior estimates
were in excess of or less than the amounts re-
quired to be transferred.

SEc. 8. (a) The Secretary shall, during the
fiscal year beginning July 1, 1871, and dur-
ing each fiscal year thereafter, pay to each
State, from amounts appropriated to the
tax-sharing fund for the fiscal year in which
payments are to be made, a total amount
equal to the allotment of such State in such
fiscal year computed under this section.
Such payments may be made in installments
periodically during any fiscal year, but not
less often than quarterly.

(b) (1) From the total sum of the amounts
appropriated to the tax-sharing fund pur-
suant to section 2 for any fiscal year, the
Secretary shall allot to each State in such
fiscal year an amount which bears the same
ratio to such total sum as the population of
such State between the ages of flve and
twenty, inclusive, bears to the total popula-
tion of all of the States between the ages of
five and twenty, inclusive. The allotment of
each State in any fiscal year so computed
shall be reduced or increased in accordance
with the provisions of paragraph (2) of this
subsection.

(2) Each such allotment computed under
paragraph (1) shall be increased in the case
of those Btates whose annual per capita in-
come is less than the average annual per
capita income of ell of the States and shall
be reduced in the case of those States whose
annual per capita income is greater than the
average annual per capita income of all of
the States. The amount of any such increase
or reduction to be made with respect to the
allotment of any State shall be computed
by multiplying such allotment by the per-
centage by which the annual per capita in-
come of such State is less or greater, as the
case may be, than the average annual per
capita income of all of the States.

(e) For purposes of this section—

(1) The population of a State between the
ages of five and twenty and of all the States
between the ages of five and twenty shall
be determined by the Secretary on the basis
of the most recent data avallable from the
Department of Commerce.

(2) The per capita income of a State and
of all the States shall be determined by the
Becretary on the basls of the most recent
data available from the Department of Com=-
merce.

Bec. 4. (a) Except as provided in subsec-
tion (b), each State may use payments from
its allotment in any fiscal year under sec-
tion 3 for activities, programs, and services
in the field of education, including activities,
programs, and services provided with respect
to elementary and secondary schools, voca-
tional and technical schools, and institutions
of higher learning.

(b) (1) Each State receiving an allotment
under section 3 for any fiscal year shall in
turn allot and pay from such allotment to
each political subdivision of such State an
amount which bears the same ratio to such
allotment as the amount of expenditures by
such political subdivision for activities, pro-
grams, and services described In subsection
(a) during the preceding fiscal year (exclu-
sive of expenditures made with funds re-
ceived from the State or the United States),
bears to the total amount of expenditures by
the State and all of its political subdivisions
for activities, programs, and services de-
scribed in subsection (a) during the preced~
ing fiscal year.
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{2) Each political subdivision of a State
may use payments from its allotment in any
fiscal year under paragraph (1) for activities,
programs, and services described in subsec-
tlon (a).

(3) A State may, in order to comply with
the provisions of subsection (c) or of section
5, subtract amounts from allotments, or can-
cel payments, to any of its political subdi-
visions.

(c) Whenever the Secretary, after glving
reasonable notice and opportunity for a
hearing to a State, finds that such State
or a political subdivison of such State (1)
has used any amount of such allotment for
purposes not within the scope of subsection
(a), or (2) has not obligated any amount of
such allotment within two fiscal years im-
mediately following the fiscal year In which
such allotment was made, the Secretary shall
give notice of his intention to subtract,
from any subsequent allotment or allot-
ments to such State, a total amount equal to
the amount referred to In clause (1) or (2).
The State may, within thirty days following
notice of such intention, appeal the decision
to the United States Distrlet Court for the
District of Columbia. In the event of any re-
duction in the allotment of any State in any
fiscal year under this subsection, the Secre-
tary shall reallot and pay the amount of
such reduction to other States in proportion
to the original allotment to such States
under subsection (b) of section 3 for such
year.

Sec. 5. (a)(1) Any State desiring to re-
ceive its allotment in any flscal year under
this Act shall certify and provide satisiac-
tory assurance to the Secretary that such
State and its political subdivisions will—

(A) use such filscal control and fund ac-
counting procedures as may be necessary to
assure proper disbursement of and account-
ing for any allotment paid to such State;

(B) make accounting reports to the Sec-
retary and the Comptroller General, In such
form and containing such information as the
Secretary and Comptroller General may rea-
sonable require to carry out their functions
under this Act; and

(C) adhere to all applicable Federal laws
in connection with any activity, program, or
service provided solely or in part from such
allotment.

(2) For purposes of this subsection, the
provisions of title VI of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964 shall be deemed to be applicable to
any activity, program, or service provided
solely or In part from any allotment received
by a State or a political subdivision under
this Act.

(b) Whenever in any fiscal year the Sec-
retary, after giving reasomable notice and
opportunity for hearing to a State, finds
that such State or any of its political sub-
divisions are not In substantial compllance
with subsection (a), the Secretary shall, sub-
ject to appeal as provided In subsection
4(c), cancel any subsequent payments to
such State under this Act in such fiscal year
and reallot any remainder of the allotment
of such State for such fiscal year to other
States Iin proportion to the original allot-
ments to such States under subsection (b)
of section 3 for such fiscal year.

SEc. 6. The Secretary shall report to the
Congress not later than the first day of
March of each year on the operation of the
tax-sharing fund during the preceding fscal
year and on its expected operation during
the current fiscal year, Each such- report
shall include a statement of the appropri-
ation to, and the disbursements made from,
the tax-sharing fund during the preceding
fiscal year and an estimate of the expected
appropriation to, and disbursements to be
made from, the tax-sharing fund during the
current fiscal year.

SEc. 7. As used in this Act, the term “State”
includes any of the several States and the
District of Columbia,
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ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS BY STATE UNDER SENATOR MILLER'S FEDERAL TAX SHARING BILL

Population, 5 to 20 years,
e July 1, 1967 .

Per capita
personal

Number

income,
calendar tvear
968

Col. 3 times
$3,073 million

Percent of
total thousands)

33,412 divided
by col. 5

Unadjusted
State allotment
(col, 4 times
col, 6) ¢
(thousands)

Total allotment
(col. 7 minus

col. 8) !
(thousands)

Caol, 7 times
3.641 percent?
(thousands)

(1)

-
|
-

. Alabama_.
. Alaska___
. Arizona..

. California

. Colorado.__

. Connecticut.

. Delaware_____..

. District of Columbia..

. Kentucky.

. Louisiana._

. Maine._ ...
Maryland .

. Massachu:

. Michigan_...

. Minnesota

: Pennsylvania_.”- i
. Rhode Island__
. South Carolina

. West Virginia_
. Wiscons
51, Wyoming. __.
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100. 0

16,131 3,073,000

3,189,131

1 Under the formula given in this bill, it was impossible to arrive at a total distribution which
coincided with the $3,073,000,000 available for allotment to the States. The total unadjusted State
distribution amounted to 53,18'3.1 31,000 (col. 7) which 1s $116,131 000 more than the $3,073,000 000
available for distribution to the States. This $116,131,000 represented 3.641 percent of the
$3,189,131,000 derived. We then multiplied this factor (3.641 percent) by each State’s unadjusted
allotment {col. 7) and derived the adjusted State distribution given in col.

Average,

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census. U.S. Department of Commerce.
Office of Business Economics. Survey ol Current Business. April 1969, pp. 26-27,

ExHiBIT 2
[From the Mason City (Iowa) Globe Gazette,
July 14, 1968]
StaTE Taxes v U.S. Crime—21 StTATES ADD
or HIge LEVIES

NeEw York.—The hands of state legisla-
tures are probing deeper than ever this year
into taxpayer pockets in a sometimes des-
perate search for funds to meet the mount-
ing costs of modern life.

In at least 21 states new taxes have been
imposed or old ones increased. Others are in
prospect.

And in the heat of summer, some states—
among them Massachusetts, California,
Pennsylvania and Ohio—have been enmeshed
in protracted struggles, sometimes In an at-
mosphere of crisis, about how state govern-
ments are to cope with their fiscal problems.

Other states have deferred the struggle,
but only temporarily, and a rare handful
have yet to face it at all.

“In terms of state tax efforts,” said Wil-
liam G. Colman, executive director of the
Advisory Commission on Inter-governmental
Relations in Washingion, “this is probably
the most eventful year since World War II."

Events, some of them precedent-shattering
abounded :

North Carclina enacted the largest pro-

gram of new or increased taxes in its history,
including its first tax on cigarettes.

Ilinois and Maine introduced income taxes,
bringing to 38 the number of states now im-
posing them.

Connceticut passed the largest tax increase
program in its history.

New York raised its sales tax by 1 per
cent, meaning that residents of New York
City, which already imposed a 3 per cent sales
tax, now pay a total of 6 percent in sales
taxes,

South Carolina passed its first major tax
increases in a decade, and many states raised
taxes of such items as beer, liquor, cigarettes,
gasoline, rooms and meals in efforts to bolster
revenue.

OTHER STATES

Other states that have raised their taxes
this year include Alabama, Colorado, Dela-
ware, Maryland, Missouri, Montana, Nevada,
New Hampshire, North Dakota, Oklahoma,
Rhode Island, South Dakota, Tennessee, Ver-
mont and Wyoming.

Iowans were not subjected to a general tax
increase this year. The last big jymp in Iowa
taxes was in 1967.

In several instances, the revenue debates,
continuing and resolved, were marked by
acute awareness on the part of legislators

than many taxpayers already regard them-
selves as taxed beyond endurance.

As some officials see it, the public clamors
for more services—better schools, better
transportation, improved welfare systems,
upgraded housing and hospitals—and then
squeals with rage at the thought of paying
for it.

In Massachusetts, for example, Gov, Fran-
cis W. Sargent put before the legislature a
tax program designed to raise $90 million.
Earlier, he recommended pay rises for the
state’s 55,000 employees that would total §40
million.

PAY HIKE PROBLEM

But early this month, the legislature en-
acted a bill, retroactive to Jan, 1, to provide
raises that would total $92.5 million, thus
consuming all the new revenue the governor
had sought and presumably facing him with
the prospect of seeking additional taxes or
reducing other programs.

The governor recently rejected the pay-rise
package and offered a counterproposal call-
ing for $64.7 million in raises retroactive to
May 1. Presumably, with $90 million in new
revenue in prospect, no other new levies
would be needed.

Jack Flannery, the assistant to the Re-
publican governor, says that the problem
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illustrated by the pay rise “symbolizes per-
fectly the financial sifuation that the gov-
ernor in particular, and most governors gen-
erally, are confronted with.”

Flannery continues: “Law-making bodies,
representing the people, freely vote money
that they are not prepared to produce in
the form of revenue programs. Nobody wants
to pay the piper, yet everybody wants the
piper to keep on playing.”

States and localities are paying more for
teachers, policemen, for welfare and for con-
struction. And the demands on them are
relatively larger, and more immediate, than
those on the federal government.

Compounding the states’ difficulties is the
fact that, for the most part, their revenues
do not increase in line with the growth in
the economy, authorities say.

Federal revenues rely heavily on income
taxes, which quickly reflect and outpace the
climb in the gross national product, so the
federal government can see its income grow-
ing steadily without ralsing the tax rate.

But state and local taxes are based largely
on sales and real estate, values which grow
more slowly. So state and city officials are
more often forced to ralse taxes to attain
needed income.

Because of this, federal taxes now take
only about 14 per cent of the gross national
product against 16 per cent in 1946, Colman
estimates. But state and local taxes in that
time have risen from 5 per cent to more than
8 per cent of the gross national product.

And an increase in tax rates often leads
to voter retribution, Colman, of the advisory
commission, said.

“In most political situations, this (tax
policy change) sets off a panic signal in the
legislative halls and anxiety in politicians’
hearts,” sald one tax authority.

“Citizens have underscored this aversion
by defeating candidates for public office who
venture to say candidly that higher taxes
will be needed to support expenditure pro-
grams desired by the electorate,” said a re-
cent report by the Advisory Commission in
Intergovernmental Relations.

THE NEED FOR THE SURTAX
EXTENSION

Mr, COOPER. Mr. President, the
Senate Finance Commitiee has reported
favorably to the Senate H.R. 12290, the
administration’s tax bill.

This bill should be taken up by the
Senate before the August recess. It is
needed to provide necessary revenues to
support the budget. It is needed as a
fiscal measure fo check our mounting
inflation.

I would like to comment first on the
importance of this bill as a revenue
measure and its relationship to the 1970
budget and, second, on its importance as
a means of relleving the inflationary
pressures on our economy.

Upon taking office and after reviewing
the proposed Johnson budget for fiscal
1970, President Nixon effected a reduc-
tion of $2.4 billion in outlays, the net
result of $4 billion in cuts of controllable
programs and a $1.6 billion upward ad-
Jjustment in estimates for uncontrollable
programs. Even with these reductions,
the administration estimated its total
outlays in 1970 to be $192.9 billion, some
$7.3 billion higher than in 1969. This
increase includes the following:

First, $3.4 billion for social security
benefit increases;

Second, $2.8 billion for civillan and
military pay raises, effective July 1, 1969;
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Third, $1 billion increase in interest
costs of the public debt; and

Fourth, $1.1 billion public-assistance
grants to States, including medicald and
the removal of the aid to dependent
familiies.

However, in signing the Second Sup-
plemental Appropriations Act on July 22,
the President commented on title IV, the
“limitation on fiscal year 1970 budget
outlays” section of the bill. That act by
Congress limits expenditures in fiscal
1970 to $191.9 billion, $1 billion under the
administration’s estimated budget, at
the same time giving the President
authority to adjust the ceiling upward
for social security, veferans’' pensions,
interest, and farm price supports. The
President emphasized the need to hold
expenditures to the administration’s
budget estimate of $192.9 billion and
noted that since the April 15 estimates
were made, he anticipates further in-
creases totaling $2.5 billion in expendi-
tures for uncontrollable items.

In addition, the President commented
on the failure of Congress to act on the
administration’s recommendations for a
postal rate increase to be effective July 1,
1969, and recent actions taken by the
Congress which would increase expendi-
tures over his 1970 budget and add at
least a billion dollars net to Federal
spending in 1970. Thus the total antici-
pated increases on spending would
amount to $3.5 billion.

In view of these additions to Federal
spending the President stated the policy
that his administration would follow:

Given our commitment to hold Federal
spending to the April figure of $192.9 billion
there is only one course of actlon open to
the Administration, and we are taking it. I
am directing the heads of all Departments
and agencies to reduce spending in the fiscal
year just begun by an additional $3.5 billion,
the amount necessary to bring current esti-
mates back in line with the $182.9 billion
target figure we set in April.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the President’s statement of
July 22 be included in the Recorp at this
point:

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

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT,
JuLy 22, 1969

I have today signed into law the final sup-
plemental appropriations bill for the fiscal
year ended June 30. In addition to pro-
viding budget authority for the federal gov-
ernment’s operations last year, the measure
removes a restriction that had been placed
on federal hiring by the Revenue and Ex-
penditure Control Act of 1968.

Written into the law is another ceiling—
on federal spending during the fiscal year
1970, the one we just entered. The ceil-
ing is set at $101.9 billion—one billion dol-
lars below my own expenditure recommen-
dations of last April.

However, the Congress has made this new
celling somewhat flexible. There are & num-
ber of categories in the federal budget—
such as medicare, interest on the public
debt, social insurance benefits and farm
price supports—where costs can rise with-
out new appropriation action. Congress has
determined that increases in these ltems—
up to $2 billion—will be exempt from the
$191.9 billion ceiling.
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There are other items such as military
expenditures in Southeast Asia, public as-
sistance, medicald benefits and veterans
benefits, where it is also very difficult to
budget a precise figure. Any addltional ap-
propriations the Congress votes in these
categories—above our 1970 revised budget
estimates—will result in an upward adjust-
ment of that $191.9 billion ceiling.

There is another side to the proposal. If,
after voting this new lower ceiling, Congress
fails to cut the budget to fit under it, the
President must take over and finish the
job. On the other hand, if Congress should
cut the budget below the $191.9 billlon—
that new lower figure automatically becomes
a new celling. The latter hypothesis does not
appear at this point to be a strong prob-
ability.

In making the new celling somewhat flexi-
ble, the Congress has acted wisely. However,
the new ceiling will be of little help In keep-
ing federal spending under control—if the
Congress that imposed it does not cooperate
actively with the Adminlstration in meeting
it.

Last April I presented a revised 1870
budget to the Congress. That budget con-
talned specific reductions totaling $4,000,-
000,000 from the budget left by the previous
Administration. It brought the proposed
federal spending figure for this flscal year
down to $192.9 billion, a figure I still believe
reflects a responsible fiscal policy in our
highly inflatlonary environment. If we hold
the line on that spending figure, as I In-
tend to, and if the requisite revenues are
provided, this fiscal year will leave us the
kind of budget surplus needed to cool off
an economy that was dangerously over-
heated before we assumed office,

Three months have passed since the Ad-
ministration’s revised budget was sent to
the Congress. We are already three weeks into
the 1970 fiscal year—and the Congress has
not completed its action on a single regular
1970 appropriations bill. It seems apparent
that it will not be known until the late fall
just how much of a contribution the Con-
gress intends to make toward meeting the
spending celling Congress itself has imposed.

In the meantime, since April, the budget
picture has worsened. We now anticipate
further increases of approximately $2.56 bil-
lion in expenditure for uncontrollable items
in the budget such as interest on the public
debt, Medicare, soclal security, civil service
retirement benefits, reduced receipts from
off-shore oll leases, public assistance, and
veterans’ benefits.

Congressional action to date has been in-
consistent with a number of my proposals
in April. For example, Congress has not acted
on my recommendation for a postal rate
increase effective July 1. Nor has it termi-
nated the special milk and agriculture con-
servation programs as I recommended. In-
stead of reducing aid to schools in Impacted
areas, it Is moving to increase such aid.
These, and similar actions, could add at least
another billion dollars net to Federal spend-
ing in 1970.

Thus our current estimate of fiscal 1970
spending has risen to $196.4 billion even
though we in the Administration have done
nothing in the way of discretionary action
to add to our earlier $192.9 billion estimate.

Given our commitment to hold federal
spending to the April figure of $192.9 billion
there is only one course of action open to
the Administration, and we are taking it.
I am directing the heads of all Departments
and agencies to reduce spending in the fiscal
year just begun by an additional $3.5 billion,
the amount necessary to bring current esti-
mates back in line with the $182.9 billion
target figure we set in April,

No federal program is above scrutiny, Some
highly desirable programs will have to be




July 29, 1969

stretched out—others reduced. The dollar re-
ductions will be accompanied by a further
lowering of the personnel ceilings established
last April.

I know Congress shares my determination
to make the budget an effective instrument
against the inflation that has wrought so
much damage to the income and savings of
millions of Americans. If Congress did not
share that commitment, it would not have
imposed this spending ceiling. However, this
general expression of support for fiscal re-
straint must now be matched by specific acts
of the Congress.

Congress should also recognize that if it
approves further increases above the April
Budget estimates, we cannot live within the
$192.9 billion figure unless more off-setting
cuts are made.

I would prefer that the Congress make
these off-setting cuts in programs it con-
siders of lesser priority, when and if it votes
increases over my April budget for activi-
ties it considers essential. If it does not do
so, the duty of making such cuts clearly
becomes mine.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, these es-
timates are, of course, based on the as-
sumption that Congress will enact H.R.
12290 which would provide some $9.3 bil-
lion in revenues. In his statement to the
Senate Finance Committee on July 8,
Secretary Kennedy estimated that first,
the extension of the surcharge at 10
percent to December 31, 1969, and at 5
percent to June 30, 1970 would yield $7.6
billion in fiscal 1970; second, the post-
ponement for 1 year the reduction in ex-
cise taxes on automobiles and telephone
services would provide $540 million;
third, the repeal of the investment credit
tax, would produce a net revenue yield of
$1.35 billion; and fourth, the low income
allowance would result in a reduction in
revenues of $270 million.

What, we may ask, would be the status
of the budget if Congress did not enact
H.R. 12290?

On a unified budget basis we would
shift a projected budget surplus now es-
timated to be $5.2 billion to a deficit of
$4 billion, and increase the projected
deficit in the administrative budget from
$5.1 billion to a deficit of $14.3 billion.
Furthermore, these projected deficits
would be increased by the amount of any
additional expenditures, excepted from
the limitations of the $191.9 billion ceil-
ing contained in Public Law 91-47.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement by Secretary of
the Treasury Kennedy, and Director of
the Budget Mayo, before the Senate Fi-
nance Committee on July 8, in support of
H.R. 12290 be included in the Recorp at
this point.

There being no objection, the state-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATEMENT Op THE HONORABLE Davip M. KEN-
NEDY, SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, BEFORE
THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE, TUESDAY,
JuLy 8, 1969
Mr, Chairman and members of the Com-

mittee, I am grateful for this opportunity to

testify in behalf of HR. 12200—a bill which
contains the anti-infilation measures pro-
posed by the President.

Specifically, H.R. 12200 would—

1. extend the surcharge at 10 percent to
December 31, 1969, and at 5 percent there-
after to June 30, 1970, producing a revenue
yleld of $7.6 billion in fiscal year 1970.

2. defer for one year the reduction in the
excise taxes on automobiles and on telephone
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and teletypewriter exchange services, produc-
ing a revenue increase of $540 million in fiscal
year 1970.

3. repeal the investment credit, producing
a revenue increase of $1.35 billion in fiscal
year 1870 and more than $3 billion in annual
revenue in later years. The House bill incor-
porates certain transition rules for repeal of
the credit, similar generally to those used in
the 1966 suspension of the credit, reducing
the revenue yield in fiscal year 1970 from the
President’s recommendation by about $150
million.

In addition, the President had recom-
mended as a part of his initlal reform pro-
posals the adoption of the Low Income Allow-
ance to remove the burden of the income tax
from persons with incomes below the poverty
level and to reduce the tax burden on persons
with incomes just above this level.

The Low Income Allowance was incor-
porated by the House In H.R. 12200 with
minor changes, effective January 1, 1970. It
involves a revenue reduction of $270 million
for fiscal year 1970 and of $625 million for a
full year. Since it had been recommended by
the President as a reform measure and had
been taken into account in revised budget
estimates for fiscal year 1970, its insertion
in the bill did not affect the revenue esti-
mates.

Mr. Chairman, I submit that the economic
case for speedy action on these tax proposals
is overwhelming. During 1069 consumer
prices—the significant shopping basket in-
dicator—have risen at an annual rate of 6.1
percent and wholesale prices at a rate of 6.3
percent.,

It is not necessary to point out to this
panel the very real dangers our country faces
if Inflation is allowed to continue unchecked.
Inflation of this magnitude could lead to a
serious economiec readjustment accompanied
by & painful high level of unemployment.

Fallure to extend the surcharge would
amount to a cut in taxes at a time of ac-
celerating inflation. The consequences of
failing to pass this legislation are unthink-
able.

Even delay poses serlous risks.

Delay conftributes to a loss of confidence
by our people in the determination of gov-
ernment to bring an orderly halt to inflation.

Delay feeds inflationary expectations and
thus makes inflation even more difficult to
control,

Delay weakens our balance of payments
and foreign confidence in the integrity of
the dollar and contributes to unsettled con-
ditions in the Iinternational monetary
markets.

In view of the clear need to continue the
fight against inflation, we must not con-
template delay.

Let me turn to an argument that many
raise for opposing this bill. These people feel
that passage of the tax surcharge must be
linked with tax reform in order to insure
enactment of significant reform.

I understand the sense of frustration of
those who hold this position. However, we
must remember that essentially there are
two separate and distinct problems before
us. One, the control of inflation, is imme-
diate and urgent. The other, tax reform, is
vitally important, highly complex, and re-
quires careful action both by the Congress
and the Executive branch.

Linking these two problems may mean that
we fail in both of our objectives.

I agree with those who believe the wait
for meaningful tax reform has been “too
long.” But I would point out that the Ways
and Means Committee has met in lengthy
public hearings and executive sessions to
consider tax reforms, On May 27, the Com-
mittee announced tentative decisions on tax
reform subjects, and the Chairman of the
Committee has announced that reform
would be before the House prior to the
August recess.

Moreover, President Nixon fully supports
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these efforts and is determined to bring
equity to our Federal tax system.

On April 21 the President submitted to
the Congress a major tax reform package,
including the low income allowance which
has become a part of the bill before you.
In addition, it contained these broad pro-
posals:

A limit on tax preferences, which puts a
limit of 50 percent on that portion of a per-
son's income which could enjoy a preferred
status, and an allocation of deductions pro-
posal preventing double benefits from tax
preferences. In addition to these proposals,
the President's initial proposals include
meaningful reforms dealing with mineral
production payments, private foundations,
charitable contribution deductions, business
income of tax-exempt organizations, tax
treatment of corporate securities frequently
used by conglomerates, multiple corporate
surtax exemptions, stock dividends, divi-
dends out of accelerated depreciation re-
serves, restricted stock plans, farm losses,
multiple trusts, moving expenses, and a num-
ber of other important items.

(With the consent of the Committee, I
would like to ask that a summary of the Ad-
ministration’s interim tax reform proposals
of April 22, 1969 be inserted in the record
of the hearings at the conclusion of my state-
ment.)

In that April 21 message, President Nixon
sald: “Fairness calls for tax reform now;
beyond that, the American people need and
deserve a simplified Federal tax system, and
one that is attuned to the 1970%s."

He has repeatedly pledged—and in a letter
to the House of Representatives just last
week stated again—that he supports and is
determined that there shall be significant,
meaningful, and fair tax reform.

In addition, House and Senate leaders on
both sides of the aisle have pledged to them-
selves and to their constituents that there
will be tax reform this year.

Gentlemen, there is no need to hold up
the extension of the tax surcharge pending
enactment of tax reform. The commitment to
tax reform has been made to the American
people, and I pledge to you that this Admin-
istration will honor that commitment. I feel
confident that the Congress will respond in
like spirit. I know that the American people
will accept nothing less,

Before concluding, I would like to men-
tion several areas where the House-passed biil
differs from the President's recommenda-
tions, Then I would be happy to answer any
questions you may have about those changes
or any other aspect of the legislation.

First, as I noted earlier, the Low Income
Allowance recommended by the President as
a part of his interim tax reform proposals,
has been included in this bill. Action on this
measure should be recognized as a commlit-
ment to tax reform, and we endorse adding
it to this bill on the assumption that reform
will be enacted.

Secondly, the transition rules adopted by
the House in connection with the repeal of
the investment credit will reduce the revenue
yield from repeal of the credit by about $150
million in fiscal year 1970 as compared with
the rules initially recommended by the
Treasury. The transition rules in the bill
would allow the credit for certain expendi-
tures after April 18, 1969, even though there
was no binding contract on that date. They
are, however, generally the same rules
adopted in 1966 on suspension of the invest-
ment credit to deal with cases in which there
is an economic commitment evidenced by
expenditures constituting more than half
the cost of a facility prior to the cut-off
date. There are some extensions of the 1966
rules to cases of generally similar nature.
However, any further extension beyond these
rules would be a mistake. The binding con-
tract rule and these additional rules provide
equitable treatment in the most deserving
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cases, and they represent the most reason-
able cut-off point.

Finally, the House bill provides that cer-
tain capital facilities acquired to reduce air
or water pollution may be amortized over
five years instead of their normal useful
lives. This acceleration of cost recovery will
provide an incentive for installation of anti-
pollution facilities, While we did not recom-
mengd it, it is reasonable if the Committee
agrees that such an incentive is justified.
However, we have serious reservations about
the scope of the House provision, as I will
indicate. The provision as contained in the
House bill will result in no substantial short-
term revenue loss but will result in a long-
term revenue loss which will reach $300 to
$400 million annually by 1975.

A revenue loss of this magnitude deserves
careful scrutiny. We have concluded on fur-
ther study of the House provision that the
five-year amortization provision need not be
made available to mew plants constructed
in the future which install anti-pollution
control facilitles. Technological advances
which are occurring in the control of pollu-
tlon will greatly reduce the burden on in-
dustry in designing new plants to meet
anti-pollution standards. In these cases, a
major tax concession to provide incentive
and achieve cost-sharing is not nearly so
important as in the case of existing plants
where the burden is much clearer.

It is also our conclusion on further study
of the provision as passed by the House that
it provides too great a benefit to property
which has a long useful life, Thus, anti-
pollution property qualifying under the bill
which has & useful life of 50 years would re-
celve a tax concession equivalent to an in-
vestment credit of approximately 20 percent.
The rapid amortization provision is intended
to replace the investment credit for anti-
pollution facilities, but an Increased benefit
of this magnitude is not warranted. The
Treasury therefore proposes that a limitation
be placed on the rapid writeoff so that its
benefits would be available only for the first
15 years of the life of any property. Thus,
property with a 50-year useful life could ob-
tain the benefit of the rapid writeoff for 30
percent of the cost of the facility and use
regular depreciation methods for the remain-
ing cost of the property. Such a provision has
precedent in the rapid amortization per-
mitted for emergency facilities constructed
during World War II.

Finally, the definition of a pollution con-
trol facility needs to be tightened so that the
rapld amortization provisions will apply only
to treatment facilities which are clearly
identifiable as serving only anti-pollution
purposes. Under the present broad definition,
a smokestack or sewer pipe might gualify for
the rapid writeoff, even though these facili-
ties would be installed in any event and per-
form functions other than pollution abate-
ment of the type this tax concession is de-
signed to give special encouragement.

I urge this Committee to take prompt ac-
tion on this bill. The existing 31-day tempo-
rary extension of eurrent withholding rates
will expire on July 31. As you know, business
payrolls are a complicated matter. An enor-
mous burden would be imposed upon Ameri-
can business—not to speak of the admin-
istrative nightmare for the Internal Revenue
Service—if they were required to re-program
their payroll systems to withhold at tax rates
without a surcharge and then were required
in a month or so to re-program again to in-
clude the surcharge.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT P. MAY0, DIRECTOR OF
THE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, BEFORE THE
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE ON THE PRESI-
DENT'S TAX PROGRAM FOR FiscaL YEar 1970

INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Com-
mittee: Secretary Kennedy's statement prop-
erly emphasizes the urgent need for passage
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of HR. 12290 to help bring inflation under
control.

Our current economic predicament—char-
acterized by persistent inflation, exceedingly
tight money markets, and historically high
interest rates—reflects past miscalculations
in managing the Nation’s economic affairs,
These miscalculations set in motion a series
of events that produced a pervasive and
deeply imbedded inflationary psychology,
which makes continued and even Increasing
inflation a distinet possibly, This situation
will not be changed easily. But change it
we must, To do so, we need the economic
restraint that would be provided by HR.
12280, together with appropriate monetary
restraint and previously announced spend-
ing reductions in the budget for fiscal year
1970,

Bring'ng inflation under control and re-
storing the economy to a balanced and sus-
tainable rate of economic growth are, to-
gether, the primary domestic task of this
Administration. We must bring inflation un-
der control to eliminate the distortions that
have developed in the economy. We must re-
store balanced and sustainable economic
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growth, or the infation will inevitably lead
to painful economic consequences.

We can achieve our anti-inflationary ob-
Jectives only if we maintain a restrictive fis-
cal policy in the year ahead. The conse-
quences of relying on overly restrictive
monetary policy, in the absence of an ap-
propriate fiscal policy, should be clear to
us now. The *‘credit crunch" of the late
summer of 1966 forced housing to bear the
brunt of economic restraint, but the swift
run-up in interest rates during that period
reflected more widespread dislocations in fi-
nancial markets. The economy did not recover
quickly from these disruptions. In short, we
cannot leave the task of controlling infla-
tion to monetary policy alone because this
course compounds the task of achieving
balanced and sustainable growth.

LESSONS OF THE RECENT PAST

Movements in the general price level are
caused by many things, not the least of
which is the Federal fiscal position. The de-
layed influence of fiscal policy on the be-
havior of prices during recent years is sug-
gested by Table 1.

TABLE 1.—BUDGET TOTALS AND CHANGES IN THE GNP IMPLICIT DEFLATOR AND THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX,
FISCAL YEARS 1965-70

[Dollar amounts in billions]

Budget

Fiscal year receipls

Percentage change in—

Budget
surplus or
deficit (—)

Consumer
price index

GNP implicit
deflator

Budget
outlays

BRLEES
o =i on 0 g0

1989Essl| s
1970 (estimatey._ .. .-, .. ...

1 Not available.

Outlays for military programs increased
sharply after the escalation of our activi-
ties in Vietnam in the summer of 1965. This
increase was not offset by lower outlays for
other programs. Nor was it offset by higher
taxes until fiscal year 1969. The budget deficit
rose from $1.6 billion in fiscal 1965 to $25.2
billion in fiscal year 1968, stoking an al-
ready overheated economy. Excessive demand
was generated and price rises became pro-
gressively greater.

Modest fiscal restraint was exercised
through changes in tax collection regula-
tions, but the primary instrument of re-
straint was monetary policy. Increasingly
restrictive monetary policy produced the
credit crunch of 1966, gross inequities in the
degree of restraint imposed on the economy,
and a fear of “overkill” that led to sub-
sequent errors of judgment.

Legislation imposing fiscal restraint—
through an income tax surcharge and ex-
penditure control—was adopted in June 1968,
about two years after it was first needed.
With it came a shift in expectations both at
home and abroad. It was generally antie-
ipated that the U.S. economy would experi-
ence a slowing in its rate of growth and that
less stringent financial market conditions
would result and would permit an easing of
monetary policy. For a few weeks these ex-
pectations were borne out as interest rates
declined. But prices did not slacken their
pace. Moreover, in a short time, interest
rates turned up again. By the end of the
year, it was clear that the economy was still
overheated. The fiscal restraint imposed in
June of last year was partially offset by a
monetary policy that became too accom-
modating—largely because of the fear of
“overkill” and because the strength of the
inflationary pressures was underestimated.
Monetary policy shifted back toward re-
straint late in the year. Nevertheless, doubt
lingered that fiscal and monetary policy-

makers meant business about curbing in-
flation. Consequently, a new surge of infla-
tionary psychology developed. Our task
today is difficult primarily because of the
depth and strength of this psychology.

We should not be surprised or dismayed
by the difficulties we are now having in
bringing inflation under control. An ex-
tended inflationary period such as we are
experiencing engenders expectations of fur-
ther inflation and, therefore, has a major im-
pact on wage and price setting. It also pro-
vides an incentive for mot postponing buy-
ing for consumption or investment purposes.
The resulting continued strong demand
helps neutralize the influence of the restrain-
ing forces at work in the economy. For this
reason, we need time to root out the in-
flation that has invaded our economy.

We need time and we need coordinated
and complementary economic policies:

Continued restraint on demand, which
would result from the President’s tax pro-
gram for fiscal year 1970,

Continued vigorous efforts by the Con-
gress and by the Administration to control
Federal spending, and

Appropriate monetary restraint.

Each is important in its own right, but
none can be fully effective except as part of
a coordinated set of policles.

THE BUDGET OUTLOOK

This Administration recognizes that rapid
growth of Federal spending has been a major
cause of inflation since 1965 and that ex-
penditure control is essential to sound fiscal
policy and responsible management of Gov-
ernment activities. Accordingly, soon after
taking office, President Nixon directed his
agency heads to undertake an intensive re-
view of the January budget of the prlor ad-
ministration.

The Federal budget reflects the Natlon's
priorities as perceived by the President and
by the Congress. At any point in time—and




July 29, 1969

for at least one year into the future—it con-
sists largely of “uncontrollable’” programs,
whose levels are determined by existing laws
and previous commitments. For this reason,
substantial reductions in individual elements
of the budget do not often occcur from one
budget to the next.

President Nixon knew the strength of this
momentum in the budget when he took of-
fice in January. He did not expect major re-
ductions in the 1969 budget but was deter-
mined to begin, with the 1970 budget, the
difficult task of bringing Federal outlays un-
der control and of trying to shift the course
of Federal programs toward his Administra-
tion’s objectives. These efforts did not cease
when the April 15 Review of the 1970 Budget
was published., Indeed, they are being in-
tensified now that we have begun the 1871
budget process.

The intensive review of the January budget
was concluded and a report summarizing the
results was issued in April. Revised estimates
for both 1969 and 1970 were contalned in my
May 20 testimony before the House Ways
and Means Committee on the President’s tax
program.

Fiscal year 1969

For the year that ended a week ago yester-
day, the budget published in January esti-
mated receipts at $186.1 billlon and outlays
at $183.7 billion, with a surplus of $2.4 bil-
lion. Our May 20 estimate indicated receipts
of $186.5 billion and outlays of $185.6 billion,
reducing the projected surplus to $0.9 billion.
Preliminary data on actual receipts and out-
lays for the year will be published in the
Monthly Treasury Statement late this month.
When those data are published, we expect
them to show that both receipts and outlays
will be somewhat higher than our May 20
estimates.

Fiscal year 1970

For the fiscal year we have just entered,
the January budget estimated receipts to be
$108.7 billion and outlays to be $185.3 billion,
resulting in a projected surplus of $3.4 bil-
lion. On May 20, we estimated that receipts
will be $199.2 billlon and outlays will be
$192.9 billion, with a surplus of $6.3 billion.
Of course, a most important influence on the
budget will be congressional action.

Receipts

The net increase of $0.5 billion in esti-
mated receipts over the January budget fig-
ure—from $198.7 billlon to $199.2 billion—
results from: (a) a combined increase of
$2.5 billion due to higher than anticipated
tax ylelds and economic activity—and ac-
companying higher prices and wages, (b) &
downward revision of $0.4 billion in esti-
mated receipts from corporation income taxes
and customs duties, and (c) a net decrease
of §1.6 billion due to changes in proposed
legislation and the anticipated dates of en-
actment, largely in proposed employment
taxes associated with soclial security legis-
lation. One of the reasons for being conserv-
ative about higher receipts in 1970 is that
the January budget contemplated some re-
ceipts based on the assumption that the
necessary legislation would become effective
by June 80. No such legislation has yet
cleared the Congress.

Outlays

As our May 20 statement indicated, in-
creases in uncontrollable items raised Jan-
uary budget outlays for 1970 from $185.3
billion to $196.9 billion and budget author-
ity from $210.1 billion to $211.4 billion.
However, this Administration’s review of the
1970 budget produced reductions in outlays
from the corrected January budget totaling
$4.0 billion, Budget authority was reduced
$56.5 billion.

Since May 20, interest rates have risen
even higher and the pace of rising costs
under the Medicare program has been more
rapid than anticipated. These and similar
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other factors will probably lift outlays at
least $1 billion above the May 20 estimate.
To be sure, there will be some offsetting de-
creases. On the other hand, the net effect of
congressional action to date on fiscal year
1970 appropriations requests has been to in-
crease estimated outlays. The House actions
are expected to reduce Treasury, Post Office,
and Executive Office spending by $36 million
and Independent Offices and Housing and
Urban Development outlays by 43 million,
but to increase Agriculture outlays by $173
million—a net increase of nearly $85 million.
Senate actions to date would reduce Treas-
ury, Post Office, and Executive Office outlays
by $31 million but increase Agriculture out-
lays by nearly $570 million—a net increase
of nearly $540 million.

There are a number of uncertainties con-
cerning 1970 outlays. These include the fact
that congressional decisions on many ap-
propriation requests and on a possible outlay
limitation are yet to be made. For now, we
are inclined to hold to the $192.9 billion es-
timate of May 20, but recognizing, for the
moment at least, that pressures for higher
outlays seem greater than prospects for ad-
ditional reductions by the Congress.

Indeed, the $192.9 billion outlay estimate
is a tight one, despite the fact that it will
be about $7 billlon higher than 1969 outlays.
The $7 billion increase Includes:

Social security benefit payment increases
of $3.4 billion;

Civillan and military pay ralses, effective
July 1, 1969, under existing pay compara-
bility legislation of $2.8 billion;

Interest on the public debt, reflecting re-
financing at the currently higher rates of in-
terest, amounting to about #1 billion; and

Public assistance grants to States, includ-
ing Medicald and the removal of the Aid to
Dependent Familles program freeze, of $1.1
billion.

The above four items account for more
than the 87 billion increase in the total,
which means that there is a net reduction
for all other programs,

CONCLUSION

Our current economic situation is pri-
marily the product of past decisions. Similar-
ly, the future will be largely the product of
what is done now.

It takes time for fiscal policy and monetary
policy to take hold. We will need a period of
balanced, reduced growth to turn the forces
of inflation, for throughout much of the
economy, supply factors (labor and mate-
rial costs) keep pressure on prices for some
time after demand pressures ease.

Economic restraint cannot be successful if
it is applied only intermittently. This is the
lesson of the recent past. We need now a
further, gradual slowing of the rate of eco-
nomic expansion in the months ahead if we
are really to bring inflation under control.
Fallure by the Senate to act favorably and
quickly on H.R. 12200 will result in either
more inflation or too heavy reliance on
monetary restraint—and a loss of confidence
by persons at home and abroad in the
serlousness of our Government’s determina-
tion to bring an orderly halt to inflation,

It is crucial in the months ahead that we
continue the coordination of monetary and
fiscal policy that we have had since the first
of this year. Only if a fiscal program is
adopted that will keep these policies in con-
cert for the curent fiscal year, are we likely
to have a balanced and reasonably even slow-
ing of growth rates across major sectors of
the economy.

The question has been raised as to why
the President’s tax program is necessary in
view of the projected budget surplus of
$6.3 billion for fiscal year 1970. The answer
is that there would be no surplus unless
there is an extension of the surcharge, for
the extension would produce 7.6 billion in
receipts. Without the surcharge extension, we
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would shift from the surplus we are now
running to a deficit—a strongly expansionary
move that is clearly not appropriate in the
current economic environment. It would also
be inappropriate in that it would shift the
Federal Government from belng a net sup-
plier of funds to being a net demander of
funds during the full course of the fiscal
year, which would put an additional burden
on the Nation's financial markets at a time
when they are already under heavy pressure.
Thus, the President’s tax program will pro-
vide the fiscal restriint that iIs synonymous
with responsible economic policy.

This Administration has no desire that
the income tax surcharge be extended a day
longer than is necessary. The proposed re-
duction of the surcharge on January 1 is in
line with the President’s intention to pro-
pose complete elimination of the surcharge
as soon as military and economic conditions
permit.

In our budgetary planning for fiscal year
1971, we will take this intention into ac-
count. It will provide a brake on the growth
of the budget in that year. The restraint
that characterizes the 1970 budget cannot
be regarded as transitory. It will also char-
acterize the 1971 budget.

In coming years, the Nation will be facing
a whole new set of problems and challenges.
In that environment, we will be constantly
reevaluating our priorities and reallocating
resources. To have a healthy economy grow-
ing at a reasonable, sustainable, and nonin-
flationary rate, and to protect the dollar at
home and abroad, we must maintain pru-
dent and responsible economic policies. The
appropriate first step was taken in the co-
ordination of fiscal and monetary policy to-
ward the end of last year, and the second
step was the £4 billion reduction of expend-
itures in the 1970 budget; the third step
should be the passage of the President's tax
program, including continuation of the sur-
charge. Only in this way, can we have a well
balanced mix of monetary and fiscal policy.

Fallure to adopt the Presldent's tax pro-
gram runs the risk of boom and bust at
home and deterioration of the value of the
dollar both here and abroad. Stop-and-go
economic policy has never worked in the
past—Iin this country or anywhere else;
there is no reason to expect that it would
work in the period ahead.

I urge your early support of HR. 12200
to provide the restraint needed to return the
economy to balanced and sustainable nonin-
flationary growth.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, some op-
pose the extension of the surtax, arguing
that since the inflationary trend has in-
creased during the first 6 months of 1969
with the surtax in effect and, therefore,
any continuation of the surtax could not
attain the desired goal of arresting in-
flation.

The Senate Finance Committee report
on H.R. 12290 attributes the slowness of
effectiveness of the 1968 surcharge as
due, in part, to the easing of monetary
policy in the last half of 1968, which ofi-
set some of the restricting effects of the
surcharge and, in part, to the buildup of
inflationary pressures over a long period
of time. The committee comments as fol-
lows:

1, RESTRAINT OF THE 1968 SURCHARGE

Reasons for slowness of effect.—While in
the past the surcharge has exerted a useful
restraint on the economy and prices, it is
clear that it has not yet exerted the full im-
pact intended at the time it was imposed. In
part, this lack of effectiveness was due fo the
unfortunate easing of monetary policy in the
1ast half of 1968 which offset some of the re-
straining effect of the surcharge. This policy
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was reversed about the first of 18969, however,
and should, therefore, no longer deter the
effectiveness of the surcharge if it is con-
tinued until next June.

In part, the slowness of the effect of the
surcharge has been attributable to the extent
of the growth of inflationary pressures during
the long period before 1t was possible to ob-
tain sufficient expenditure restraint. These
pressures increased the length of the time
which otherwise would have elapsed before
the effects of fiscal action are generally felf.
In the case of the surcharge, the time lag in
consumer response has been substantially
longer than the one which followed the 1964
tax reduction. The impact of the surcharge
was delayed because consumers did not in-
itially reduce their spending as their dispos-
able incomes decreased; Instead their first
response was to reduce their rate of saving.

Overall, I believe that a large part of
these price increases may be due to what
has been called an “inflation psychol-
ogy."”

I concur with the statement made by
the distinguished chairman of the House
Ways and Means Committee (Mr. MILLS)
in the House debate on the bill, when he
expressed his view that there is an “in-
flation psychology” prevalent in the
country today.

So the American businessman buys today
what he thinks he may need tomorrow, but
that he will have to pay more for it. That
is true of the individual in many respects
in supplying all of his own individual needs.
That is inflation psychology. I think that
has been part of our trouble during the
last year—the last half of 1968 and through
the first part of 1969. * * * Yes, a lot of it Is
psychological, but if we do not pass this bill
today—say what you want about continuing
withholding for 81 days—you will have added
oll to the flames of this inflationary psy-
chology. Unfortunately this is a serious part
of the total ingredients of our present situa-
tion, How serious it is none of us is certain
but certainly it is a most important part.

In its report, the Senate Finance Com-
mittee makes this same observation:

It may also take time for the public to be-
come convinced that it will work. It appears
that we are at the point now where part of
the public is convinced that there will be a
lessening of price increases in the future and
part of the public remains skeptical. If the
surcharge is extended and the investment
credit repealed, this should not only directly
reduce inflationary pressures, but also grad-
ually remove the inflationary psychology, as
more and more people become convinced that
inflation will be controlled. If workers and
businesses do not believe that inflation will
be controlled, they can be expected to act in
ways that will make inflation far more dif-
ficult to control. In the absence of the sur-
charge extenslon, their expectations could
become a self-fulfilling prophecy. But with
extension of the surcharge, the committee is
thoroughly convinced that there will be no
basis for this inflationary psychology.

One provision of the bill that is de-
signed to check inflation is the repeal of
the investment credit tax, which is esti-
mated to produce $1.35 billion in reve-
nue for fiscal 1970, and $2.6 billion in
later years.

In 1962, when we passed the invest-
ment tax credit, annual expenditures for
new plant and equipment were $37.31 bil-
lion. In 1968, these expenditures totaled
$64.08 billion and are estimated to reach
$72.17 billion in 1969, The 1969 estimate
indicates an increase over the prior year
of 12.6 percent, a tremendous increase.
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One conseguence has been an exces-
sive demand by the business community
for bank funds to finance this expansion
in plant and facilities. Since the demand
for loans has been far greater than the
supply of bank funds available banks
have increased the prime interest rate as
a mechanism for rationing funds among
their customers. On December 2, 1968,
the prime interest rate rose from 6 to
614 percent. By June 10, 1969, the prime
rate had risen to 814 percent, the highest
since the Civil War. And there is talk
today of further increases. We are all
aware of the consequences on all seg-
ments of the economy and in particular,
on the supply of mortgage money to the
housing industry.

With respect to the repeal of the in-
vestment credit tax, the House has
added an amendment—which was not
recommended by the administration—
to cushion the economic impact that the
repeal would have on the investment
by industry in air and water pollution
facilities.

In the past, I have supported and
introduced bills similar to the House
amendment. It would allow the cost of
new pollution control facilities to be
amortized over a 5-year period. Because
these facilities often have a useful life
of as much as 20 years or more, the usual
depreciation deduction per year is in-
adequate.

Hearings held by the Public Works
Committee, of which I am a member,
over the past 6 years have established
clearly the need for a financial incen-
tive to industry to acquire and install
air and water polution control equip-
ment if the Nation is to make headway
in meeting the ever-mounting problems
of water and air pollution. I would like to
see this particular amendment retained
but, at this time, it is more important
that the Congress make a decision with
respect to the surtax.

I now turn to the present procedural
situation in the Senate concerning the
scheduling for Senate consideration of
H.R. 12290 and a tax reform bill.

The distinguished majority leader (Mr,
MansrFIeLD) proposed on the floor of the
Senate last Friday that the Senate ex-
tend the surtax for a 5-month period to
November 30, 1969, by attaching this
proposal as a Senate amendment to a
House passed bill. The administration
bill, HR. 12290, would remain on the
Senate Calendar until a tax reform bill
is reported by the Senate Finance Com-
mittee. The chairman of the Finance
Committee (Mr. Lone) has given as-
surances that a tax reform bill will be
reported by the committee to the Senate
on or before October 31, 1969. In addi-
tion, the proposal would retain April 18,
1969—the date specified in HR. 12290—
as the cutoff date for the repeal of the
investment tax credit.

I find myself in agreement with the
conclusions reached by the distinguished
minority leader (Mr. DIRKSEN), minority
members of the Senate Finance Commit-
tee, and the Secretary of the Treasury,
Mr. Eennedy, when they say that a 5-
month extension would not meet our
country’s fiscal problems and, at the
same time, would not dispel the uncer-
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tainty among businessmen and all in-
dividuals and could create an unman-
ageable situation with respect to the fis-
cal 1970 budget. However, because the
resolution continuing the withholding of
the surtax will expire on Thursday mid-
night of this week, it may be that we
will have no other alternative than to
pass a 5-month extension.

I wholeheartedly support tax reform
proposals that would provide a more
equitable distribution of the tax burden
among various categories of taxpayers.
In this regard I would like to add that
I would hope the committee would also
consider ways and methods to simplify
the present tax forms so that they may
be more readily understood by the tax-
payers. I think this one area deserves the
committee’s attention, and the commit-
tee could perform a great service to the
American taxpayer by making recom-
mendations for more simplified and
more readily understood forms.

The President in a major tax message
to Congress on April 21 has made tax
reform recommendations and, in addi-
tion, the Treasury Department has
added further recommendations. The
distinguished chairman of the House
Ways and Means Committee (Mr, M1LLs)
and the next ranking majority member
of the committee and majority whip
(Mr. Boees) and the ranking minority
member of the committee (Mr. BYRNES)
have given their assurances that a tax
reform bill would be before the House
before the August recess. The committee
has taken testimony from over 600 wit-
nesses to date on tax reform proposals.
It has been meeting almost daily in
executive session and has reached tenta-
tive agreement on many difficult and far-
reaching amendments to present tax
laws. I note that the Ways and Means
Committee plans to have its tax reform
bill completed by Friday of this week
and to bring the bill before the House
the following Wednesday, August 6.

I know from mail and from talks with
constituents that there is a strong
opinion in my State and in the country
that our tax laws should be reformed
and made more equitable and that Con-
gress must act this year to do so. I have
no doubt that Congress will act and act
responsibly.

EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY OF THE
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUB-
LIC WELFARE TO INVESTIGATE
PROBLEMS OF EDUCATION OF
AMERICAN INDIANS

Mr. MONDALE, Mr. President, I am
sending to the desk an original Senate
resolution unanimously reported from
the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare this morning which would ex-
tend the authority of the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare to investigate
problems of education of American In-
dians, and ask unanimous consent for
its immediate consideration.

I have cleared this matter with the
majority and minority leaders and with
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs
(Mr. Jackson) and the Committee on
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Rules and Administration (Mr. Jorpan
of North Carolina).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso-
lution will be stated.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the resolution be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. Is there ob-
jection to the present consideration of
the resolution?

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

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, this
resolution will allow the Indian Educa-
tion Subcommittee an additional 3
months within which to file its final re-
port, and will allow the continued ex-
penditure of the funds for the work of
this subcommittee which have been pre-
viously authorized. This time is needed so
that the Senators on the committee may
themselves have the opportunity to fully
consider and evaluate the record of hear-
ings which have been held by the sub-
committee and to arrive at such recom-
mendations as may be appropriate to
bring before the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the resolution.

The resolution (8. Res. 226) was agreed
to, as follows:

8. Res, 226

Resolved, That Senate Resolution 80,
Nlnety-ﬂrst. Congress. approved February
17, 1969, is amended as follows:

(1) In section 2, strike “July 31, 1969” and
insert in lieu thereof “November 1, 1969",

(2) In section 3, strike “July 31, 1969"” and
insert in lieu thereof “November 1, 1969".

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
had expected to be engaged in a colloquy
at this time, but events over which I
have no control have intervened; so I
yield to the distinguished Senator from
Colorado, and express the hope that
when he completes his remarks, we can
get underway.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1970
FOR MILITARY PROCUREMENT,
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT,
AND FOR THE CONSTRUCTION
OF MISSILE TEST FACILITIES AT
EKWAJALEIN MISSILE RANGE, AND
RESERVE COMPONENT STRENGTH

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 2546) to authorize appro-
priations during the fiscal year 1970 for
procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval
vessels, and tracked combat vehicles,
and research, development, test, and
evaluation for the Armed Forces, and
to authorize the construction of test
facilities at Kwajalein Missile Range,
and to prescribe the authorized person-
nel strength of the Selected Reserve of
eaca Reserve component of the Armed
Forces, and for other purposes.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, there will
be one virtue in my remarks. They will
be on the subject which is the matter of
debate on the Senate floor, the Safeguard
anti-ballistic-missile system.

Mr. President, as with most Senators
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who are charged with the responsibility
of making the final decision regarding
the wisdom of deploying an ABM system
at this time, I try to follow the debate as
closely as I can here on the floor. When
other responsibilities have kept me from
the floor I read the Recorp of each day’s
debate with the closest of attention in
order to fully inform myself with regard
to the progress of the information which
is being imparted for the benefit of the
Senate, indeed, of the country.

Thus, it was with a great deal of in-
terest that I read the siatements con-
tained in the colloquy between the Sen-
ator from Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT) and
the distinguished chairman of the Armed
Services Committee on Friday, July 25,
beginning at page 20826 and continuing
over to 20827 in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp. I noticed that the subject was
mentioned again in yesterday’'s RECORD.
They alluded to the possible effects of
radiation upon radars, electrical com-
munication systems, computers, and their
mutual interaction in fulfilling the com-
mand and control function for Safe-
guard.

I believe that the distinguished Sen-
ator from Arkansas was referring to the
effects of the electromagnetic pulse or,
EMP. EMP is created when gamma rays
and X-rays from an exploding thermo-
nueclear warhead strike electrons in the
air, causing them to rapidly move away
from the burst. The .verall effect is
somewhat like that caused by a flow of
electrons accelerating in only one direc-
tion.

I should like to point out that this
phenomenon is not unique to the ABM.
It is, in fact, probably much more rele-
vant to offensive ICBM's and it relies on
the same basic mechanism by which the
Spartan missile neutralizes incoming
warheads.

For many years the effects of radiation
on missile systems have been openly dis-
cussed in the technical and nontechnical
literature. For instance, the January 2,
1967 issue of Technology Week states:

Growing concern over the vulnerability of
U.S. missiles to X-rays from nuclear war-
heads of anti-missile missiles is leading to
new specifications for ICBM guldance sys-
tems.

The May 26, 1967 issue of Time maga-
zine stated:

Nearly 80% of the energy released by the
explosion of the new warheads, believed to
be in the one-megaton range, is in the form
of high-energy X-rays.

This article continues:

Even if the shock wave falls to set off the
warhead's conventional explosive, it can
damage electronic components or cause suf-
ficlent changes in the critical shape of in-
ternal cavities within the warhead to prevent
& nuclear explosion,

In addition to these radiation effects
which are now well known, weapons de-
signers recognized some time ago that
they had to contend with the EMP phe-
nomenon. Although EMP has not re-
ceived the notoriety that has been ac-
corded to X-rays, neufrons, and some
other effects of thermonuclear explo-
sions, it is extremely important. In its
issue dated November 29, 1968, Time
magazine stated further:
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EMP produces powerful currents in any
electrical conductor it crosses . . . these in-
duced currents are strong enough to blow
fuses or melt wiring and other metallic com-
ponents in ground installations and aircraft.
They would probably have the same effect on
the missile and guldance firing systems.

This article goes on to point out that
electronic defenses and offensive missiles
are susceptible to EMP.

Mr. President, I believe the Senator
from Arkansas referred to the fact that
under the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, “it
is not easy to conduct a nuclear explo-
sion in the air to test its effect upon com-
munications.”

This is manifestly apparent, of course.
As Senators will recall prior to the ratifi-
cation of the nuclear Test Ban Treaty
the Russians detonated their so-called
superbomb with a yield in the neigh-
borhood of 100 megatons. The argument
was made then, not without a great deal
of merit, I believe, that the United States
should postpone ratification of the Test
Ban Treaty until this country has had
a chance to detonate a similar high-yield
nuclear device. Such a detonation was
suggested merely for the purpose of
studying the myriad phenomena of such
a high-yield nuclear explosion, includ-
ing, of course, the EMP phenomenon.

Those Senators who argued against
such a postponement carried the day, the
treaty was ratified, and the United States
has since been precluded from studying
the radiation and EMP effects in an at-
mospheric environment.

Thus, Mr. President, it is not incon-
ceivable to this Senator that the Rus-
sians may have learned a great deal more
than we now know with regard to this
EMP problem. It must be pointed out, of
course, that our Minuteman sites and
ICBM forces in their present silos de-
pend on communications systems which
were developed and tested 10 years ago,
long before the EMP phenomenon was
clearly understood. Perhaps this is not
the case, but if it is a matter which is of
an unclassified nature, I would like to
have the Senate informed on this ques-
tion. But, clearly the EMP problem raises
some serious questions with regard to
our assured second-strike capability.

Recognizing this danger to our missiles,
the United States has developed large
machines in order to realistically simu-
late the phenomena induced by electro-
magnetic radiation. It is well known from
unclassified sources that the Defense
Atomic Support Agency—DASA—views
this as a critical problem about which
more information is needed.

In summary, EMP is undoubtedly an
important problem. It is not a new one;
it is not one which has suddenly appeared
with the ABM. It is probably most im-
portant, however, in its potential to de-
grade the second-strike capability of our
offensive, land-based ICBM's. This is be-
cause many of our offensive missiles were
deployed before the full importance of
EMP was recoghized and because there
are many more offensive missiles than
planned defensive ABM's, Last year Sen-
ator HENrRY Jackson stated that despite
5 years of research, EMP still poses a se-
rious problem to the Nation’s communi-
catlons, radar, and the missile systems.
I believe this, rather than mitigating
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against ABM deployment, furnishes ad-
ditional reasons for approval of Safe-
guard. Safeguard gives the defense one
more option in keeping a credible second-
strike capability, by providing one more
way of protecting our missile sites from
the EMP produced by thermonuclear
explosions.

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

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
understand that the distinguished Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. Javirs) desires
to speak for not to exceed 2 or 3 minutes.

PETITION FROM AD HOC COMMIT-
TEE OF NEW YORKERS AGAINST
ABM

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, there was
presented to me today by Representative
Rem, of Westchester County, N.Y., and
by Representative Bincmam, of Bronx
County, N.Y., a petition signed by 10,000
individuals throughout the State of New
York, expressing from the depths of
their being their conviction on the de-
ployment of the anti-ballistic-missile
system, It is so spontaneous a movement,
s0 individual in its character and so
profound in its conviction, that I wish to
call it to the attention of the Senate.
The petition, which is signed by these
thousands of individuals, reads as fol-
lows:

We the undersigned citizens, protest the
Administration’s recent decision to deploy an
Anti-Ballistic Missile System for the follow-
ing reasons:

1. Such deployment would waste many bil-
lions of dollars of the taxpayers money;

2. The ABM system is of unproven effec~
tiveness. Most sclentific testimony indicates
that it probably would not work;

3. Deployment of the ABM would acceler-
ate the nuclear arms race;

4. Deployment of the ABM would seriously
endanger nuclear disarmament talks between
the United States and Russla.

We urge the Congress to take appropriate
measures to insure that this unfortunate
decision is not implemented.

The petition, signed with the names
and addresses of 10,000 persons from all
over the State of New York, was gathered
by a highly responsible committee. Any
Senator is invited to examine the peti-
tion.

Mr. GORE. Mr, President, will the Sen-
ator yield.

Mr, JAVITS. Iyield.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I have not
had the pleasure of examining the peti-
tion. It is indeed voluminous. The voice,
through the signature of 10,000 citizens
of the State of New York, is eloquent
indeed.

I note that the petition expresses
doubt as to the workability of the ABM,
even if deployed and even if needed.
Would not the senior Senator from New
York agree that in the event that it
should become necessary to detonate
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ABM’s in an attempt to defend against
incoming nuclear missiles, it would in-
dicate our policy of deterrence would
have already failed?

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator is correct.
I think that is the deep feeling from
their hearts that these thousands have
expressed.

Mr. GORE. So the question of its work-
ability, however fraught with doubt that
is, is a secondary matter indeed. The real
question for the country is what action
it can take that would most likely lead
to an agreement on nuclear arms limi-
tation. This is true, because the only
measure of security between the two ma-
jor nuclear powers, each possessing the
power to destroy the other, is the avoid-
ance of nuclear war.

So the first question is whether ABM
is necessary, whether it will contribute
to an arms limitation agreement, or,
conversely, whether it will interfere,
hinder, make more difficult the achieve-
ment of an arms limitation.
toMr’ JAVITS. I agree with the Sena-

T.

Without imposing on the time so gra-
ciously granted by the Senator from
Montana, I only say that this does not
inhere in what the parties may momen-
tarily think they will do. They will do
3 lot more if we do not deploy than if we

0.

AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL AVIA-
TION ACT OF 1958, AS AMENDED

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
the Chair to lay before the Senate a
message from the House of Representa-
tives on S. 1373.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the amendment of the
House of Representatives to the bill (S.
1373) to amend the Federal Aviation Act
of 1958, as amended, and for other pur-
poses, which was to strike out all after
the enacting clause, and insert:

That the Federal Aviation Act of 1058, as
amended, is further amended as follows:

SecTioN 1. Section 407(b) (49 U.S.C. 1377
(b)) is amended by adding the following ad-
ditional sentence: *“Any person owning,
beneficially or as trustee, more than 5 per
centum of any class of the capital stock or
capital, as the case may be, of an air carrier
shall submit annually, and at such other
times as the Board may require, a description
of the shares of stock or other interest owned
by such person, and the amount thereof.”.

Sec. 2. Bection 408 (49 U.B.C. 1378) is
amended by striking subsection 408(a) (5) in
its entirety, and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

“(6) For any alr carrler or person con-
trolling an air carrier, any other common
carrier, or any person engaged in any other
phase of aeronautics, or any other person,
to acquire control of any air carrier in any
manner whatsoever: Provided, That the
Board may by order exempt any such acqui-
sition of a noncertificated air carrier from
this requirement to the extent and for such
periods as may be in the public interest;”.

Sec. 8. (a) Section 408 is further amended
by deleting the first sentence of subsection
408(b) and substituting in lieu thereof the
following: “Any person seeking approval of
a consolidation, merger, purchase, lease,
operating contract, or acquisition of control,
specified in subsectlon (a) of this section,
shall present an application to the Board,
and thereupon the Board shall notify the
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persons involved in the consclidation, merger,
purchase, lease, operating contract, or acqui-
sitlon of control, other persons known to
have a substantial interest in the proceeding,
and the Attorney General of the time and
place of a public hearing.”

(b) Section 408 is further amended by in-
gerting in the third proviso of subsection
408(b) after the words “determines that no
person disclosing a substantlal interest” the
following: “or the Attorney General”.

Sec. 4. (a) Section 408 is further amended
by adding the following new subsection 408
(1) =

“Presumption of control

“(f) Por the pu of this section, any
person owning benefleially 10 per centum or
more of any class of the capital stock or
capital of an air carrier shall be presumed
to be In control of such alr carrier unless the
Board finds otherwise,”

(b) That portion of the table of contents
contained in the first section of the Federal
Aviation Act of 1858 which appears under
the heading “Sgc. 408. Consolidation, merger,
and acquisition of control” is amended by
adding at the end thereof the followlng:
“(f) Presumption of control.”

Sec, 5. The provisions of this Act shall take
effect on the date of the enactment of this
Act.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I move that the
Senate disagree to the amendment of
the House to S. 1373, a bill to amend the
Federal Aviation Act of 1958, and ask
for a conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses, and that the Chair
be authorized to appoint conferees on
the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. MAGNU-
soN, Mr, Canwvon, Mr. Hart, Mr. CoTTON,
and Mr. PrRouTy conferees on the part of
the Senate.

EXTENSION OF THE SURTAX

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, to-
day I was fortunate enough to have the
opportunity to discuss on the telephone
the situation in which the Senate, and I
believe Congress, finds itself in relation
to the extension of the surtax and its
connection with meaningful tax reform.

I discussed possibilities with the Vice
President this morning. I discussed pos-
sibilities later with the distinguished
minority leader. Shortly after the Senate
convened, I met, in the office of the Vice
President, with the Vice President, the
minority leader, and the distinguished
senior Senator from Delaware (Mr, WiL-
LIams) ., At that time they discussed the
possibility—and these discussions were
most friendly—of a 15-day extension of
the withholding section of the surtex
bill.

I stated that, in view of the action
taken by the policy committee in con-
junction with the Democratic members
of the Committee on Finance, it was my
opinion that the response would be neg-
ative so far as that joint membership
was concerned. However, I did state that
I would be most happy to call the policy
committee together, with the chairman
of the Committee on Finance and the
Democratic members of that committee,
to lay before them the questions which
had been raised in the various confer-
ences today and to find out what their
judgment would be, I promised that once
I found out what their judgment would
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be, what their position was, I would no-
tify the Vice President, the minority
leader, and the senior Senator from
Delaware,

So, at the conclusion of that meeting,
which unanimously, without exception,
agreed to hold fast to the stipulation
which was unanimously agreed to on
Thursday last, I dispatched a copy of the
minutes of the meeting to the three
members mentioned.

At the same time I sent a letter to my
beloved friend the distinguished Sena-
tor from Illinois, the minority leader,
which accompanied the statement which
I made at that time. The letter reads as
follows:

JULY 29, 1969.
Hon. EveErerr M. DIRKSEN,
Minority Leader, U.S. Senate, Washington,
D.C.

Dear Ev: In an attempt to carry out my
promise at cur meeting this morning in the
Vice President’'s office, I am sending this
statement to you, the Vice President, and
Senator Williams so that, if you desire, you
can discuss it with your colleagues.

I have been instructed by the Policy-Fi-
nance Committee to make a public state-
ment on this situation today. I will not do
50, however, until you have completed your
discussion and are on the floor.

With best personal wishes, I am,

Sincerely yours,
Mixe MANSFIELD.

Coples to: the Vice President; Senator
JOHN J. WILLIAMS.

Mr. President, that is all I have to say,
except that to keep the REecorp straight
I shall ask unanimous consent that a
copy of the statement which was deliv-
ered to the Vice President, the minority
leader, and the Senator from Delaware
(Mr, Wiriams) be printed in the RECORD.

Mr. President, I will read the state-
ment. I had thought it was distributed.
This is the ananimous finding of the
policy-finance committee at its meeting
today.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR MixE MANSFIELD

The Democratic Policy Committee met with
the Democratic members of the Finance Com-
mittee today. The joint membership agreed
unanimously that a further 15-day exten-
sion of the withholding rates would not meet
the problem of surtax-extension. Rather it
would serve only to postpone a decision and
create an unnecessary pall of uncertainty.

The group agreed further that the previ-
ous offer to the minority to support an ex-
tenslon of the surtax until November 30,
1969 on a separate House-passed bill—with
the understanding that the general tax re-
form measure would be reported by October
3l1—should be renewed as offering the best
prospect of passing a surtax-extension and
still meeting the public demand for the re-
moval of the inequities in the present tax
structure.

The Democratic Policy Committee-Finance
Committee group agreed unanimously to re-
new the effort to secure a five-months ex-
tension of the surtax provided, of course,
that the approach receives the accord of
the Administration and the minority lead-
ership. This endorsement seems necessary to
preclude the offering of extraneous amend-
ments to the House-passed bill which would
be used as a vehicle for effecting the exten-
slon of the surtax until November 30.

If the Administration and the Minority
Leadership give the word on the acceptabil-
ity of the compromise, the Leadership is pre-
pared to move without delay—Iit is prepared
to move today—In an effort to bring the sur-
tax extension before the Senate for prompt
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disposition. I would hope for the assistance
of the distinguished Minority Leader and the
ranking Republic member of the Finance
Committee on this wurgent and difficult
matter.

The House-passed bill, HR. 9951, which
is on the calendar would provide the vehicle,
The controversial amendment in this bill
dealing with foundations would be removed—
as per the earlier offer of Senator Willlams—
since this matter is being considered in the
general tax reform package. The extension
of the surtax—and nothing more—would be
offered as a substitute for that committee
amendment.

Without clearance all around, it is diffi-
cult to say how an extension of the surtax
can be brought about at this time.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, what the
distinguished majority leader has said
is quite correct.

It was on Thursday last, after meet-
ing with the majority policy committee,
that a statement had been prepared, but
there was such a surge of newspaper,
television, and radio people in the corri-
dor at the time that the majority leader
could not well make his way over to my
office, and so he telephoned and delivered
the statement that had been prepared. It
was of sufficient moment I thought for
me to convene the minority members of
the Committee on Finance and, like-
wise, the Secretary of the Treasury be-
cause it contained two distinet proposals:
One proposal dealt with the surtax, and
the other proposal dealt with the in-
vestment tax credit. It dealt with the
latter in rather meticulous detfail so as
to nail down the date and the circum-
stances so that there would be a full
understanding as to what the majority
policy committee had in mind. It con-
tained also language about acceptability
by the administration and by the minor-
ity leadership.

Before we finished our deliberation of
the matter it was well into the evening,
and so there was nothing more to be
done that day. We did have some further
discussion of the matter on Friday in
one place or another, as I recall, but
off and on I have been rather pursuing
this matter, because I saw the uncer-
tainty that was developing in the com-
mercial channels of the country, and in
the industries of the country, and I
thought surely we cannot permit an im-
passe to prevent us from getting some-
thing done on this very vital matter.
After all, on an annual basis, there is
involved in that surtax something over
$7.5 billion, and that is a lot of revenue
under any circumstance. I thought,
“How, then, do we get this thing done?”

I had occasion to speak with the distin-
guished majority leader about the pros-
pect of intercepting the House bill when
it was messaged to the Senate. The bill
I refer to is the one that would extend
the time for the withholding tables for
a period of 15 days.

They undertook to call up that bill in
the House yesterday. However, there was
objection and the leadership found it
necessary to go to the Rules Committee
for a rule. I made inquiry. They said it
would be the customary rule for 1 hour
and they would probably ask for an
hour's discussion on the resolution. Evi-
dently they did not try to bring up the
matter today, as I recall, so nothing will
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be done about the withholding table or
the resolution relating thereto until to-
mMorrow,

However, in the first sentence of this
new resolution which came to light to-
day the majority policy committee and
the majority members of the Committee
on Finance deal with this whole matter.
As the majority leader has so well said,
I called this morning and I know the
Vice President called him; and at an ap-
propriate moment we met in the office of
the Vice President. There we had a dis-
cussion, and the Vice President raised
the hope that they could convene the
majority policy committee again and
have a further discussion of this whole
matter. The majority leader graciously
agreed, and at about noontime or a little
thereafter I noticed that members of the
Committee on Finance were going into
his office. So I assumed that the meeting
was in progress about that time. This
was the regular day for the minority to
have its policy luncheon, attended by
evey minority Senator. In the course of
the luncheon meeting this noon, the ma-
jority leader was kind enough to send me
the note that he read and a copy of the
statement that was uttered with the ap-
proval of this joint committee, the Com-
mittee on Finance, and the Democratic
policy committee.

Now, in the first paragraph there is
this recital:

The Democratic Policy Committee met
with the Democratic members of the Finance
Committee today. The joint membershlp
agreed unanimously that a further 15-day
extension of the withholding rates would
not meet the problem of surtax-extension.
Rather it would serve only to postpone a
decision and create an unnecessary pall of
uncertainty.

In view of that estimate of what that
15-day bill would do—I thought 1 read
that reasonably and fairly—that no ac-
tion would be taken, that we could not
intercept the bill when it came over and
try to get immediate consideration,
which I knew ran the hazard of an ob-
jection and, thereafter, it would have to
go to the calendar, The majority leader
contended that, properly speaking, it
should go to the Finance Committee.

Certainly, I have no quarrel with that
viewpoint, because that is what commit-
tees are for. When a matter that comes
within the purview of their jurisdiction
is sent here, it is quite the customary
thing to send it to committee.

But I thought this sounded something
of a death knell for that 15-day exten-
sion because of the general opinion ut-
tered here that it would create an un-
necessary pall of uncertainty.

The new statement deals only with the
surtax extension. At first, it was pro-
posed, on last Thursday, to have an ex-
tension until the 31st of October. That
has been modified, and in the statement
it would be an extension to the 30th
of November. There is phraseology here
that has given me some difficulty——

Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the Senator
from Illinois yield right there?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. There has been no
change, may I say most respectfully, in
the date. Last Thursday it was Novem-
ber 30, and it still is.
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Mr, DIRKSEN. The Senator is correct.

Mr. President, here is the language
that offers difficulty:

If the administration and the minority
leadership give the word on the acceptabllity
of the compromise, the leadershlp is pre-
pared to move without delay. It is prepared
to move today.

I did not finish poeinting out that in
the earlier statement of last week, they
did deal with the so-called investment
tax credit. That, however, does not ap-
pear in today's statement. This deals
only with keeping the surtax alive until
the 30th of November,

Mr. President, I cannot arrogate to
myself the authority actually to speak
for the administration. The President
must do that and, momentarily, he is
out of the country. I did summon for
our meeting today the Secretary of the
Treasury, the Director of the Bureau of
the Budget, and some White House staff;
but, frankly, I presume they would have
difficulty in speaking for the administra-
tion, also.

Now, a query: Could we get the Pres-
ident on the telephone and would that
be the appropriate thing to do?

I had hoped that perhaps the whole
matter could wait until the President
returned; but, unfortunately, we are up
against a deadline, not only with respect
to the extension of the surtax tables, but
also on a deadline so far as the surtax
itself is concerned.

Obviously, there are only days avail-
able to us before some kind of action
might be contrived. Consequently, I felt
in duty bound, when the majority leader
indicated that he would like, in fact, for
me to indicate to him what the situation
was, to be frank to say to him that ac-
tually I could not speak for the leader-
ship.

If we formalize the leadership, it con-
sists of five members of the minority,
Well, I have not talked to them and, con-
sequently, I could not feel that I should
speak to them, not if there was one dis-
sident viewpeint. Thus, I could not com-
ply with that request of the minority
leadership. I can speak for one member
of that leadership, and no more.

I have some views that were not ac-
tually consonant with some views I have
heard expressed today, nor can I speak
for the administration. That was the rea-
son for summoning those identified with
the executive branch for whatever kind
of statement they might be able to make.

Accordingly, under those circum-
stances, Mr. President, I cannot say that
the proposal is rejected. I cannot say that
it is accepted, because I am in a slightly
awkward position and not quite able to
say exactly that.

So that it would be pursuant to and
also responsive to the very language of
this statement from the joint committee
that I explain the whole story.

I might add to it that, in my book, this
is such an important thing, one cannot
fail to consider what is happening in the
markets today, the uncertainty in busi-
ness and elsewhere, without feeling that
it is that uncertainty that, somehow, be-
clouds business judgment, We see it in
the trade markets and in the press: Ex-
actly what is Congress going to do?
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I had, of course, hoped if we could have
done this for 6 months, it would seem a
little more reasonable. One month may
not seem so much. However, if we are
dealing on a fiscal year basis, it takes us
to the end of the first 6-month period. If
we are dealing on a calendar year basis,
it takes us to the end of the calendar
year. It brings us up to the time when
business begins to make its purchase
plans, when it begins its inventories and
when it determines the models and so
many other things, So that the impact of
taxes is so important in every one of those
economic decisions which are made.

That is why, in my judgment, this is
so extremely vital. I had hoped that it
would come to certainly a better end than
what appears at the moment.

So, now what happens at the other end
of the Capitol, I cannot say.

Obviously, this must come to their at-
tention and it could readily have some
impact on how they feel about going
ahead with that 15-day extension.

That was all that was involved this
morning at the meeting in the Vice Pres-
ident’s Office; namely, how quickly to get
that 15-day extension, because there
would be some maneuvering room and
we could take a further look in the hope
that out of sweet reason we might come
to a satisfactory conclusion.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I can
find very little fault with what the dis-
tinguished minority leader has said to-
day and on previous occasions.

He has been most gracious and most
considerate. He has tried to keep the door
open and do what he could, and, based
on the limits of his responsibility and
authority, to bring this matter to a head.

All I can say, Mr. President, is that
today’s offer—that we are prepared to
move without delay in an effort to bring
the surtax extension before the Senate
for prompt disposition—applies not only
today, but it applies to tomorrow and it
applies to Thursday. If it is necessary to
call the President—and I understand
that that has been done since he has left
the country—to discuss matters of prime
interest—no pun intended—I think that
is the way it will have to be, that is the
way it must be.

But I want to say on the part of the
Democratic membership of this body—
and I think I can speak for practically
all of them—what we want to do is to
extend the hand of accommodation to
the President of the United States. We
think that by extending this provision
for 5 months, we are helping the Presi-
dent, getting out of a deadlock, living up
to our responsibilities, and laying the
groundwork for a tax reform bill, as well
as a full 12-month surtax extension, with
all its attributes, being considered in
plenty of time.

That, I think, is a gesture which I hope
would not be misinterpreted, because I
have said this before—I will say it
again—there is no politics involved in
this accommodation, but I realize that
politics will be charged and alleged. And
that is the way it is. That is the way you
have to go. There is nothing personal in
this accommodation, and that statement
I am sure will not be disagreed with.

As far as the Senator from Montang is
concerned, there is nothing in the way
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of prestige connected with it. As I have

said many times before, I could not care
less about such things. But it is an honest

?ttempt to try to reach an accommoda-
ion.

I want to thank the distinguished mi-
nority leader for the strenuous efforts
he has made in this area. I want to thank
the distinguished Senator from Delaware
(Mr, Wirriams), the ranking minority
member of the Finance Committee, for
the strenuous and honest and respectable
efforts he has made to try to reach an
accommodation. All I can say is that
what I have stated today bears the im-
print of the approval of all the Demo-
cratic members of the Finance Commit-
tee and all the members of the Demo-
cratic policy committee.

I would hope that a solution to this
matter could be found shortly, because, if
nothing is done by midnight Thursday,
it is a new ball game; and if something
is attempted after that time, my guess
would be that it would be very, very diffi-
cult to revive the surtax at that time.

It is a situation . in which I can well
understand the dilemma in which the
distinguished minority leader finds him-
self. I may point out that we are in a
dilemma as well.

But again I want to say to whoever
calls the President of the United States
and explains this situation to him that,
let it be clear to the President that as far
as the loyal opposition is concerned, we
are extending the hand of accommoda-
tion. We think we are acting responsibly.
We are quite sure that if this accom-
modation is accepted, the matter of sur-
tax extension and tax reform of a mean-
ingful nature will be complied with, in
our opinion, in plently of time before the
30th of November.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Senator
from Louisiana has done the best he
could, to bring together honorable men
of differing opinions.

It took some time for us on the Fi-
nance Committee to understand what
those on the policy committee had in
mind. At one point the Senator from
Louisiana undertook to invite the policy
committee to meet with the Finance
Committee so we could discuss the mat-
ter and see if we could reach some agree-
ment as to just exactly what both groups
were attempting to do and to see if there
could be some kind of agreement as to
procedure and also whether there was
some condition as to what the committee
was expected to do if the bill was to be
called up.

The majority leader felt—and I am
now convinced quite properly—that it
would not be proper for the policy com-
mittee to sit with the Finance Commit-
tee, because the policy committee spoke
for Democrats and did not speak for
Republicans. He was quite willing to have
the policy committee sit with th2 Demo-
crats on the Finance Committee and
discuss their position, because the policy
committee represented Democrats. Ac-
cordingly, we did that, and we were able
to come to an agreement as to the
procedure that we thought would be
appropriate to meet the conditions of all
concerned.

Unfortunately, before we could do that,
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a motion was made in the committee to
report the surtax extension bill and the
admendments to it precisely as it passed
the House of Representatives. Two Demo-
crats voted with seven Republicans, and
it was voted out 9 to 8.

Since that time it was made clear that
the leadership did not propose to call up
that measure until we were in a position
to vote on a rather sweeping type of tax
reform bill, the type of measure which is
being considered in the House of Repre-
sentatives.

It was the point of view of the leader-
ship that they were perfectly willing to
move a measure which could carry an
amendment to extend the surtax, which
is the really unpopular provision in that
bill, as far as October 31.

After we met, the majority leader was
willing to go the extra mile, at my urg-
ing, to suggest that the date be Novem-
ber 30, and that we should have until Oc-
tober 31 to report out of committee our
recommendations on reform.

As a practical matter, if I were trying
to look after the President’s business on
the floor, I would look at the bill and say,
“Here is a bill for $10 billion and the
Democrats are offering us $4.9 billion on
the surtax extension, They are telling us
that they will help us get the other $1.3
billion on the investment tax credit by
repealing that provision, and they are
reserving judgment with regard to about
$3 billion which will expire unless they
are accorded the opportunity to vote on
their amendments and have the kind of
reform package that might be voted on
by the committee or as sent by the House
of Representatives.”

As a practical matter, if this suggested
compromise is agreed on, looking at it in
terms of revenue, the administration will
get nearly two-thirds of what it is asking
for, as temporary matters, which is a
generous offering the Democrats make
when they insist on having an opportu-
nity to offer their amendments and have
an opportunity to vote on the reforms of-
fered by the House of Representatives to
the Senate.

If one expects those who take the view
that there must be some consideration
of tax reform, in connection with the
surtax extension bill, to go any further
than that, it seems to me it is unreason-
able. The administration is getting more
than half of what it would like to have
as a part of this proposed compromise.

As one who has tried to help this ad-
ministration get the revenue necessary
to balance the budget and to stabilize the
economy, it seems to me Members on
this side of the aisle are asked to go as
far as they can be expected to do to help
the administration act responsibly, unless
they are to prejudice their chance to
prevail upon reform proposals.

If the 15-day extension took place,
what bothers me is that in 15 days we
certainly could not give due consider-
ation to all the legislative representa-
tions made by the House. I have not even
trled to understand them, feeling it
would be well to wait until we got them
here and had an opportunity to let peo-
ple testify on them.

But the Senate wants to vote on that;
at least the Democratic majority in the
Senate wants to vote on those recom-
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mendations, and they do not want to let
the administration get all its revenue
bills through, to have its fiscal house
completely in order, without having a
chance to vote on the amendments Sen-
ators want.

That is not limited to this side of the
aisle, to the Senator from Tennessee, or
to any other Senator. As far as I am con-
cerned, I have felt that the biggest loop-
hole in the tax law at this point is the
investment tax credit. It s my under-
standing that the Senator from Dela-
ware has felt the same way. The Sena-
tor from Delaware, the Senator from
Tennessee, and I would have joined to
move for the repeal of the investment
tax credit on the first big revenue bill
that came to us.

The President foresaw that, and rec-
ommended its repeal himself, which I
think was a very wise thing for him to
do. The Senate Finance Committee has
voted to do it. The Democratic policy
committee, almost unanimously, with the
votes of all committee members except
one, went on record as favoring repeal
of the investment tax credit, as did the
House of Representatives.

So we are pretty much united as to
everything except one thing: What are
we going to do with the surtax as of
November 307?

It would seem to me that the wisest
thing to do and the best way to proceed
to give the Government the revenue it
needs would be to extend the surtax
until November 30, and by that time
we would expect to have a comprehen-
sive revenue bill before the Senate—in
fact, a month before that time—on which
the Senate could work its will.

I think the leadership has gone about
as far as it could be expected to go.
It would seem to me that if the majority
leader would make an effort to work
this thing out with the minority leader,
they could work something out within
the general area on which there is agree-
ment. It would seem to me further to
serve no purpose at all to have a 15-day
extension. What would that accomplish,
except to make it necessary to ask for
another extension? The House of Repre-
sentatives did not want a 92-day exten-
sion, or a 60-day extension; they wanted
only a 31-day extension. We gave them
that. Now I would propose that, responsi-
bly, we ask them for such time as we
would require to act responsibly on a
measure such as the Senate desires. That
is only fair. It is difficult for me to un-
derstand how those statesmen in the
House of Representatives can ask us for
such time as they require, and then deny
us 50 percent as much time as they have
spent working on a revenue bill. That
is about par for the course; we usually
take half the time they take, but it does
pose for us somewhat of a difficult task
to have them send us a bill and expect
us to make it law the day after they
send it to us.

If they take 8 months on a bill, it would
seem to me that the Senate would be en-
titled to take 4; or if they take 6 months,
that the Senate would be entitled to 3.
But for us to take their bill, on which
they have spent 7 or 8 months, and when,
in many instances, they wrote the bill
after they had concluded their hearings,
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so no one had a chance to be heard on
their ideas at all, and be asked to pass it
the day after it gets here, is asking too
much. It is also asking too much to ask
us to do it in 15 days.

I have tried to be accommodating to
the majority leader, the minority lead-
er, the majority on the committee, and
the minority on the committee; and if
this suggested compromise, which the
Democratic policy committee has pro-
posed is accepted, no one will be denied
the opportunity to be heard, we will pro-
vide the Government with the revenue it
needs, and everyone will have a chance
for a vote on his proposal,

If Senators want to have their amend-
ments considered, if they can obtain a
majority vote in connection with some
legislation which the President feels
some need to sign, they can do so. I do
not think he can ask the Democrats who
insist on tax reforms to go any farther
than they have gone. So I would very
much hope that a compromise can be
worked out along the lines that have been
suggested here.

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I appreciate the position of the
majority leader, who is speaking for the
Democratic policy committee, and as
much as anyone else would I like to work
out some agreement whereby we could
proceed. But many of us, including the
chairman of the committee, felt that an
important part of this package was the
repeal of the investment tax credit.

In all of the arguments that we heard
in the testimony before our committee
the testimony was that this investment
credit was subsidizing the expansion of
industry at a time when we did not need
new plant capacity. It represents on an
annual basis about a $3 billion subsidy
for American industry, something which
we as a committee felt was not desirable.
As I recall the vote it was practically
unanimous; there may have been one or
two votes against the repeal of the in-
vestment eredit, but I think it was nearly
unanimous, as I believe the chairman will
bear me out.

We felt this was a vital part of the
measure in order to combat inflation at
this time, because the repeal of this 7-
percent investment credit has the double
objective not only to repeal a $3 billion
unwarranted subsidy for American in-
dustry, which we felt at this time was not
justified in the light of the revenue con-
dition of the Government, but also to
stop encouraging expansion of plant ca-
pacity at a time when we do not need it.
It puts an added drain on the finanecial
markets to finance that new capacity at
a time when money is short, thereby con-
tributing to pushing interest rates still
higher, and its retention places an added
drain on materials, supplies, labor, and
so forth, at a time when our economy is
already overheated. Many of us are of
the opinion and feel very strongly that
the repeal of this investment credit is an
important part of any inflation control
package.

Yet at the same time I respect the
position of the majority Members who
want to make sure that we are going to
get some meaningful tax reform later,
and I am just as anxious on that point
and have been working for a major re-
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form of our tax laws as long as any other
Senator. But I think there is a way that
this objective can be met and satisfy both
sides.

There is in the surtax extension bill
that came over from the House of Rep-
resentatives the proposed extension of
excise taxes on telephones and automo-
biles, which represents, as I recall it,
around $2.5 billion to $3 billion addi-
tional revenue. These do not expire until
December 31, 1969, but they were to be
extended another year. Certainly those
excise taxes are an important part of the
administration’s package. To my knowl-
edge there is not a single member of the
committee who opposed the extension of
those excise taxes, and they do not ex-
pire until December 31; but they will
have to be acted upon prior to Decem-
ber 31.

Why could we not defer action on
those excise taxes and leave them on
the calendar? They would be a hostage,
s0 to speak, something that the admin-
istration would be vitally interested in,
with action on their extension to be acted
on as a part of the major tax reform
bill, Thus, we could proceed now to act
on the surtax extension and the repeal
of the investment credit. If we could
reach such an agreement I would agree
to withdraw the foundation amendment
which I have on the bill now on the
Senate Calendar, which is somewhat

controversial—although it is not contro-
versial as I examine it—and make that
a part of the reform bill, to be acted on
at a later date, That would give us a

clean bill before the Senate that deals
only with the accelerated payments on
the withholding taxes, and I would be
willing, as one Member and speaking
only for myself, to enter in advance into
a unanimous-consent agreement that
when that bill was made the pending
business it would be subject to only those
amendments dealing with the question
of extension of the surtax and the repeal
of the investment tax credit, with the
further understanding that no amend-
ment relating to any other subject would
be germane; that would give us a chance
to work our will on these two proposals
together. Then, if it is the will of the
Senate to extend the surtax for 1
year, 6 months, 5 months, or 3 months,
that could be worked out by rollcall votes
in the Senate.

At the same time, the Senate would
be taking final action on the repeal or
nonrepeal of the T-percent investment
credit.

By this advance unanimous-consent
agreement, the Senate leadership would
be sure there would be no nongermane
amendments other than those two sub-
jects dealt with on that bill. I would be
willing to enter into such an arrange-
ment and I think this could be an area
of agreement.

I do think, though, that those of us
who do feel very strongly that this sur-
charge should be extended a little long-
er than the 5-month period should have
the right to vote on it. I am perfectly
willing to abide by the decision of the
Senate. I might state that, as the major-
ity leader knows, it is not unanimous on
our side of the aisle either as to whether
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it should be extended the full year or
whether it should be extended at all.

At the same time the Senate would
be extended the privilege of voting and
deciding the question as to whether the
T-percent investment eredit will or will
not be repealed and if repealed what
exemptions will be made. In that man-
ner American taxpayers would be in a
position to make their plans with the
knowledge of what the law would pro-
vide.

I am not trying to persuade any Sen-
ator as to how he should or should not
vote. I do think, however, that when we
vote on a matter as important as this we
as individual Senators should be able to
express our own opinions.

I hope that the majority leader will
not close the door, but at least let the
Senate have an opportunity to vote. As
the minority leader has said he will talk
further with those who speak for the
administration.

I am only speaking for myself. How-
ever, I do think it is very important for
the Senate to deal with the two sub-
jects before any August recess. Certainly
the Senate will not take a vacation and
leave this tax bill in abeyance.

I mentioned this argument the other
day, but I shall repeat it again if the
Senate will bear with me. I point out that
if we do not act on the investment tax
credit and make a final decision now we
will have a most confused situation. The
T-percent investment tax credit is the
law of the land until Congress will have
taken final action, whether it be in No-
vember or whatever date in the future it
may be.

In the meantime those companies that
operate on a fiscal year basis have no
choice except to deduct the investment
tax credit as they file their tax returns.
Suppose they bought equipment after the
April 18 date, which we generally accept
as the ultimate date to be agreed on.
They will continue to deduct the invest-
ment tax credit until the law is actually
passed, and if this is the case it is esti-
mated that by November this will
amount to nearly $200 million. As one
company official said, he will invest it in
60- or 90-day Treasury bills drawing 6
percent for the time that lapses until
Congress is making its decision. The
company could draw interest on the
Treasury bills for 60 more days after
Congress does act. The Treasury Depart-
ment would have no choice, based on
precedent, except to allow them adequate
time after final congressional aection, to
file an amended return and pay the tax.
The Department could not put a penalty
on that company for a retroactive tax
because the taxpayer would be paying
the proper tax under the law as of the
date his tax returns were filed.

I realize that there is a difference of
opinion in the Senate as to whether Con-
gress should or should not repeal the
T-percent investment tax credit. As the
Senator from Louisiana knows, he and
I suggested that we repeal it. However,
let the Congress make its own decision
either to repeal it or not to repeal it. I
am willing to abide by the decision of
the Senate, Why not enter into an agree-
ment that we confine our actions to these
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two items alone and let the Senate work
its will on the surtax and investment
credit?

That is all we ask—just a chance to
vote, Surely the nine Members compris-
ing the Democratic policy committee are
not going to try forcing their views on the
remaining 91 Senators under the threat
that either we agree in advance to vote
as they dictate or they will deny the
Senate an opportunity to vote at all.

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the most
urgent thing and the first question that
should be settled is whether we will ex-
tend the surtax or not. If we bring the
matter to a vote, it can be settled speed-
ily. And I think that if there is any de-
lay, it will not be on our side of the
aisle. So far as I can determine, while
some people want to vote against the
measure, they are willing to vote and I
think the votes will be there.

The second question comes on the in-
vestment tax credit. There are people
who feel that there are two sets of
problems involved.

In the first place, it can be pointed
out that there are inequities in the bill
the House sent us. There are Senators
who are perfectly willing to go along
with a repeal of the investment tax
credit, but they are insisting that
amendments be considered so as to clear
up the inequities contained in the House
bill.

Other Senators feel that the invest-
ment tax credit should not be repealed
completely, at least insofar as the trans-
portation industry is concerned.

Some feel that the railroads need roll-
ing stock or that the airlines need addi-
tional aireraft which they must acquire.
Some feel that shipping companies have
signed contracts relying on the invest-
ment tax credit.

Many feel that there a special excep-
tion should be allowed.

It seems to me that we have the votes
to repeal it. But we ought to separate
the two matters and take some other
revenue bill as a vehicle to repeal the
investment tax credit.

One came over today, which I would
like to have held on the calendar. If
we could reach some agreement, some
other bill could be amended to take care
of the investment tax credit problem for
the time being.

Then industry would have its answer
and would know where it stands be-
tween now and November 30.

And as far as the investment tax credit
is concerned, they would know where
they stand forever in the future.

We could be in the position then of
guaranteeing Senators that they would
have an opportunity to vote with regard
to a further extension of the surtax and
with regard to an extension of the ex-
cise taxes, or with regard to whatever
reform amendment they want to offer.

That is what the policy committee
agreed to do, to go along with those of
us on the Finance Committee in saying
we were going to put the repeal of the
investment tax credit on some bill, not
specifying what bill, so that once we
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get the first item settled, we would then
have no difficulty in settling the second.

However, on something that should be
passed by Thursday, if we try to put it
all together, it is open for all amend-
ments. Everyvone has a different point of
view. Even though we can agree on the
matter of what we want to do, it is
subject to Senators offering amendments
in good faith and dragging the thing out
for some time.

I certainly hope that the Senator will
find it in his heart to go along with
an extension of the surtax until
November 30.

I would then be willing to cooperate
with the Senator in finding some vehicle
that may already be on the calendar by
which we may repeal the investment tax
credit.

When we get that big reform bill here,
we can go to work on that part of it
and see what we can do with respect to
the big problem which will take many
hours of work.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. When I
said we could get a unanimous-consent
agreement limited to amendments deal-
ing with extension of the surtax and the
repeal of the investment tax credit I
meant that it should be limited to those
two subjects. I did not mean that we
would preclude the right of a Senator to
offer an amendment dealing with a
modification of either the investment
tax credit or the surtax. For example, if
someone wanted to change the formula
for phasing out the investment tax credit
as provided in the House bill, if someone
wished to include an exemption for some
industry that he felt was justified, if
someone suggested an amendment to re-
tain the eredit with respect to a smaller
business, and so forth, they would be in
order. I had in mind considering those
amendments on their merits on the basis
that they were related to the issue. The
same would be true of amendments re-
lating to the period for which the sur-
tax was to be extended or at what rate.

I think there was general agreement
in the Pinance Committee that the in-
vestment tax credit should be repealed
in some form. However, uncertainty
presently prevails in industry concerning
the question, “Will I be one of the lucky
ones to get exempted from the repeal?”
That is what I would like to settle.

This uncertainty as to what action
Congress will ultimately take on these
two points is creating great disturbance
in our financial markets. This delay is
only adding fuel to the fires of inflation.

Mr, LONG. Mr. President, why should
any Senator who wants to protect the
transportation industry give unanimous
consent to vote if it were to mean that he
would be foreclosed from having an op-
portunity to protect the transportation
industry?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I did not
say that. They would be protected under
this proposed agreement.

Mr. LONG. Well, if we are going to
follow this thing through and it means
that the industry must carry the burden
with respect to the investment tax credit
of filing an amendment return and pay-
ing the money back, why would such a
Senator give unanimous consent?
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Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Sen-
ator misunderstood me.

I said that in the unanimous-consent
agreement we could start with the lan-
guage of the House bill as it deals with
the surtax extension and the repeal of
the investment credit.

That would be a good bill with which
to start. Then let Senators who want to
modify those sections offer their amend-
ments. For example, some may wish to
retain the investment tax credit for the
transportation industry then they could
offer such an amendment and have it
voted up or down in the Senate on its
merits.

It would be a germane amendment. It
would relate to the subject under the
agreement.

The nongermane amendments I was
thinking of, for example, are the ones
that are part of the reform package.
There would be various amendments of
that sort. I have a half dozen of my own
that relate to correcting inequities in
our tax laws. Those would be non-
germane on this bill.

Certainly any amendments dealing
with the investment tax credit or the
surtax extension would be germane,

I have not made any survey; but why
not try to get a unanimous-consent
agreement to limit it fo amendments
germane to those two subjects? Why not
get an agreement to limit the debate on
each amendment so that there will be
no undue delay and so that action can
be expedited?

I am willing to enter into an agree-
ment. There is an exemption or two in
the House bill relating to the investment
credit that I would like to have deleted
That would be in order under this agree-
ment. Such amendments can be consid-
ered on their merits, but they can be
disposed of expeditiously.

Then the Senate could start consider-
ation of the reform package coming over
from the House. The extension of the ex-
cise taxes on automobiles and telephones
could be included as a part of that bill.

I offer this suggestion, that rather than
make the final decision now let this be
considered as a possible area in which
we could reach an agreement under
which the Senate can proceed to a vote.

Mr. LONG, In my judgment, any Sen-
ator who is opposed to the extension of
the surtax is going the extra mile to per-
mit that matter to be brought to a vote
in the fashion suggested. He is going the
extra mile to accommodate the Senator
in doing that. I believe we might be able
to get some kind of unanimous-consent
agreement to vote on an extension of the
surtax to November 30.

But with regard to the investment tax
eredit, I should think that any Senator
who wanted to assure the railroads of
their right to have the credit on their
rolling stock, or if he wanted to correct
certain inequities in the House bill which
adversely affect industries which have
big investments in his State, or if he
wanted to protect some other phase of
the transportation industry, or if there
were some other problem on which he
was determined to win, if he gave that
unanimous consent, he would not be very
smart; because he might have a chance
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to win if he made his case and presented
his witnesses. On the other hand, he
would be left in the position of trying to
repeal a bill that was a fait accompli if
he gave the Senator that agreement and
let it go through the way it is likely to
happen under such an agreement.

I do not think the majority leader
would want to ask for a unanimous-con-
sent agreement to which Senators would
not agree had they been present to hear
the request. He would not want to preju-
dice them. No majority leader would
want to do that.

I think the type of agreement the Sen-
ator has in mind would be difficult to
achieve. But if he is talking about pro-
viding the revenue that this Government
needs to sustain itself, to balance the
budget, and to stabilize the economy,
there is really no problem in getting this
done. I believe that proceeding the way
the Senator would like to proceed would
involve a unanimous-consent request
which could not be obtained—not at this
time, anyway.,

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Surely
the Senator from Louisiana is not sug-
gesting that we only get an agreement to
bring up a bill for a vote in the U.S. Sen-
ate under conditions that the Democratic
policy committee would get unanimous
consent of 90 Senators that they all will
vote as they dictate. That is incredible.
We are not going to get that kind of
agreement because the Senator realizes
that each Member is going to insist upon
the right to make up his own mind and to
cast his own vote.

I think that what I have suggested here
today may be an area in which we could
get the matter before the Senate, The
Senate could then work its will—if the
majority of the Senate saw fit it could
extend the surtax without acting on the
investment credit. Let the Senate as a
whole decide.

Mr., ALLEN. Mr. President, as a new-
comer to the Senate, I have been inter-
ested in the game that is being played by
the distinguished Senators. I am some-
what at a loss as to whether the name of
the game is “poker,” “brinkmanship,” or
the game that some of our reckless feen-
agers in my section of the country play,
called “chicken.” In that game, one teen-
ager will get at one end of the field, in a
car, and another teenager will be at the
other end of the field, in another car, and
they will head toward each other at rapid
speed. The first one who gives away is
called “chicken.”

I have listened very carefully to the
proposal of the majority leader. I am not
a member of the policy committee. I am
not a member of the Committee on
Finance. So I can view the matter ob-
jectively. It seems to me that the Demo-
cratic vehicle is not going to give way in
the proposal that has been made.

The proposal is made that action can
be taken on the surtax as early as today
and that will provide plenty of time for
passage before the law expires on Thurs-
day at midnight. The extension would be
for 5 months, but that would provide
ample time for the consideration of re-
form measures that all concede must
come. The administration asks for the
extension of the surtax.
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The action of the Demoecratic policy
committee and Finance Committee as-
sures that a vote ean be had on the
surtax. It can be had, possibly today,
certainly by tomorrow. What more could
the other side want? I might say, paren-
thetically, that I plan to vote against
the extension of the surtax, but I should
like to see it come to a vote, so that we
might then proceed to the further con-
sideration of the ABM, for which I shall
vote. I believe that the extension of the
surtax for 5 months, with an opportu-
nity then to vote on its further exten-
sion, is certainly a fair and reasonable
proposal, one on which the Democratic
Party could certainly go before the peo-
ple, because if that proposal is not ac-
cepted by the minority party, and the
surtax is allowed to expire, certainly the
blame would lie at the door of the mi-
nority party.

So I believe that the Democratic “‘au-
tomobile” will not veer from the straight
and narrow path that it is on.

Something has been said about the
inability of Senators of the opposition
party to speak for the administration. I
should think that it would be the first
time that they have been unable fo
speak for the administration if they are
not able at this time to do so. To have
43 Senators not able to act on a bill in
the legislative process would certainly
indicate to me that there has been a
great delegation of power to the execu-
tive on the part of a portion of the mem-
bership of the Senate.

I should like to see the majority lead-
er's proposal accepted and the bill come
to a vote. I believe the proposal is fair
and reasonable, one that I would cer-
tainly be willing, as a member of the
Alabama Democratic Party, but not a
member of either of the two committees,
to stand by and support.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I shall
not speak at length, but I feel that one
remark that has just been made should
be answered. I think the Senator from
Alabama has not read carefully the mes-
sage of the majority leader (Mr. Mans-
FIELD) to the minority leader, in which
he made it specific that not only would
the leadership of the minority speak,
but also that the administration would
speak—and, of course, the administra-
tion is the President of the United States,
and no one needs fo be told what the
present situation is with respect to that.

There are two or three other things
that I would want to make clear tonight.
We have been regaled in the last few
weeks with a lot of weeping about tax
reform. I might tell my friends on the
other side of the aisle that they do not
have any monopoly on an interest in
tax reform. We have had Democratic
Presidents for 8 years. They had the
overwhelming majority of the Members
from their party in Congress for 8 years.
I did not see any great enthusiasm in
those last 8 years for any tax reform.

I feel somewhat sensitive about this,
because my own great former colleague
from Colorado, the late Senator Milli-
kin, probably—and without doubt, in
my mind—broke his health and per-
haps caused his death by working so
hard on the last great tax reform bill
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that came before the Senate, the tax
reform hill of 1954.

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

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield.

Mr. MURPHY. I wish to ask the Sen-
ator if the effort made in 1954 was the
last attempt at a tax reform bill.

Mr. ALLOTT. No. I believe there was
a subsequent effort. Perhaps the Sena-
tor from Louisiana could give us the
date. Was it 19572

Mr. LONG. We had a comprehensive
bill in 1962 and another comprehensive
bill in 1964,

Mr. ALLOTT. It depends on what one
would call “comprehensive.” I did not
call it comprehensive. We patched up
some excise taxes and things of that
nature, but it was not a comprehensive
bill.

The last comprehensive bill that I re-
call, when we went through the tax
structure, was 1954.

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

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I am now
compiling a statement on this matter.
However, if one will look at the bills that
were passed in 1962 and 1964 he will see
that those bills pretty well covered every-
thing in the Internal Revenue Code so
far as income taxes were concerned.
Another act, in 1965, pretty well covered
the excise tax provisions. I think one of
them included more than 10 so-ecalled
reforms and the other about 20 so-called
reforms. But both of those bills in 1962
and 1964 attempted to go through the
entire Internal Revenue Code, but they
did not look at the gift tax or the inheri-
tance tax.

Mr. ALLOTT. And they did not look at
foundations or other things.

Mr. LONG. The Senator will find we
did something about foundations. I think
it was in the 1964 bill.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ALLEN in the chair.) Does the Senator
yield?

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I have
listened attenfively. I think that some-
times in debates or discussions some of
the basic precepts involved get lost. We
are in a vexing situation. The majority
party has made an offer to be accepted
by the minority party. They have had
meetings and decided this is a conces-
sion. As I read the offer, it was an offer
either to be accepted immediately or
withdrawn. I did not realize when I
heard the reading of it that it could be
accepted tomorrow or Thursday, as the
Senator from Louisiana suggested.

For purposes of clarification I would
like to ask my distinguished friend, the
Senator from Colorado, to go back to the
beginning. As I recall, there are two mat-
ters confronting the Senate. One matter
is the tax reform, upon which all agree.
I know of no one who disagrees that we
should not immediately and as quickly
as possible have a complete and really
comprehensive tax reform.

However, there is a separate matter.
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Mr. ALLOTT. Mr, President, on that
subject, I wish to say that I find no less
enthusiasm on this side of the aisle for
tax reform than I have heard expressed
on the other side of the aisle.

Mr. MURPHY. I had been falking
about it even before I thought of run-
ning for the Senate.

The other matter has to do with the
emergency crisis situation. It has noth-
ing to do with the long haul, but it has
to do with the immediate problem which
has been building up over the years, and
which was even recognized last year
when there was a joint effort to try to
alleviate the situation, which did not go
through the way it was planned. The
distinguished Senator from Delaware
was very active in connection with that
measure.

This is an emergency situation wherein
the President has asked that the surtax
be continued. Everybody agrees that in-
flation is possibly the most important
and the most serious question we face
in this body at this time. Nobody wants
the surtax. Certainly I do not want it. I
think our people have been taxed far
too heavily, and I think it is time we
became more cautious and we should
have better ways for raising revenue.
But the surtax at long last is beginning
to show signs of having the effect we all
desire of slowing down the inflationary
spiral.

These are two separate and distinet
matters. I wish to ask the Senafor from
Colorado whether I am correet or
whether I am in error.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator, He is entirely correct and
proper, except in the minds of those who
want to utilize one as a wedge for the
other,

Mr. MURPHY. That was to be my next
question. Does it not appear, with full
realization that the emergency exists,
that the surtax is only an instrument
for the situation and is not to be con-
sidered a part of the tax structure on a
permanent basis? It is not at all. It is
merely an instrument to try to stop
inflation.

Mr. ALLOTT. As one of the instru-
ments.

Mr. MURPHY. As one of the instru-
ments. Would it not be reasonable that
we ask that these be separated and one
matter be taken up; and in the meantime
there Is no question about the desire to
have a complete tax reform. I do not
know that it can be accomplished in 4
months, 6 months, or a year. I think it is
so important and it has been so long that
it is going to take our very best effort to
get it done by the end of this session.

But I wish to ask the Senator if it
would not be practical, if it would not be
thoughtful, if it would not be with full
consideration of the welfare of the finan-~
clal structure, and the welfare of indi-
vidual citizens that we separate these
two matters and decide whether or not
the surtax should be continued; and
that we should separately how fast we
can move ahead to write a ecomplete tax
reform?

It seems to me that to continue to tie
the two considerations together at one
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point would indicate a reluctance on the
part of some Senators. I know of no such
reluctance and I know of no such dis-
agreement. This is what concerns me.
These two matters are intermingled in an
impractical way and I get the feeling
there is a use of coercion, which at best
is not wise and at worst it is not worthy
of the dignity of this great body.

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the Senator. I
could not agree with him more. I was
about to discuss two or three of these
things which I feel should be part of the
Recorp today.

We heard the important discussion be-
tween the Senator from Louisiana and
the majority leader. It was said, in effect,
that the 15-day extension would not meet
the problem. I could not agree with him
more; that in a true sense the 15-day
extension does not meet the problem.
But—and it is a big “but” on the end of
that—the 15-day extension would bring
us past the date when Congress is sup-
posed to begin a summer recess. We may
have a little discussion about that recess
before we are through here, because I do
not think we can mess and tamper with
the basic fiscal soundness of the Federal
Government while we run off on a recess.

The significance of the 15-day exten-
sion is that this would bring it to the 15th
of August. Congress is supposed to recess
on the 13th of August. But at the meet-
ing held at the White House a week ago
this morning at which members of the
Ways and Means Committee, the Repub-
lican and Democratic leadership of the
House, and members of the Finance
Committee of the Senate, both majority
and minority leaders of the Senate were
present, this matter was discussed in
great detail.

As to the people in the House, I must
say in all frankness that the chairman of
the Ways and Means Committee was not
there, but the ranking minority member
was. The next to the senior member, next
to the chairman on the majority side,
was there.

At that time, he laid out in no unequiv-
ocal language that we were tampering
with the safety of the Government if we
did not pass the surtax bill for the entire
vear. This is from the other party, not
from our party.

At the same time, four Secretaries of
the Treasury were there. Bob Anderson
was there, who was Secretary of the
Treasury under President Eisenhower.
Douglas Dillon was there. Henry Fowler
was there, Secretary of the Treasury
under the last administration, as well as
David Kennedy, the present Secretary
of the Treasury. They were all there.
They said that passage of the legislation
on extension of the surtax was an abso-
lute “must” for the continued fight
against inflation.

No one contends that the surtax alone
will cure inflation. It will not. There
are all sorts of means which will have to
be employed to do that. We will have to
employ the means to cut expenditures
and to cut wherever we can. We will have
to employ means which Congress has
been so reluctant to do, is the thing the
majority leader himself has advocated
time and again; namely, the exercise of
legislative oversight, taking some of the
ill-conceived and rapidly written laws
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which have been placed on the statute
books in the past few years, and no
matter how meritorious they may have
been, they should be rewritten to the
point that they are workable so that the
Government’s money—which is the
people’s money—will be well and bene-
ficially spent.

The significant thing that occurred at
that meeting last Tuesday morning was
that both majority and minority mem-
bers of the Ways and Means Committee
committed themselves—I repeat, com-
mitted themselves—to have a tax reform
bill passed in the Hou:e before August 13,
when we adjourn.

Thus, when we considered the 15-day
extension in that context, it means that,
at that time, for those people who say,
“Well, I want to be assured of tax reform
before I vote on a surtax,” it means that
those people—those in the Senate com-
mittee in which they have a majority—
could have a meaningful tax reform bill
in the Senate by the time we adjourned.

Whether, with the action taken today,
we will still see those pledges lived up to,
I am not sure. Upon the basis that the
surtax was a vital necessity in this
country, they made that flat commit-
ment there, and I am sure that each and
every one of them intended to do it.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Colorado yield at that
point for a question?

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield.

Mr. MURPHY. Then it is the opinion
of my distinguished friend from Colo-
rado that it is not necessary the two con-
siderations be tied together?

Mr. ALLOTT. I cannot see how they
need to be tied together, because there
are other so-called tax reforms in the
surtax bill. The continuation of the ex-
cise tax, of course, is not a tax reform,
but, for example, there is the termina-
tion of the investment credit and also
provision for a low-income allowance for
individuals and for other purposes.

Before the House passed that bill, it
was only passed, as I recall, by a majority
of five votes.

Mr, MURPHY, Five votes.

Mr. ALLOTT. Before they passed that
bill, they had to put in those two re-
forms, granting some 3 million persons
in this country in the lower income
brackets relief from income tax, and then
the repeal of investment credit.

They had to put those two reforms in
the bill when it came over here. The Sen-
ator from Delaware (Mr. WiLriams) had
another one with relation to foundations
which he has shown great statesman-
ship, I believe, in stating that he was
willing to waive his position temporarily
if we could move this.

Knowing how strongly he feels about
that particular amendment, I think he
should be congratulated upon his great
and generous offer to remove that partic-
ular amendment so that we can move for-
ward on this bill.

There is another point I think we
should make, that the surtax will raise
approximately $7.5 billion. With the pro-
posal made today, that will be reduced
to about $4.1 billion.

Mr. President, the people who do that
have got to assume the responsibility for
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what cuts will have to be made in many
of the social problems we have to deal
with in this country today.

I have been examining in the past
few weeks, and have been sitting in on
the hearings of the Independent Offices
Subcommittee, of which I am the rank-
ing member, appeals for money for ur-
ban affairs, model cities, for section 235
funds, and section 236, the interest sub-
sidy funds. This administration is put-
ting more money into them than has
ever been done before. Yet, what are we
going to do when we come to Novem-
ber and we do not have the assurance
of the income from the surtax to take
care of that?

Something will have to give at that
time. The ones we will hear the most
from, the ones who will speak the loudest
at that time will be the same ones who
are in the Chamber here saying that we
need more money in the cities and ghet-
tos and for social services. They will be
those who in December, and in the latter
part of November, will be talking the
loudest that we have got to do more for
these people. Yet, today, if we go
through with this plan, we will be chop-
ping off $3.4 billion which the Govern-
ment needs to carry on the various
services.

Mr. MURPHY. I wanted to make cer-
tain that I had a clear understanding,
that the entire dilemma as it appears
to me, and the reason it is taking this
unique form at this time is caused by the
decision to tie the necessary crisis con-
sideration of the surtax to what we all
agree has been a long needed attempt to
do a complete rewriting job of the en-
tire tax bill. Had these not been tied to-
gether, the condition that exists now,
at this 11th hour decision—almost on a
take-it-or-leave-it basis—would not
have prevailed. Is that a fair statement
of fact?

Mr. ALLOTT. Let me put it this way.
The other body, I think, has exercised
good judgment and has attacked the sur-
tax problem first. As I stated a few mo-
ments ago, in order to get that through
the House, they had to put certain tax
reform provisions in that bill, which they
did, particularly on the investment tax
credit and taking 3 million low-income
people off the tax rolls of this country—
a provision, incidentally, which was sug-
gested by the President. So they acted
upon that first. They apparently did not
have—and I frankly do not think a delib-
erative body of this kind could consider
intelligently—a comprehensive tax bill to
raise revenue and a tax reform bill, It
would take weeks and weeks and months.

We may all have different ideas about
what constitutes reform. I suppose that
there would be, on either side of the
aisle, all the variations one could think
of about what constitutes tax reform.
But we know that some reforms are
needed. We know it is unconscionable
that any American could so invest his
money that he could walk away from any
tax at all while living in luxury. I do not
think that is justice. It has never been
my idea of justice, anyway.

That is what they are trying to do in
the House on that second tax bill—take
care of the investment tax credit, about
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which there was so much hue and cry,
and take care of the President’s sug-
gestion that we cut 3 million low-income
people off the tax rolls,

Then they turned around and tackled
a tax reform bill. I know, of my personal
knowledge, that they have been working
like beavers—I hope they do not take
umbrage at that term; that is the word
we use when we consider somebody work-
ing hard to try to fill the commitment
which was made by both the Democrats
and Republicans at the White House
meeting a week ago today—to have that
tax reform bill brought here by the time
we adjourn,

While it is not a significant reform,
or anything of that sort, that is why
the continuation for 15 days becomes
very important. Those who say, “I want
to see a tax reform within my grasp
before I vote for a surtax,” can have a
reform bill in the Senate. It can be re-
ferred to the Finance Committee, of
which the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana is chairman. They have the
majority to vote that bill out of the com-
mittee almost at their will. But they will
have that bill here. So it cannot be said
that anybody is blocking them from
having a reform bill. The commitment
was made that morning that it would be
here.

I do not understand why we talk in
circles around here to the effect, “You
cannot have a surtax because I want to
be assured of reform.” I cannot assure
them of reform, as a member of the mi-
nority party, but surely the majority
leader and the chairman of the Finance
Committee can assure them that they
will have a reform bill before we adjourn
this year.

There is a lot of other mischief. The
distinguished Senator from Delaware,
a while ago, mentioned some of the un-
certainties and difficulties, not the least
of which is that with the uncertainty in
the tax situation people are hedging
against inflation. If there is going to be
inflation, the thing to do is to buy things
that a person will use in his business and
stockpile them for the future, because
prices are going up.

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

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield.

Mr. MURPHY. Having had some ex-
perience in business, I do not know of
any business that operates on a projec-
tion as short as 4 months

Mr. ALLOTT. Neither do I.

Mr. MURPHY. I do not think this
would do anything except cause utter
confusion, when there is already enough
confusion.

Mr. ALLOTT. Even my corner drug-
gist does not operate on as short a
projection as 4 months.

Mr. MURPHY. Particularly with the
ending date about the end of the year, I
fail to understand it. The longer I con-
sider it, the more I am afraid it is going
to complicate matters, rather than help.

Mr. ALLOTT, I thank the distinguished
Senator for his help and his remarks, be-
cause they are very meaningful.

I would just like to conclude with two
or three observations. It seems to me
that the November 30 date causes a lot
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of difficulties. What it actually means is
that every corporation is going to have
to proceed on an eleven-twelfths year
and a one-twelfth year basis.

As I understood the majority leader
this afternoon, what they are propesing
is to consider, at a later time, the surtax
before it expires again. Well, all that is
done is to compound uncertainty in this
country. If we create an atmosphere of
certainty as to what was going to be
done in the surtax area, and resolve the
question of the investment credif, and
resolve the tax situation as to poor in-
dividuals who certainly cannot afford to
pay a tax on the incomes they have, but
who by our laws are required to pay
an income tax, then I think we would be
taking another step toward curing the
inflationary problem.

Let there be no mistake about it, infla-
tion is not just something people talk
about; inflation has been said to be the
cruelest tax of all, No matter how we go
about it, a poor man cannot meet infla-
tion. The man who has a great deal of
money can invest in certain types of
securities and make money and get rich,
as hundreds of them have in an infla-
tionary period. I would say it is not an
overstatement. I do not say this is true
of any Member of the Senate at the pres-
ent time, but there are people in this
country—many of them, perhaps thou-
sands of them—who are just hoping to
God that the Senate does not pass a
surtax extension, because they want
more inflation. They have perfected the
techniques of making money out of
inflation.

So we have the uncertainty. We have
the mischief that is going to be caused
by corporations having to operate on a
eleven-twelfth-year and a one-twelfth-
year basis. Most of all, we have done any-
thing for tax reform.

‘When the people from the other body
got up last week and said, “We will have
a tax reform bill in the Senate by Au-
gust 13, when we adjourn,” I believed
them. I believe only the occurrence of a
cataclysm or a catastrophe could keep
us from having such a bill by that time.
That being so, I really cannot see any
justification for the argument that we
must have a tax reform bill on the
Senate calendar before we consider the
surtax extension.

With the assurance that has come not
only from Members of my party but
from the ranking Members of their own
party in the House of Representatives,
it would make much more sense to put
the surtax extension to the first of the
year, because they have assurance that
they are going to have a tax reform bill.
Let them vote on individual items. Each
individual amendment is, of course, up
to every Senators’ own conscience. But
the bill will be here. For that reason,
there is not any justification for not
extending the surtax now until the first
of the year, at the minimum.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that
when the Senate completes its business
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today, it stand in adjournment until 12
o’clock noon tomorrow.

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

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM
TOMORROW TO THURSDAY, JULY
31, AT 11:30 AM.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that, at
the completion of business on tomorrow,
the Senate stand in adjournment until
11:30 on Thursday morning next.

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

»

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR AIKEN ON THURSDAY, JULY
31, 1969

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous econsent that, up-
on the completion of the prayer and the
disposition of the reading of the Journal
on Thursday morning next, the able
senior Senator from Vermont (Mr.
AIKEN) be recognized for not to exceed
30 minutes.

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

ORDER FOR THE TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS ON
THURSDAY, JULY 31, 1969

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that, on
the completion of the address by the able
senior Senator from Vermont (Mr.
AIKEN) on Thursday morning next, there
be a period for the transaction of routine
morning business, with statements there-
in limited to 3 minutes.

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

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac-
cordance with the previous order, that
the Senate stand in adjournment until 12
o'clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o'clock and 41 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Wednesday,
July 30, 1969, at 12 o’clock noon.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by

the Senate July 29, 1969:
SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVE FOR TRADE
NEGOTIATIONS

Carl J, Gilbert, of Massachusetts, to be Spe-
clal Representative for Trade Negotiations,
with the rank of Ambassador Extraordinary
and Plenipotentiary.
HousING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACT OF

1968 CORPORATION

Carter L. Burgess, of New York, to be an
incorporator of the corporation authorized
by section 902(a) of the Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1968.

FepERAL HomEe LoAN BaNK BoARD

Thomas Hal Clarke, of Georgia, to be a
member of the Federal Home Loan Bank
Board for the term expiring June 30, 1973.




		Superintendent of Documents
	2017-04-18T16:10:06-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




