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SENATE-Wednesday, September 10, 1969 
The Senate met at 10 o'clock a.m. and 

was called to order by Hon. JAMES B. 
PEARSON, a Senator from the State of 
Kansas. 

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

Eternal Father, whose mercies are new 
every morning, open our eyes to Thy 
beauty, open our minds to Thy truth, 
open our hearts to Thy spirit, and use 
us this day to advance the Nation's wel
fare and extend Thy kingdom among 
men. 

Draw together the world of the visible 
and the invisible, the temporal and the 
eternal, and unite us in our labors with 
that unseen Host, whom we have loved 
long since and lost awhile. Grant that 
being compassed about with so great a 
cloud of witnesses we may run with pa
tience the race that is set before us look
ing un.to the author and finisher of our 
faith for guidance and strength. 

In His holy name, we pray. Amen. 

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will read a communication to the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read the fallowing 
letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.C., September 10, 1969. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate, 
I appoint Hon. JAMES B. PEARSON, a Senator 
from the State of Kansas, to perform the 
duties of the Chair during my absence. 

RICHARD B. RUSSELL, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. PEARSON thereupon took the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

THE JOURNAL 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the Journal of the proceedings of Tues
day, September 9, 1969, be dispensed 
with. 

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

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States submitting 
nominations were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Leonard, one of his secre
taries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session, the Acting 
President pro tempore laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

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

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 Department of Justice. 

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The nominations on the Executive 
Calendar will be stated, as requested by 
the Senator from Montana. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

The bill clerk proceeded to read sun
dry nominations in the Department of 
Justice. 

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nominations 
are considered and confirmed en bloc. 

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

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

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate resume the consid
eration of legislative business. 

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

THE CALENDAR 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of Calendar 
Nos. 388 and 389. 

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

NATIONAL ADULT-YOUTH COM
MUNICATIONS WEEK 

The joint resolution <H.J. Res. 614) 
authorizing the President to proclaim the 
week of September 28, 1969, through Oc
tober 4, 1969, as "National Adult-Youth 
Communications Week," was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
(No. 91-394), explaining the purposes of 
the measure. 

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

PURPOSE 
The purpose of the joint resolution ls to 

authorize and request the President of the 
United States to issue a proclamation desig
nating the week of September 28, 1969, 
through October 4, 1969, as "National Adult
Youth Communications Week." 

STATEMENT 
This legislation will demonstrate to young 

people in all parts of the United States that 
meaningful change can be brought about 
through the democratic legislative process 
rather than through violence or by taking 
over a.dminlstra.tion buildings. It is hoped 
that this resolution would encourage the 
communication of ideas and cooperation be
tween persons of different generations. 

The committee 1s of the opinion that this 
resolution has a meritorious purpose and ac
cordingly recommends favorable considera
tion thereof without amendment. 

RESTORATION OF THE GOLDEN 
EAGLE PROGRAM TO THE LAND 
AND WATER CONSERVATION 
FUND ACT 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2315) to restore the golden eagle 
program to the Land and Water Conser
vation Fund Act, which had been re
ported from the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, with amendments, on 
page 2, after line 2, insert: 

( c) The first sentence of section 8 of the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, as 
amended, is further amended to read as 
follows: 

"Not to exceed $30,000,000 of the money 
authorized to be appropriated from the fund 
by section 3 of this Act may be obligated by 
contract during each fiscal year for the ac
quisition Of lands, waters, or interest there
in within areas specified ln section 6(a) (1) 
of this Act." 

After line 10, insert a new section, as 
follows: 

SEC. 2. (a) Section 2(a) (1) of the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (78 
Stat. 897) , 1s amended by deleting "$7" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "$!0". 

(b) Section 7 of such Act (78 Stat. 903), 
is amended by inserting immediately before 
the period at the end thereof a comma and 
the following: "except to the extent that 
the Secretary of the Interior determines nec
essary in order to advertise and promote any 
entrance or user fee program established 
pursuant to section 2(a) of this Act." 

After line 19, insert a new section, as 
follows: 

SEC. 3. Section 210 of the Flood Control 
Act of 1968 (82 Stat. 746) 1s repealed. 

So as to make the bill read: 
s. 2315 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) the 
first section of the Act entitled "An Act to 
amend title I of the Land and Water Con
servation Fund Act of 1965, and for other 
purposes", approved July 15, 1968 (82 Stat. 
354; Public Law 90-401) , 1s hereby repealed. 

(b) Subsection (c) of section 2 of the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 
( 16 U.S.C. 4601-5), as added by section 2 of 
the Act of July 15, 1968 (82 Stat. 354; Public 
Law 90-401), is redesignated as subsection 
(d). 

(c) The first sentence of section a of the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, as 
amended, ls further amended to read as 
follows: 

"Not to exceed $30,000,000 of the money 
authorized to be appropriated from the fund 
by section 3 of this Act may be obligated 
by contract during each fiscal year for the 
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acquisition of lands, waters, or interest there
in within areas specified in section 6(a) (1) 
of this A<:t." 

SEC. 2. (a) Section 2(a) (1) of the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (78 
Stat. 897), is a.mended by deleting "$7" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "$10". 

{b) Section 7 of such Act (78 Stat. 903), 
is amended by inserting immediately before 
the period at the end thereof a comma and 
the following: "except to the extent that the 
Secretary of the Interior determines necessary 
in order to advertise and promote any en
trance or user fee program established pur
suant to section 2 (a) of this Act." 

SEC. 3. Section 210 of the Flood Control 
Act of 1968 (82 Stat. 746) is repealed. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, we on 
the Interior Committee reported out a 
bill S. 2315, which would extend the 
golden eagle passport. To many Orego
nians, the golden eagle is the best invest
ment they can make in their vacation 
enjoyment. Each t1Ine they visit an area, 
the cost drops. 

I wish to highlight two groups of peo
ple who profit greatly from the golden 
eagle program. They are senior citizens 
and large families. Many older Oregon
ians have written me to tell of their 
great pleasure in using our parks. The 
golden eagle offers them an opportunity 
to visit our parks as often as they can 
with no increase in cost. Because so many 
elderly people have fixed incomes, the 
golden eagle helps hold down the cost of 
vacation plans. 

Large families are not penalized by a 
per-person charge, and, therefore, are 
encouraged to take family vacations. I 
think the Senate shares my belief that 
we should encourage such endeavors, and 
the golden eagle is a step in that 
direction. 

I support the golden eagle and am 
pleased to be a cosponsor of the bill. 

The reason I speak today is to point 
out the support in my State for the pro
gram. I wish to call attention to a fine 
article from the East Oregonian of Fri
day, August 29, 1969, written by Mrs. 
Bernice Riley. I think that it represents 
the views not only of Oregonians, but 
of many Americans. 

Mr. President, Mrs. Riley captures the 
feelings of many of us who support the 
bill. Beeause of the interest in this bill, 
I ask unanimous consent to have the ar
ticle by Mrs. Riley printed in the RECORD. 

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

GOLDEN EAGLE PERMrrS To BE TERMINATED 

(By Mrs. Bernice Riley) 
The first of September marks the end o! 

summer to many families in this area. There 
will still be several weeks of bright, sunny 
days. But the nights will turn crisp and 
there will be the feeling of autumn in the 
air. 

Camping equipment will soon be stored 
to await the return of the long vacation 
period, when we head for the mountains al
most every weekend. 

This part of Oregon is blessed with vast 
forests unmarked by the inroads of commer
cial exploitation. Outdoor lovers can find 
camp spots at a hundred places, tree-shaded, 
with creeks winding through meadows or 
rippling over rocks in the gorges. 

The Umatllla National Forest maintains 
ca.mp !ac111t1es in many scenic locations. 

Eight of these, with tables, water and sani
tary fa.cllities, are "charge camps." 

This means there is a box at the entry 
to the camp, where you leave a dolla.1 for 
ea.ch night you'll be staying there. 

(If you go to Union Creek Camp, a.t Mason 
Dam in the Wallowa-Whitman Forest, you'll 
pay $2 a night. But you can connect your 
trailer to water, sewer and electricity. This 
is the only forest ca.mp in the west with such 
plush fac111 ties.) 

For the past several years the Forest Serv
ice has offered vacationers a bargain fee for 
use of camps, and for entry into national 
parks. You've been able to buy a. "Golden 
Eagle" card for $7, good anywhere in the 
United States for a year. 

"The law was passed by Congress," said 
Jay Hughes, recreation director on the Uma
tilla. Forest, "as part of the land and water 
conservation fund act of 1965. This act pro
vided $150 million yearly to expand the rec
reation program in the nation." 

Hughes said many people have believed 
the $7 fee for the Golden Eagle goes directly 
back into the Forest Service for development 
of more recreation areas. 

"This isn't true,'' he said. "Actually, 60 
per cent of all land and water conservation 
funds goes to the states, and only 16 per cent 
of the remainder is allocated to federal agen
cies west of the Mississippi River." 

Hughes said the states pass along thelr 
share of the fund to counties for develop
ment of local facilities, after a. community 
plan has been made and approved, and 
ma,tching funds have been assured. 

"For example, the tennis courts a.t Athena 
were built partly with these funds. And 
Pendleton has bought some property adja
cent to McKay Creek School under this pro
gram." The remainder of county funds will 
go into development of the caimp ground at 
the Port of Umatilla. 

The Forest Service use of the fund can be 
only for land acquisition, said Hughes. He 
said the only project currently underway in 
the Umatilla Forest is Kelly Prairie, where a 
lake will be built. Land is being purchased 
for this new recreation site. 

So, 1f you have felt tha.t you are contribut
ing to the maintenance of your national for
est when you pay $7 for a Golden Eagle, 
you'll have to adjust your feeling of owner
ship a bit. 

You are buying land for new camp sites. 
You a.re paying for recreational facllities in 
your home town as well. 

Apparently you aren't paying enough. 
For this is the last year the Golden Eagle 

will be available, said Hughes. "The program 
will be discontinued at the end of this year. 
Congress has decided to return to the policy 
of a.n individual fee for use of each facility." 

He said there has been complaint because 
some of the big national parks, such as Yel
lowstone, Yosemite and Grand Canyon have 
suffered a big decline in receipts since the 
Golden Eagle went into effect. 

"Some of those pa.rks charge as much as 
$2.50 admission. Golden Eagle owners have 
been gaining entry by showing their cards." 

The director observed that termination of 
the Golden Eagle will work a hardship on 
persons on fixed incomes who may spend 
seven or eight months a year traveling with 
trailers or campers. These people use the 
federal campgrounds with no other charge 
than their yearly $7 fee. 

Low-income faim111es may spend almost 
every weekend during the summer in a for
est campground, said Hughes. These people 
too will be hurt by termination of the 
Golden Eagle. 

There has been some discontent voiced by 
the publlc over termination of this bargain 
fee. Letters a.re being sent to members of the 
Congre~ and U.S. Senate, asking that the 

policy be continued. If there a.re enough 
letters, the solons may reconsider. 

Hughes said the Umatilla Forest collected 
$1,206 in dollar fees from the charge camps 
in 1968. That same year 507 Golden Eagle 
cards were purchased for $3,549. 

It may be that few people will object to 
paying the dollar a night to use a forest 
ca.mp ground. 

On the other hand, when the camper dis
plays his Golden Eagle, he has tangible evi
dence that he is pa.rt owner of the great 
national forests in our country. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
(No. 91-395), explaining the purposes of 
the measure. 

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

PURPOSE OF S. 2315 

The primary objective of this measure, as 
mtroduced by Senator Jackson and amended 
by the committee, ls to retain the extremely 
popular golden eagle program created by the 
original enactment of the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (78 Stat. 897), 
as amended. The legislation would restore 
the golden eagle passport program due to ex
pire next March, while also increasing the 
annual fee from $7 to $10. The bill also con
tinues the advance contract authority of the 
Secretary of the Interior to deal with the 
increasingly serious problem of land-cost es
calation. He had this authority for fiscal 
years 1969 and 1970 for the acquisition of 
certain land, water, or interest.s therein. 

other provisions of S. 2315, as a.mended, 
include: (1) authorization for the Se,cretary 
of the Interior to advertise and promote en
trance or user fee programs currently in 
operation and, (2) repeal of section 210 of 
the Flood Control Act of 1968, which, as in
terpreted, precludes the sale of golden eagle 
passports in recreation areas under the ad
ministrative jurisdiction of the Corps of 
Engineers. 

BACKGROUND OF THE GOLDEN EAGLE PROGRAM 

The Land anct Water Conservation Fund 
Act of September 3, 1964, Public Law 88-
578, established the Land and Water Con
servation Fund, as of January 1, 1965, to help 
expand local, State, and Federal outdoor 
recreation opportunities. 

The act authorized as revenue for the 
fund: ( 1) Proceeds from the sale of Federal 
surplus real property, (2) Federal motorboat 
fuels tax, and (3) Entrance, admission, and 
user fees at Federal recreation areas, or the 
so-called golden eagle progra.Ql. 

Money appropriated by Congress from the 
fund is used by the National Park Service, 
Forest Service, and Bureau of Sport Fisheries 
and Wildlife to acquire authorized national 
outdoor re,creation lands and waters; and as 
matching grants to the States and their po
litical subdivisions for planning, acquiring, 
and developing outdoor recreation areas and 
fac111 ties. During the first 5 fiscal years of 
the fund, receipts have averaged around $100 
milUon annually. 

In 1968, Congress amended the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund Act to provide that 
the original sources of revenue to the fund 
could be augmented to provide a fund of 
$200 milUon annually, during fiscal years 
1969 and 1973. The additional income to the 
fund, 1f not appropriated into the fund by 
Congress, will be earmarked from Outer 
Continental Shelf mineral leasing receipts. 

By the same 1968 act, Congress repealed 
authority for the annual Federal recreation 
area permit, known as the golden eagle pass
port. and for other recreation entrance and 
used fees collected under the golden eagle 
program. Under the 1968 act, the Federal 
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agencies are not precluded from collect ing 
recreation fees at their areas, but after March 
31, 1970, no such collections may be made 
under the auspices of the Land and Water 
Conserva.tion Fund Act. 

ADMISSION AND USER FEES 

Support for the enactment of S . 2315 and 
a continuation of the popular golden eagle 
program came through thousands of letters 
received from citizens throughout the Nation 
urging reconsideration of the action termi
nating the golden eagle and other fee pro
grams next March. Many, if not a majority of 
t hese citizens were retired people living on 
fixed incomes who have found a new way of 
spending their retirement years in the out of 
doors at a price they can afford. Others sup
ported user and admission fees because they 
do not adversely affect large fam111es by ex
tending a "per person" charge. Consequently, 
f amily vacations are encouraged, and the 
costs are reduced. 

The golden eagle pas-sport, purchased for 
$7, provides access to all Federal recreation 
areas including national parks, seashores, 
recreation areas, monuments, and historic 
sites under the jurisdiction of the Depart
ment of Interior, and recreational areas op
erated by both the Department of Defense 
and the Department of Agriculture. 

During the hearing on S. 2315, it was re
ported by a witness representing the U.S. 
Forest Service that the fee system-

• • • has led to significant improvement 
in administration of use of National Forest 
recreation developments, facilities and serv
ices provided at public expense. 

Particularly, we believe recreation users 
have had greater interest in and respect for 
the areas they visit. In turn, the emphasis 
of the program has encouraged us to con
tinue to provide high quality recreation 
opportunities.1 

A Department of the Interior witness, also 
testifying in favor of S. 2315, confirmed a 
statement that the National Park Service en
countered reduced vandalism and destruction 
to areas under its administration where an 
entrance charge is collected. The Interior 
Department witness states " • • • I think it 
is not an uncommon phenomenon that when 
you have to pay for something you are a little 
more careful of that something than if you 
get it for nothing." 2 

Continuation of the golden eagle program 
is completely consistent with the national 
policy of requesting users of special public 
facilities to be responsible for paying their 
fair share of the costs. For many years, the 
Federal Government has had a policy that 
where the use of Federal resources convey 
special benefits to identifiable recipients 
above and beyond those which accrue to the 
general public, such recipients should pay a 
reasonable charge for the service or product 
received or for the resource used. The De
partment of the Interior reports , for example, 
that specific charges are made for other simi
lar recreational services such as bathhouses, 
boat launching ramps, cabins, overnight 
shelters, electricity, fuel and winter sports 
fac111ties. 

A similar policy of collecting fees for spe
cial benefits also exists at the State level of 
government. Forty-seven of the 50 States 
make cha,rges for the use of tent and trailer 
campsites or for picnicking, swimming, water 
access, shelter rentals, boat rides, et cetera. 
The charges for the use of overnight camp
ing facilities range from 50 cents per night 

1 Refer to page 42 of the hearing record on 
the "golden eagle program", held before the 
Subcommittee on Parks and Recreation of 
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fa irs, July 17 and 18, 1969. 

2 Refer to page 34 of the hearing of July 17 
and 18 cited above. 

for tent campsites to $3.50 per night for 
trailer campsites. 

LAND ACQUISITION CONTRACTS 

In the act of July 15, 1968, language was 
added which authorized the Secretary of the 
Interior to enter into advance contracts prior 
to actual appropriation for the acquisition 
of certain lands and waters within author
ized Federal recreational areas for fiscal years 
1969 and 1970. The advance contract limita
tion was $30 million annually. If enacted, 
S. 2315 would continue this advance contract 
authority. 

In reviewing the operation and conduct of 
the program by the responsible agencies, the 
committee found that advance contract au
thorization served as an important anti
inflationary measure and useful land man
agement and acquisition tool. With recrea
tional land price increases averaging 5 to 
10 percent per year for land not in close 
proximity to water, and significantly higher 
for water-oriented areas, the advance con
tract authority has the potential of enabling 
the Departments of the Interior and Agri
culture to purchase lands and waters at sub
stantial savings. 

Although this provision does not allevi
ate the frustrating, and as yet unresolved 
problem of rapid land price escalation of 
new parks and recreation areas between the 
time a bill is introduced to create such an 
area, and the time it finally becomes law, it 
does at least shorten the time between en
actment and the availability of appropria
tions. In extending the advance contract au
thorization provision, the committee ex
pressed its belief that this authority should 
be utilized in recently authorized areas, areas 
where the best opportunities and greatest 
need occur, and sites where prices are rising 
or are likely to rise rapidly enough to jeop
ardize eventual Federal purchase. 

INCREASING GOLDEN EAGLE PASSPORT COST 

TO $10 

Section 2(a) of the amended bill, S . 2315, 
amends the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund Act of 1965, by increasing the golden 
eagle passport cost from $7 to $10. The com
mittee members, in agreeing to this pro
vision, stated that many of those who favor 
extension of the golden eagle program actu
ally expressed a willingness to have a fee 
increase. Some users of the passport spend 
weeks, and even months in Federal outdoor 
recreational areas, and consequently do not 
contribute a reasonable share of the costs 
associated with maintaining those areas. 
EXPENDITURE OF FUNDS FOR ADVERTISING AD-

MISSION AND USER FEE PROGRAMS 

The committee, in reporting this measure, 
expressed the belief that the revenues col
lected under the golden eagle and other rec
reational fee programs during the last 4 
calendar years are not a true reflection of the 
future funds which can be generated under 
this program. The passport's apparent lack 
of acceptance until recently by recreation
ists was felt to be caused by incomplete 
knowledge of the program stemming from 
restrictions imposed on the advertising of the 
golden eagle passport. The committee feels 
that as the benefits to be derived from these 
fee programs are better understood, brought 
about through the expenditure of funds for 
advertising, that participation will expand, 
thus substantially adding to the revenue 
source of the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund. 

A s t udy conducted by the Arthur D . Little, 
Inc., for the Bureau Of Outdoor Recreation 
provided recommendations on both the col
lection and advertising systems of the entire 
Federal recreation area permit and fee sys
tem. The report, entitled "Marketing Study 
and Recommendations Concerning Federal 
Recreation Area Permit and Fee System," 

recommended that a major, adequately 
funded, program be implemented for the 
eduoational task of attaining greater public 
acceptance and conformity of Land and 
Water Conservation fee progra.ms. For the 
1969 recreation season, the study recom
mended the expenditure of $1 million be 
made available for a mass-media. advertising 
approach to the permit and fee program. 
Approximately one-half to one-third Of this 
amount was recommended for each succeed
ing fiscal year. 

In referring to the potential revenues ca
pable of being generated from increased pub
lic information on fee programs, the report 
stated: 

In the absence of adequate indication of 
congressional intent as to the a.mount of 
revenue to be raised from a recreation area 
user fee program, except indications that the 
present level of revenues is considered to be 
inadequate and disappointing, we recom
mend a permit system which for 1969 as a 
first calendar year Of operation, would be 
designed to raise approximately $33 million 
of gross revenue of which $29 to $30 million 
would be carried in to the land and water 
conservation fund net of the cost of sales 
commissions. It is also designed to have in
creasing revenues in each succeeding year 
so that 1979 net revenues into the fund would 
be $58 million, and total revenues for the 
years 1969-89 would be about $1 ,250 million. 

USER FEE COLLECTIONS BY THE CORPS OF 

ENGINEERS 

The Land and Water Conservation Fund 
Act listed the Corps of Engineers as one of 
several agencies deemed appropriate to col
lect user and admission fees for support of 
the fund on recreational lands under its 
jurisdiction. In practice, however, the corps 
which has over 4,000 recreation areas and has 
in excess of one-quarter billion visitations 
each year, has made only minimal contribu
tions to the fund through the collection of 
admission and user fees. Nearly 75 percent 
of the total collection of admission and user 
fees come from the Department of the In
terior, while another 20 percent is collected 
by the Department of Agriculture. The re
maining 5 percent are received by all other 
agencies combined, including the Corps of 
Engineers. 

While the Corps of Emgineers maintained 
a.t our hearing that it has no objection to 
an indefinite extension of the admission and 
user fee programs, it feels that it is prohib
ited from collecting any such fees as a result 
of provisions in section 210 of the Flood Con
trol Act of 1968 (Public Law 90-483). Sub
sequent to passage of this act last year, the 
Corps of Engineers discontinued, entirely, 
fee collections of any kind Ft recreation areas 
under their a.dmLnistra.tion. Section 210 of 
the Flood Control Act of 1968 is printed 
below: 

SEc. 210. No entrance or admission fees 
shall be collected after March 31, 1970, by 
any officer or employee of the United States 
at public recreation areas located at lakes 
and reservoirs under the jurisdiction of the 
Corps Of Engineers, United States Army. 
User fees at these lakes and reservoirs shall 
be collected by officers and employees of the 
United States only from users of highly de
veloped facilities requiring continuing pres
ence of personnel for maintenance and su
pervision of the facilities, and shall not be 
collected for access to or use of water areas, 
undeveloped or lightly developed shoreland, 
picnic grounds, overlook sites, scenic drives, 
or boat launching ramps where no mechani
cal or hydraulic equipment is provided. 

Prior to enactment of this act, the corps 
collected admission and user fees at as many 
as 189 areas according to the criteria estab
lished by the President in Executive Order 
11200. 



September 10, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 24999 

In a recent letter to Senator Jackson from 
Major General Clarke, Deputy Chief of Engi
neers, it was reported that the corps, acting 
in accordance with the procedures estab
lished, issued regulations governing the col
lection of fees. The criteria, as set forth in 
the corps letter, states as follows: 

The Corps of Engineers, in accordance with 
the procedures established, issued regulations 
governing the collection of fees at its proj
ects. Under these regulations no entrance 
fees were charged at projects, where the total 
Federal investment 1n recreational facilities 
for the entire project was less than $50,000, 
and the recreation pool was less than 100 
acres. Entrance fees were collected at desig
nated public use areas of the project where 
at lea.st $25,000 had been spent by the Fed
eral Government on recreational facilities at 
each area, apart from roads; there were at 
least 25 acres of usable land available in the 
area above the conservation pool; there was 
an annual recreational attendance of at least 
50,000 per year; and the area had potential 
for further recreational development. Con
sideration was also given to such factors as to 
whether there were other access areas on the 
same project with minimum recreation facili
ties where no fee was charged. There was at 
lea.st one such no-charge area at each project. 
The developed areas for which entrance fees 
were charged contained such facilities as 
campsites, water, toilet.s, picnic tables, boat 
launching ramps, and the like. 

The committee believes that the Corps of 
Engineers should not be exempt from charg
ing entrance or user fees at its recreational 
areas, when other Federal agencies such as 
the Park Service, the Forest Service, and the 
Bureau of Land Management presently im
pose such fees. The corps, which supports 
more waterborne recreational users than any 
other Federal agency, could make a signifi
cant contribution to the land and water con
servation fund if included among the other 
fee-collecting agencies. 

The Corps of Engineers places heavy reli
ance upon the use of recreational benefits to 
justify the construction of navigation and 
multiple-use dams and reservoirs. For exam
ple, Public Law 9o-483, the River and Harbor 
and Flood Control Act, approved August 13, 
1968, authorized the construction of 19 proj
ects which included multiple-purpose reser
voirs in the plan for development. Total 
benefits accruing to all project purposes 
would be $71,322,400 annually of which $22,-
781,090, representing 32 percent, would ac
crue to recreation or fish and wildlife en
hancement. 

As the corps becomes more recreationally 
oriented, their investments will constitute an 
increasingly larger portion of the Federal 
Government's investment in public recrea
tion. Therefore, it seems appropriate that 
revenues should be derived from these in
vestments to help support such activities. 

COST 

The continuation of the golden eagle will 
not enlarge the land and water conservation 
fund program because the ceiling is set at 
$200 million a year. Rather, if the golden 
eagle, and other fee collections are con
t inued the income from such sales will go 
into the fund and the amount of mineral re
ceipts entering the fund will be reduced ac
cordingly. Therefore, the miscellaneous re
ceipt s · of the Treasury will benefit to the ex
tent of the golden eagle and other related fee 
income. 

At the request of Senator Bible, chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Parks and Recrea
tion, the committee was provided with data 
from the Bureau of Outdoor Recreat ion as 
to the cost of collecting recreation fees. Sub
sequent to the hearing on S. 2315, the com
mit tee received correspondence from the Bu
reau of Outdoor Recreation, stating: 

We have carefully reviewed all available 
information relating to the costs of collect
ing recreation fees. None of the agencies in
volved has a cost accounting system that 
would reflect actual costs of collecting such 
fees . The estimate of 10 percent used by the 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation includes the 
same cost items as the other agencies use. 
One reason for the difference is that each 
agency figures its costs in relation to the 
funds it collects. Many permits are sold by 
mail orders addressed to the Bureau of Out
door Recreation. While the cost of checking 
Passports at areas, answering questions and 
processing visitors falls on the managing 
agencies, the revenues from the mail order 
sales cannot be credited to specific agencies. 
Thus, their costs may run 15 to 20 percent. 
Overall, we believe that total costs will not 
exceed 12 to 15 percent of total collections. 

During the executive session on S. 2315, 
the committee thoroughly discussed the an
ticipated costs of advertising the annual 
passport to increase public awareness and ac
ceptance of the program. Rather than estab
lish rigid. guidelines on expenditures, the 
committee felt that the Secretary of the 
Interior should be given sufficient latitude 
to expend such sums as he deems necessary 
in order to advertise and promote any rec
reational entrance or user fees of the golden 
eagle passport. The committee anticipates 
that the Appropriations Committee will re
view these expenditure requests each year. 

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Interior and Insular Affairs Committee 
recommends that S. 2315, as amended, be 
enacted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the committee 
amendments. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that statements in 
relation to the transaction of routine 
morning business be limited to 3 min
utes. 

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

OFFICERS' BONANZA 
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, in 

1966 Congress was prevailed on to pass 
the 10-percent overseas savings plan. 
Generals galore appeared before the 
House and Senate Armed Services Com
mittees claiming GI's in Vietnam and 
other foreign countries-a total 1,422,000 
at this time--should be encouraged to 
save money. I voted against the bill pre
dicting at the time that it would become 
a bonanza for officers, but mean little to 
enlisted men and draftees. The fact is 
that 50 percent of eligible officers have 
made deposits, but only 15 percent of 
GI's. Many high-ranking officers are de
positing much more than their "unal
lotted pay and allowances" notwith
standing that monthly deposits were lim
ited to pay and allowances. Instead of the 
$25 million expected to be deposited, ap-

proximately $200 million was deposited 
in the first 14 months, mostly by officers. 
Unfortunately, American taxpayers are 
paying that 10-percent interest com
pounded quarterly. The money paid in 
interest to officers greatly exceeds actual 
deposits made by enlisted men and 
draftees overseas. 

Unfortunately, this program has a rule 
that GI's cannot withdraw any of their 
deposits while overseas unless they prove 
an emergency. GI's in Vietnam, for ex
ample, desiring a rest and relaxation trip 
to Australia or Hong Kong naturally 
need their money, so very few make de
posits. Officers who borrow money in the 
United States and whose relatives send 
their own money or borrow money in the 
United States at from 5 percent to 8 
percent and then send bank drafts and 
checks overseas have no desire to end this 
bonanza. Obviously, relatives and close 
friends send bank drafts for deposit at 
10-percent interest compounded quarter
ly by their officer relative, or friend, and 
join in this profiteering. The Secretary 
of Defense should end this racket. He 
should lower the interest rate to 5 or 6 
percent without delay. This would not 
affect GI's adversely. It would end the 
racketeering and quick profiteering being 
made by some thousands of officers. 

S. 2876-INTRODUCTION OF THE 
CAMPAIGN BROADCAST REFORM 
ACT 
Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, today it 

is my privilege to introduce the Cam
paign Broadcast Reform Act of 1969, to
gether with the distinguished senior Sen
ator from Michigan (Mr. HART) and 
Senators ANDERSON, BROOKE, BURDICK, 
CASE, CRANSTON, DODD, EAGLETON, FuL
BRIGHT, GOODELL, GRAVEL, HARRIS, 
HARTKE, HATFIELD, HOLLINGS, HUGHES, 
INOUYE, KENNEDY, MCGOVERN, MATHIAS, 
METCALF, MUSKIE, MONTOYA, NELSON, 
PELL, PERCY, RANDOLPH, SAXBE, SCOTT, 
SCHWEIKER, SMITH, SPONG, TYDINGS, 
YARBOROUGH, and YOUNG of Ohio. 

Earlier this year I resubmitted the 
Campaign Finance Act (S. 1692) which 
was originally introduced several years 
ago. That bill is designed to broaden the 
contributions base in public affiairs by 
offering tax incentives to small- and 
medium-sized donors to political cam
paigns. The bill would also require much 
more stringent reporting of all campaign 
spending. At that time I noted that the 
rising costs of political campaigns was 
rapidly pricing many qualified men of 
modest means out of the public arena. 
A better system of reporting and a 
broadened contributions base would help 
alleviate the problem, of course, but they 
could not alone halt the costly trend 
that is rapidly making a mockery of our 
democratic election philosophy. Thus, 
something must also be done to directly 
reduce the major costs of seeking public 
office. That is the purpose of the legisla
tion we introduce today, for it is obvi
ous that the greatest expense faced by 
serious candidates for Federal office is 
incurred in the purchase of television 
time. 
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Mr. President, the Campaign Broad

cast Reform Act is designed to provide 
candidates for the House and Senate 
with the opportunity to purchase, at sig
nificantly reduced rates, the minimum 
amount of time demanded by today's 
modern campaigns. The bill applies only 
to nominated candidates for the House 
and Senate, and is limited to the 5 weeks 
preceding the November general elec
tions. Recognizing the average candi
date's preference for spot announce
ments, it provides a basic amount of spot 
time to be used in segments of 1 min
ute or less. Also offered is a bonus amount 
of program time at an even greater cost 
reduction to encourage the use of longer, 
more educational segments of not less 
than 5 minutes' duration each. Every 
affected candidate is free to use some, 
none, or all of the discount time, in what
ever manner he chooses--prime or non
prime time, long or short segments, film 
or live. Moreover, he is in no way pro
hibited from purchasing additional tele
vision time at regular rates if he so 
desires. 

SPOT TIME PROVISIONS 

Mr. President, under this bill each 
candidate for the U.S. House of Repre
sentatives would be entitled to purchase 
60 !-minute segments of prime tele
vision time, or the equivalent, and each 
candidate for the U.S. Senate would 
be allotted 120 !-minute segments of 
prime television time, or the equiva
lent, to be used in the 5 weeks prior 
to the general election. Recognizing 
the schedule variations in the 50 
States, prime time is defined as the 
continuous 3-hour period of the broad
cast day which reflects a station's high
est published rates. 

On every television station, the cost 
for 1 minute at 9 p.m. is more than 
for 1 minute at 9 a.m. Also, the cost 
of a 20-second spot is more than one
third of the cost for the full 60-second 
spot. 

Spot time equivalencies, when a can
didate requests some or aJl of his spot 
time allotment in nonprime time and/ 
or in segments of less than 1 min
ute, would be derived from the station's 
highest published rate for the !-min
ute, prime time spot; for example, the 
single spot, one-time buyer rate. These 
rates are available in, or can be derived 
from the rate schedules published in such 
accepted buyers' guides as Standard Rate 
and Data. 

For purposes of a simple example, as
sume a rate schedule such as the fol
lowing: 

$100 per one 60-sec. spot at prime time. 
$50 per one 20-sec. spot at prime time. 
$50 per one 60-sec. spot at non-prime time. 
$25 per one 20-sec. spot at non-prime time. 

In this case, the equivalent of a prime 
time !-minute spot would be two 20-
second prime time spots, two 1-minute 
nonprime spots, or four 20-second non
prime spots. In this way the candidates in 
any given race would benefit as equally 
as possible in terms of the monetary 
discount they received, while the total 
air time used by each would vary ac
cording to the actual composition of the 
schedule which each candidate devised. 

COST DISCOUNTS 

For both House and Senate candidates, 
the charge by broadcasters for spot time 
would be 30 percent of the regular com
mercial rate charged by the licensee for 
comparable use of the station. Thus, the 
discount would apply t.o the general rate 
schedule, including the discount prices 
which stations generally afford commer
cial buyers in the purchase of long-term 
or multiple-unit packages. In regard t;o 
the discount provisions, as well as the 
equivalency provision mentioned above, 
the FCC would have the power to review 
station's current rate schedules. The 
Commission would be expected to issue 
such general regulations and instruc
tions as necessary to assure uniform ap
plication of these provisions, and in the 
case of disputes to investigate and rule 
promptly. 

Mr. President, in each constituency, 
all UHF and VHF licensees would be ex
pected to share equally the responsibility 
for providing the necessary broadcast 
time. Thus, while these individual re
quirements will vary from district to dis
trict and State to State, no broadcaster 
would bear a larger burden than any 
other licensee in his given area. In no 
case would any station be expected to 
assume the responsibility of another; 
should a candidate not wish to purchase 
his allotted time on one or more of the 
stations in his constituency, this portion 
of time would be sacrificed from his total 
allotment. 

House races: For every House candi
date-except those running at large-
the sixty !-minute segments to which he 
is entitled would be equally divided 
among the broadcast stations located 
within the geographical boundaries of 
the congressional district and such sta
tions outside the district whose broad
cast area population-for instance, the 
population residing within the radius of 
the station's "A-contour" broadcast 
area-includes at least one-third of the 
population of the given district. Exam
ple: If there are three stations in the 
district and one just outside which 
counts one-third of the district's popula
tion in its A-contour market area, the 
candidate's 60-minute allotment would 
be equally divided among these four sta
tions: each offering him 15 minutes of 
discounted time. 

Senate races: The 120 1-minute seg
ments to which each Senate candidate 
is entitled, and the sixty !-minute seg
ments in the case of House candidates 
running at large, would be equally di
vided among those broadcasters located 
within the State and such broadcasters 
outside the State, one-fifth of whose 
broadcast area population-or a con
tour population-reside within the 
State. 

It should be possible to estimate well 
in advance the total amount of time 
required to be provided by any given 
station in any given election year, thus 
permitting licensees to set aside adequate 
time for political candidates. It is also 
presumed that a licensee would have 
the right, whether formally or inform
ally established, to preempt commercial 
advertisers during the 5-week preelec
tion period if necessary to meet the re-

quirements established by this law. Ob
viously, we hope that any such instances 
would be the exception and not the rule. 

PROGRAM TIME PROVISIONS 

Mr. President, in order to encourage 
broader exposure of candidates and is
sues, broadcasters would also be re
quired to offer candidates the opportu
nity to purchase an additional bonus of 
program time--that is, time to be used in 
segments of 5 minutes or more. Each 
candidate for the House and Senate 
would be entitled to a 30-minute pro
gram, or its equivalent, on each of the 
stations required to provide him time. 
Station responsibility is defined exactly 
as it is in the section dealing with spot 
time allotments. 

Program time equivalencies are de
rived from the highest published rate 
charged for the basic time unit, as in 
the spot-time formula, but in this case 
the base unit is the 30-minute prime
time program, rather than the 60-sec
ond prime-time spot announcement. 

For both House and Senate candi
dates, the cost of this program time 
would be 20 percent of the regular com
mercial rate charged by the station for 
comparable use for other purposes. As in 
the case of spot-time discounts, the FCC 
would have the power to review a sta
tion's rates and to issue such regulations 
as necessary. 
PROCEDURES FOR REQUESTING, ALLOTTING, AND 

PURCHASING POLITICAL TIME 

Candidates and broadcasters, or their 
representatives, would neogtiate the pur
chase of spot and program time much as 
they now do, within the limits of the 
timetable specified in the bill. This 
would require submission of applications 
and schedule requests by candidates at 
least 60 days before the election and the 
presentation of a suggested schedule by 
the broadcaster to each candidate 40 
days before the election. A minimum of 
5 days would be left for resolving prob
lems or disagreements. Special provision 
is made to cover late primaries where a 
candidate is not selected until after the 
60-day schedule submission date. Almost 
all candidates are now required to make 
payment for time purchased prior to 
broadcast, and under the Campaign 
Broadcast Reform Act, candidates 
would be expected to continue to observe 
this procedure. In order to assure uni
formity and fairness, the FCC would 
have responsibility for prescribing the 
form of the applications and schedule 
presentations and for arbitrating 
disputes. 

ALTERNATIVE APPROACH 

Mr. President, other avenues of reform 
are open and certainly should be ex
plored. In recognition of this fact, the 
Campaign Broadcast Reform Act of.1969 
is not offered as a panacea for the prob
lem of skyrocketing campaign expendi
tures. Rather, it is submitted simply as a 
focus for discussion and a stimulus for 
debate. Thus, the sponsors of this bill are 
not wedded to every comma and semi
colon contained within it. Quite the con
trary. We are open to any reasonable 
approach which addresses the problem. 
But we do ask that the problem be ad-
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dressed and, that after careful delibera
tion, action be taken. 

In considering any alternative ap
proaches, however, let us remember that 
the use of a small amount of discounted 
time such as we propose circumvents 
many of the complications that are raised 
by legislation which would substantially 
alter the equal-time provision of section 
315 of the Federal Communications Act. 
Any such alterations always run the 
grave risk of exposing the broadcast in
dustry to the very abuses that section 
315 was designed to prevent when it was 
originally enacted 35 years ago. 

The Campaign Broadcast Reform Act 
manages to avoid all these pitfalls while 
still providing a guarantee of access to 
the television medium for every serious 
candidate. Yet, because the cost of even 
discounted broadcast time is relatively 
high, strong deterrents guard against 
abuse by frivolous candidates and pro
tect the broadcast industry in high
priced metropolitan areas where tele
vision is not now a campaign factor. 

THE NEED FOR REFORM 

Mr. President, the cost of television 
campaigning in the United States-the 
only country in the world that charges 
its candidates for access to the medium
is making it impossible for a man of 
moderate means to run for public office 
unless he successfully curries the support 
of wealthy men or powerful special-in
terest. groups. 

The total cost of all campaigns in the 
United States last year is estimated at 
approximately $300 million, an increase 
o: 50 percent since 1964 and 100 percent 
since 1956. Roughly $58.9 million of this 
total was expended on political broad
casts, 64.5 percent being spent on tele
vision. If we limited our attention solely 
to the Federal offices that would be a f
f ected by the Campaign Broadcast Re
form Act, the proportion spent on tele
vision would be much, much higher. 

Even when production costs are elimi
nated, the amounts spent on political 
television time are enormous. In 1952 the 
declared figure for all candidates was $3 
million, excluding primaries. In 1956 the 
comparable figure was $6.6 million; in 
1960, $10 million; in 1964, $17.5 million; 
and in 1968, $27.4 million. These rising 
broadcast expenses represent greater use 
of television as well as higher costs, of 
course. But we cannot ignore the fact 
that television rates also climbed by an 
average of 30 to 40 percent between 1961 
and 1967. 

Mr. President, from the time Abraham 
Lincoln spent 75 cents on his 1864 Con
gressional campaign until the early 
1950's, most of the growth in political 
spending corresponded to the increases 
in our population and our cost of living. 
That campaign spending has jumped 114 
percent since 1952 can only be directly 
attributable to the television revolution 
in American politics. The cost per vote 
cast for the two major party candidates 
never exceeded 19 to 20 cents during the 
years 1912 through 1928. In fact, it even 
remained at this low level through the 
elections of 1952 and 1956. But :n the past 
12 years this cost indicator has soared 
upward by over 300 percent, reaching 
67 cents per vote in 1968 when spending 
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on behalf of third party candidate 
George Wallace is included. 

The full extent of the insatiable de
mands imposed by this campaign revolu
tion are best revealed when the specific 
requirements for House and Senate races 
are considered. For example, many, 
many House races cost each candidate 
at least $100,000-of which 40 to 50 
percent is often spent on broadcast time. 
As for the Senate, several candidates last 
year were told by their advertising 
agencies that television would cost them 
10 cents for every man, woman, and 
child in their States. This meant that 
senatorial candidates in six States could 
expect to pay at least a million dollars 
for television if they conducted a well 
run campaign. In California and New 
York the sum would be nearer $2 mil
lion. And these figures do even in
clude the cost of producing the advertise
ments. These extras are normally equiv
alent to one-fourth the expense of pur
chasing the time needed to air them. 

Mr. President, the television industry 
has done a marvelous job in bringing the 
issues developed in our major campaigns 
before the public. The nightly newscasts 
and special documentaries represent 
worthy efforts to provide the vital in
formation every intelligent voter needs 
to make a wise choice. But the hard fact 
remains that these efforts, by necessity, 
are highly condensed and, as a result, 
are of limited effectiveness. For example, 
a half-hour news show, literally covering 
the entire world's events, is equivalent 
in content to only three-quarters of a 
single newspaper page. 

Our radio stations, too, must be con
sidered in evaluating the need for ref arm 
of our political broadcast practices. For, 
certainly, they, too, have contributed, 
however unwittingly, to today's danger
ous cost spiral. The problems involved 
in defining the minimum discount-time 
obligations of radio broadcasters is much 
more difficult, however, given the far 
greater number of stations involved. ~d, 
as pointed out earlier, radio advertising 
costs are a relatively small percentage 
of television costs at the Federal level 
where we must operate. No doubt re
form is needed here, too, but we cannot 
delay action on the heart of the prob
lem-television-while waiting for a 
solution of the minor issues. 

With each year that passes, the crisis 
grows more grave, and if any action is to 
be taken by 1970 we will have to begin 
now, where we can, while we can. 

Mr. President, the broadcasters have 
a right to do their best to make a fair 
profit under our free enterprise system. 
But they also have an obligation, a 
higher obligation, as the law states, to 
operate "in the public interest." After 
all, they are licensed by the American 
people to use their airways as a public 
service. They have not been granted their 
broadcasting opportunities by divine 
right. Congress can alter the require
ments for use of the airways any time it 
is in the public interest to do so. And 
given the vital importance of reopening 
our political system to maximum com
petition, now is clearly such a time. 

Thus, Mr. President, I am quite hope
ful that the Campaign Broadcast Reform 
Act will achieve the speedy considera-

tion it deserves, for nothing less than 
the integrity of our historic belief in 
democracy is at stake. Technology has 
radically changed the demands of cam
paigning for public office in just the past 
decade. We must adapt our laws and 
practices to deal with these changes if 
we are to succeed in preserving the open 
character of our political system. And 
let us remember that this free oompeti
tion has produced some of the greatest 
statesmen the world has ever known
men of unlimited talent, but very limited 
means-men such as Abraham Lincoln. 
If he were to enter the public arena to
day, for example, I doubt if he would be 
able to survive. 

Such a situation is obviously un
healthy. The responsibility to do some
thing about it is ours. We cannot shirk 
it any longer. If we do not have the wis
dom and courage to reform our political 
system from within there are many who 
stand ready to overthrow it from with
out. Public confidence can only be main
tained by reforming obvious inequities. 
The remedy offered by the Campaign 
Broadcast Reform Act is a mild one, but 
it is reasonable and should prove effec
tive. Let us take this opportunity for 
moderate _ reform before more extreme 
measures are the only viable alternative. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the Campaign Broadcast Re
form Act 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 
will be printed in the RECORD. ' 

The bill (S. 2876) to amend the Com
munications Act of 1934 to provide can
didates for congressional offices with 
certain opportunities to purchase broad
cast time from television broadcasting 
stations, introduced by Mr. PEARSON, for 
himself and other Senators, was received, 
read twice by its title, referred to the 
Committee on Commerce, and ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2876 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. Part I of title nr of the Com
munications Act of 1934 is amended by add
ing at the end thereof the following new 
section: 

"Television Broadcast Time for Dandidates 
for Congressional Offices 

"SEC. 331. (a) For purpose of this section
" Cl) The term 'broadcast area' means the 

A contour area of a television broadcasting 
station, as determined under regulations of 
the Commission. 

"(2) The term 'legally qualified candidate' 
includes only candidates in general elections. 

"(3) The term 'Representative in Con
gress' includes the Resident Com.missioner 
from the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 

" ( 4) The term 'television broadcasting 
station' means a television broadcasting sta
tion operating on a channel regularly as
signed by the Commission under this Act to 
the television broadcasting station's com
munity. 

"(b) Each legally qualified candidate for 
the office of Representative in Congress or 
United States Senator shall be provided, in 
accordance with subsection (d), opportuni
ties to purchase broadcast time from the 
television broadcasting stations required un
der subsection (c) to provide such opportu
nities to such candidate. 
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" ( c) ( 1) Each legally qualified candidate 

for the office of Representative in Congress 
elected from a congressional district shall 
be provided opportunities to purchase broad
cast time from each television broadcasting 
station located in such district and from any 
other television broadcasting station whose 
broadcast area population comprises at least 
one-third of the population of such district. 

"(2) Each legally qualified candidate for 
the office of Representative in Congress 
elected at large from a State or for the office 
of United States Senator from a State shall 
be provided opportunities to purchase broad
cast time from each television broadcasting 
station located in such State and from any 
other television broadcasting station which 
has at least one-fifth of its broadcast area 
population residing in such State. 

"(3) The population of each State, con
gressional district, and broadcast area shall 
be determined by the Commission on the 
basis of the latest available census infor
mation from the Department of Commerce. 

"(d) The opportunities to purchase broad
cast time required to be provided by tele
vision broadcasting stations under this sec
tion shall be provided as follows: 

" ( 1) The broadcast time required to be 
provided shall be provided during the flve
week period ending on the date of each gen
eral election held to select Representatives 
in Congress and United States Senators. Not 
later than the 60th day preceding the date of 
such election ( or if a primary election to 
select candidates for such election is to be 
held after such 60th day, not later than the 
42nd day preceding the date of such elec
tion) , each legally qualified candidate in 
such election for the office of Representative 
in Congress or the office of United States Sen
a.tor may apply (in such manner as the Com
mission shall by regulation prescribe) to any 
television broadcasting station, required un
der subsection (c) to provide opportunities to 
purchase broadcast time to such candidate, 
to purchase the broadcast time described. 
in pa.rs.graph (2) of this subsection. Not 
later than the 40th day preceding the date 
of such election, each television broadcasting 
station which has received any application 
under the preceding sentence to purchase 
broadcast time shall provide each applicant 
with a schedule of the broadcast time which 
may be purchased by the applicant. Such 
schedule shall be made in accordance with 
the requirements of this section. 

"(2) (A) Each legally qualified candidate 
for the office of Representative in Congress 
shall, with respect to each general election 
in which he is running, be entitled to pur
chase-

"(1) Sixty one-minute announcements or 
the equivalent (as determined under regula
tions of the Commission), and 

"(11) A thirty-minute, program-length 
broadcast or the equivalent not to be used in 
segments shorter than five minutes in length 
( as determined under regulations of the 
Commission) from each television broadcast
ing station required under subsection (c) to 
provide opportunities to such candidate to 
purchase broadcast time. 

"(B) Each legally qualified candidate for 
the office of United State Senator shall, with 
respect to each general election in which he 
is running, be entitled to purchase-

"(1) One hundred and twenty one-minute 
segments of broadcast time (or the equiv
alent as determined under regulations of the 
Commission) , and 

"(11) A thirty-minute program-length 
broadcast or the equivalent not to be used in 
segments shorter than five minutes in length 
(as determined under regulations of the 
Commission) from each television broadcast
ing station required under subsection (c) to 
provide opportunities to such candidate to 
purchase broadcast time. 

"(C) If more than one televislon broad-

c.asting station is required under subsection 
(c) to provide a candidate with opportuni
ties to purchase broadcast time, all the tele
vision broadcast stations so required to pro
vide such candidate with such opportuni
ties shall divide equally among themselves 
(in accordance with regulations of the Com
mission) the responsibility to provide to the 
candidate the opportunity to purchase 
broadcast time described in clause (i) of sub
paragraph (A) or (B) of this paragraph. as 
the case may be. 

" ( 3) Each candidate shall be given the 
opportunity to purchase broadcast time dur
ing the continuous three hour period of each 
broadcast day which reflects the highest pub
lished rates of the station, or during such 
other period as the candidate may request. 

" ( 4) The rates charged a candidate for 
broadcast time purchased under this section 
shall not exceed-

( A) Thirty per cen tum of the charges 
made for comparable use of such station for 
other purposes for the announcements de
scribed in clause (1) of subparagraph (A) or 
(B) of para.graph (2), as the case may be. 

"(B) 20 per centum of the charges ma.de 
for comparable use of such station for other 
purposes for the program time described in 
clause (ii) of subparagraph (A) or (B) of 
paragraph (2), as the case may be. 

"The Commission shall have the authority 
to require licensees to keep such records as 
may be necessary to determine the sale price 
of broadcast time during the four month 
period preceding the date of the general elec
tion. Upon application of a candidate, the 
Com.mission shall promptly review the sta
tion's records to determine whether the sta
tion is in compliance with this Act and take 
such steps as may be necessary to bring the 
station into compliance." 

SEC. 2. The amendments made by Sec. 1 
of this Act shall be applied in accordance 
with the provisions of Sec. 315 of the Com
munications Act of 1934. 

SEC. 3. The amendments made by Sec. 1 of 
this Act shall apply with respect to candi
d.ates in general elections held on or after 
the 180th day following the date of the en
actment of this Act. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield? 

Mr. PEARSON. I am glad to yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Mich
igan. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, at a time 
when there is considerable and laudable 
interest in widening participation in our 
electoral process, soaring campaign costs 
work in the opposite direction. 

It has been estimaJted that in 1968 
candidates for public office at all levels 
spent about $300 million campaigning, 
up $10-0 million from the previous presi
dential election year. 

Similar expenditures in presidential 
election years between 1952 and 1964 
only rose from $140 million to $200 
million. 

Inflation accounts for only part of that 
increase. 

One major increase came from greater 
use of political broadcasts as a campaign 
tool, in Senate and House races, as well 
as in presidential elections. 

The Federal Communication Commis
sion reported that $34.6 million were 
spent on all political broadcasting in 
1964. In 1968, that figure was $58.9 
million. 

Almost 65 percent of that total went 
into television. 

Clearly, television campa.igning, with 
its many pluses and minuses, is not only 

here to stay, but reliance on TV as a ma
jor campaign strategy undoubtedly will 
continue to increase. 

As campaign costs soar, the search for 
wealthy candidates and wealthy con
tributors intensifies. 

Reliance on just one segment of so
ciety undermines the basis for represent
ative and responsive government. 

Statistics emphasize the narrowness 
of participation represented by political 
contributors. 

It has been estimated than only 5 
percent or less of our population con
tribute to political campaigns. 

It has been estimated that only 1 
percent of our people contribute 90 per
cent of all political funds. 

The Nation is faced, then, with a seri
ous problem of maintaining representa
tive and responsive governments, both 
as to making possible races for public 
office by candidates of low and moderate 
incomes and as to supporting political 
campaigns which reach and inform as 
many people as possible. 

Today, the able Senator from Kansas 
(Mr. PEARSON) and I introduced a bill 
designed as a small step toward alleviat
ing one aspect of the problem of increas
ing campaign costs. 

The Campaign Broadcast Reform Act 
of 1969 seeks to lower the cost of a lim
ited amount of television campaigning. 

The rationale for starting with televi
sion is: 

First. The airways belong to the public. 
Second. TV time is a major campaign 

cost and will continue to be so. 
The campaign Broadcast Reform Act 

would work this way: 
In the 5 weeks prior to a general elec

tion only, a candidate for the U.S. House 
of Representatives could purchase the 
equivalent of 60 1-minute prime-time 
spots at 30 percent of the commercial 
rate, and the equivalent of one 30-min
ute prime-time program at 20 percent 
of the regular commercial rate. 

Senate candidates could purchase the 
equivalent of 120 !-minute prime-time 
spots at 30 percent of the regular com
mercial rate and the equivalent of a 30-
minute program at 20 percent of the 
prime-time rate. 

At the discretion of the candidate, spot 
time could be divided among 1-minute 
ads and ads of shorter duration and pur
chased at various times. The cost of the 
package would be limited to the cost of 60 
!-minute or 120 1-minute prime-time 
spots. 

Similarly, program time would be di
vided at the discretion of the candidate, 
though programs would have to be at 
least 5 minutes long. 

Discounted time purchased would have 
to be divided equally among all stations 
in a House district or a State. Also, out
of-district or out-of-State stations serv
ing prescribed percentages of an area's 
population also would have to accept an 
equal share of the discounted time. 

The bill does not limit a candidate 
from purchasing additional time, nor 
does it interfere with billing procedures 
involving political candidates. 

The bill also is designed not to raise 
questions of equal time. 
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Again, the intent of the Campaign 

Broadcast Reform Act of 1969 is to help 
provide all candidates with access to a 
most important campaign tool. 

It is my hope that not only will this 
bill be considered on its own merits, but 
that its introduction will generate needed 
study of ways to open the opportunity to 
run for public office to all persons, regard
less of the degree of affluence of the can
didate or of his backers. 

Only in that way can we insure that 
the high cost of campaigning does not 
thwart efforts to insure that our Gov
ernment elected by the people represents 
and is responsive to all people. 

Mr. PEARSON. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, the rapidly 

growing cost of political campaigns poses 
a serious threat to our traditional politi
cal values and system. In the p,ast few 
years the impact of technological devel

·-opments on our campaigning has become 
obvious to all. The need for a good tele
vision image and the use of TV docu
mentaries and television spots similar to 
those used to sell commercial products 
have become accepted parts of our system 
of choosing our leaders and legislators. 

Besides becoming a dominant influence 
in our elections, TV has had a profound 
effect on the cost of running for political 
office. For example, in 1952, $3 million 
was spent for TV time by all candidates; 
by 1968, this figure reached $27.4 million. 
These figures do not include the consider
able cost of the production of TV mate
rials, which is estimated to run 25 percent 
or more of the cost for time. 

In Virginia, we have just completed a 
Democratic primary election in which 
record amounts were spent by the candi
dates on their campaigns, much of which 
was for TV time and production. For 
example, one candidate spent about a 
quarter of a million dollars on TV time 
and production, a figure in excess of the 
total amount spent by any previous Vir
ginia candidate in a primary or a general 
election. 

Recently released figures on campaign 
costs in 1968 indicate that the percentage 
spent for TV time was greater than in 
previous years. Whatever figures are 
used, one point is clear-campaign costs 
are increasing rapidly and the cost of 
TV time is a significant factor in the 
increase. 

As campaign costs increase, it is be
coming more and more difficult for 
candidates without personal wealth or 
the backing of powerful interest groups 
to run for high office. Such a situation 
is totally unacceptable in a system such 
as ours. 

It is clear that the current election 
laws are ineffective in limiting the cost 
of campaigning and that Congress must 
take steps to bring the cost of cam
paigning within reason. The bill in
troduced today by senators HART and 
PEARSON represents a modest first step 
in that direction. I join in its sponsor
ship as an expression of my concern over 
complaints-heard with increasing fre
quency-that only the independently 
wealthy, or those backed by well-to-do 
special interests, can afford to seek pub
lic office. I hope the bill will serve as a 
vehicle for further refinements leading 

to limitations on campaign spending and 
disclosure. 

Congress must act to restore the pub· 
lic's faith in our Government. Broader 
participation in political campaigns, to
gether with a reduction in campaign 
costs and financial disclosure by pub
lic officials, would serve to eliminate 
doubt and suspicion about the activi
ties of people in government, and those 
aspiring to public office. 

The bill provides for reduced rates for 
TV time for candidates for the House 
and Senate, and does so in the simplest 
manner possible and without imposing 
an undue burden on any one station. 
Simply, the bill provides that each can
didate for the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives, in a general election, would 
be able to buy a certain amount of time 
at a reduction from the regular commer
cial rate. 

Candidates for the Senate would be 
able to buy up to 120 minutes of spot 
time to be used in segments of 1 minute 
or less at 30 percent of the regular rate. 
Candidates for the House would be able 
to buy up to 60 minutes of this time. The 
time would be divided among the stations 
serving a significant portion of the can
didate's State or district. In addition, 
each candidate would be able to buy a 
30-minute program or its equivalent on 
each station servicing his State or dis
trict at 20 percent of the regular rate. 

Mr. President, I would hope that the 
simplicity of the bill would be a start 
toward a more complete limitation and 
control upon campaign costs, particular
ly those involved in television. In view of 
this, the bill is worthy of consideration 
by the Senate. I hope early hearings will 
focus the Senate's attention upon this 
problem. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask unani

mous consent thaJt the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore laid before the Senate the following 
letters, which were referred as indicated: 
JOINT COMMISSION BETWEEN THE UNITED 

STATES OF AMERICA AND THE UNITED MEX
ICAN STATES 

A communication from the President of the 
United States strongly urging prompt action 
on S.J. Res. 119 and provision of sufficient 
funds to cover the modest expenses of the 
U.S. Section of the United States-Mexico 
Commission for Border Development and 
Friendship; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 
REPORT OF TITLE I AGREEMENTS UNDER THE 

AGRICULTURAL TRADE DEVELOPMENT AND 
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1954 

A letter from the Acting Administrator, 
Foreign Agricultural Service, U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report of agreements signed under 
Public Law 480 in July and August 1969 for 

foreign currencies (with an accompanying 
report); to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 

REPORT ON VALUE OF PROPERTY, SUPPLIES, AND 
COMMODITIES PROVIDED BY THE BERLIN 
MAGISTRAT 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense, reporting, pursuant to law, on the 
value of property, supplies, and commod
ities provided by the Berlin Magistrat for the 
quarter April 1, to June 30, 1969; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 
PROPOSED LEGISLATION AUTHORIZING A STUDY 

OF ESSENTIAL RAILROAD PASSENGER SERVICE 

A letter from the Chainnan, Interstate 
Commerce Commission, transmitting a draft 
of proposed legislation to amend section 13a 
of the Interstate Commerce Act, to authorize 
a study of essential railroad passenger service 
by the Secretary of Transportation, and for 
other purposes (with an accompanying 
paper); to the Committee on Commerce. 
PROPOSED LEGISLATION IMPROVING AND CLARI-

FYING CERTAIN LAws AFFECTING THE COAST 
GUARD 

A letter from the Secretary of Transporta
tio~, transmitting a draft of proposed legis
lation to improve and clarify certain laws 
~ffecting the Coast Guard (with accompany
mg papers) ; to the Committee on Commerce. 

REPORTS OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on the examination of financial 
statements of the Federal Housing Adminis
tration for the fiscal year 1968, Department 
of Housing and Urban Development, dated 
September 9, 1969 (with an accompanying 
report); to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on the potential for savings by 
reduction of aircraft engine procurement, 
Department of the Navy and Department of 
the Air Force, dated September 9, 1969 (with 
an accompanying report) ; to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on the enforcement of sanitary, 
facility, and moisture requirements at fed
erally inspected poultry plants, Consumer 
and Mar~eting Service, Department of Agri
culture, dated September 10, 1969 (with an 
accompanying report); to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a secret report on review of U.S. assist
ance programs in Tunisfa (with an accom
panying report); to the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations. 
PROPOSED LEGISLATION MODIFYING THE 

BOUNDARIES OF THE SANTA FE, CIBOLA, AND 
CARSON NATIONAL FORESTS, N. MEX. 

A letter from the Under Secretary of Agri
culture, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to modify the boundaries of the 
Santa Fe, . Cibola, and carson National For
ests in the State of New Mexico, and for 
other purposes (with an accompanying pa
per); to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

REPORT ON COMMISSARY ACTIVITIES OUTSIDE 
THE CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary for 
Administration, Department of Commerce, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of 
the Department on commissary activities 
outside the continental United States (with 
an accompanying report); to the Committee 
on Commerce. 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF THE ATOMIC 

ENERGY ACT OF 1954 
A letter from the Acting Chairman, Atomic 

Energy Commission, transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation to amend the Atomic 
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Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for 
other purposes (with a.ccompa.nying papers); 
to the Joint committee on Atomic Energy. 
REPORT ON FOREIGN AGENTS REGISTRATION ACT 

A letter from the Attorney Genera.I of the 
United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
la.w, a. report of the Attorney Genera.I on the 
Foreign Agents Registration Act, for the 
calendar year 1968 (with an accompanying 
report ) ; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 

The fallowing report of a committee 
was submitted: 

By Mr. BIBLE, from the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs, with amendments: 

S. 560. A bill to provide for the establish
ment of the William Howard Taft National 
Historic Site (Rept. No. 91-396) . 

EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY TO LIM
IT THE RATES OF INTEREST OR 
DIVIDENDS PAY ABLE ON TIME 
AND SAVINGS DEPOSITS AND AC
COUNTS-REPORT OF A COMMIT
TEE (S. REPT. NO. 91-397) 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Banking and Curren
cy, I report favorably an original joint 
resolution (S.J. Res. 149) to extend for 3 
months the authority to limit the rates 
of interest or dividends payable on time 
and savings deposits and accounts, and 
I submit a report thereon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be received and the joint resolu
tion will be placed on the calendar; and 
the report will be printed. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

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

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

J ack W. Lydman, of New York, a Foreign 
Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassador 
Ext r aordinary and Plenipotentiary to Malay
sia; 

Charles T. Cross, of California, a Foreign 
Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary to the Re
public of Singapore; 

Charles W. Adair, Jr., of Florida, a Foreign 
Service officer of the class of career minister, 
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary to Uruguay; 

Robert M. Sayre, of Virginia, a Foreign 
Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary to Pana
ma; 

Douglas MacArthur II, of the District of 
Columbia, a Foreign Service officer of the 
class of career ambassador, to be Ambassa
dor Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary to 
Iran; 

Robinson Mcilvaine, of Pennsylvania, a 
Foreign Service officer of class 1, to be Am
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
to the Republic of Kenya; 

Cha.rles W. Yost, of New York, William. B. 
Buffum, of New York, Dante B. Fascell, U.S. 
Representative from the State of Florida, J. 
Irving Whalley, U.S. Representative from the 
State of Pennsylvania, and Shirley Temple 
Black, of California, to be representatives of 
the United States of America to the 24th 
session of the General Assembly of the 
United Nations; and 

Glenn A. Olds, of New York, Rita E. Hauser, 
of New York, William T . Coleman, of Penn
sylvania, and Joseph E. Johnson, of New Jer
sey, to be alternate representatives of the 
United States of America to the 24th session 
of the General Assembly of the United Na
tions. 

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary: 

Leonard E. Alderson, of Wisconsin, to be 
U.S. marshal for the western district of Wis
consin. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
INTRODUCED OR REPORTED 

Bills and joint resolutions were intro
duced or reported, read the first time 
and, by unanimous consent, the second 
time, and referred or placed on the calen
dar, as follows: 

By Mr. PEARSON (for himself, Mr. HART, 
Mr.ANDERSON, Mr. BROOKE,Mr. BUR
DICK, Mr. CASE, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. 
DODD, Mr. EAGLETON, Mr. FULBRIGHT, 
Mr. GOODELL, Mr. GRAVEL, Mr. HARRIS, 
Mr. HARTKE, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. HOL
LINGS, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. McGoVERN, Mr. MA
THIAS, Mr. METCALF, Mr. MONTOYA, 
Mr. MUSKIE, Mr. NELSON, Mr. PELL, 
Mr. PERCY, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. SAXBE, 
Mr. SCHWEIKER, Mr. Sco'IT, Mrs. 
SMITH, Mr. SPONG, Mr. TYDINGS, Mr. 
YARBOROUGH, and Mr. YOUNG of 
Ohio): 

S. 2876. A bill to amend the Communica
tions Act of 1934 to provide candidates for 
congressional offices with certain opportuni
ties to purchase broadcast time from tele
vision broadcasting stations; to the Com
Inittee on Commerce. 

(The remarks of Mr. PEARSON when he in
troduced the bill appear earlier in the 
RECORD under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr.DODD: 
s. 2877. A blll for the relief of Pasquale 

Sandolo; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. MONDALE: 

S. 2878. A bill for the relief of Donato 
Losenno; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. STEVENS: 
s. 2879. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1954 to require the issuance of 
certificates of release of tax liens and the 
fl.ling of such certificates in the same offices 
in which the notices of such liens are fl.led; 
to the Comrnlttee on Finance. 

s. 2880. A bill to provide that time spent 
by a Federal employee in a travel status 
shall be considered as hours of employment; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

S. 2881. A bill to amend the Food Stamp 
Act of 1964 in order to permit eligible house
holds living in remote areas of Alaska to use 
food stamp coupons for the purchase of am
munition; to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 

(The remarks of Mr. STEVENS when he in
troduced the bills appear later in the RECORD 
under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. FANNIN: 
S. 2882. A blll to amend Public Law 394, 

84th Congress, to authorize the construction 
of supplemental irrigation facilities for the 
Yuma Mesa Irrigation District, Arizona; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. MONTOYA (for himself, Mr. 
HOLLINGS, Mr. Moss, Mrs. SMITH, and 
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio): 

S. 2883. A bill to provide for the imposition 
of a duty on excessive imports of potassium 
chloride or muria.te of potash; to the Com
Inittee on Finance. 

Christopher H. Phillips, of New York, 

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

By Mr. MURPHY: 
S. 2884. A bill to provide for the duty-free 

entry under bond of certain plastic bags to 
be used as containers for exporting organic 
fertilizer from the United States; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself and 
Mr. COTTON) : 

S. 2885. A blll to establish an orderly trade 
in textiles and in leather footwear; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

(The remarks of Mr. HOLLINGS when he 
introduced the bill appear later in the REC
ORD under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. FULBRIGHT: 
S. 2886. A bill to change the names of 

certain projects for navigation and other 
purposes on the Arkansas River; to the Com
mittee on Public Works. 

(The remarks of Mr. FULBRIGHT when he 
introduced the bill appear later in the REC
ORD under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. HARTKE (for himself and Mr. 
MAGNUSON) (by request) : 

S. 2887. A bill to amend section 13a of the 
Interstate Commerce Act, to authorize a 
study of essential railroad passenger service 
by the Secretary of Transportation, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on com
merce. 

(The remarks of Mr. HARTKE when he 
introduced the bill appear later in the REC
ORD under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. MONTOYA (for him.self, Mr. 
ANDERSON, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. BENNET!', 
Mr. BIBLE, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. CANNON, 
Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. Doon, Mr. EAGLE
TON, Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. GURNEY 
Mr. HARRIS, Mr. HART, Mr. MANS~ 
FIELD, Mr. MONDALE, Mr. Moss, Mr. 
MURPHY, Mr. MUSKIE, Mr. SPARK
MAN, Mr. SPONG, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. 
THURMOND, Mr. TYDINGS, Mr. WIL
LIAMS of New Jersey, Mr. YAR
BOROUGH, and Mr. YOUNG of North 
Dakota: 

S.J . Res. 148. Joint r esolution to amend 
the join~ resolution m aking continuing a.p
propriaitions for the fiscal year 1970 in order 
to provide for payment t o local educational 
agencies of fu.11 entitlements pursuant to 
the provisions of title I of Public Law 874 
Eighty-first Congress; to the COmmitte , 
Appropriations. e on 

(The remarks of Mr. MONTOYA when he 
introduced the bill appear later in the REC
ORD under the appropriate hea.ding.) 

By Mr. PROXMIRE· 
S.J. Res. 149. A joint r~solution to extend 

for. 3 months the authority to limit the rates 
of interest or dividends payable on ti.me and 
savings deposits and accounts· placed on the 
calendar. ' 

{The remarks of Mr. PROXMmE when he 
reported the joint resolution appear earlier 
in the RECORD under the appropriate head
ing.) 

S. 2879-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
RELATING TO RELEASE OF TAX 
LIENS 

Mr .. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have 
today mtroduced a bill as an amendment 
to the Internal Revenue Code which 
would require the issuance of certificates 
of release of tax liens and the filing of 
such. certificates by the Internal Revenue 
Service. 

When the Internal Revenue Service 
files a lien upon an individual or busi
ness, that lien is recorded. 

When the lien is satisfied a release of 
the lien is recorded only if the expense 
of that release is borne by the taxpayer. 

This procedure works a hardship on 
owners of real property who have had a 
lien filed against that property. In order 
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to clear title, the owner of the property 
must file the release of lien at his own 
expense. 

In many cases the expense is really 
borne by subsequent owners of real prop
erty who have the burden of removing 
the cloud from the title which was orig
inally created by the Internal Revenue 
Service lien. 

The Federal Government should be in 
no greater position than anyone else in 
regard to removing clouds from titles 
created by liens. The legislation I have 
introduced today would require the Fed
eral Government to take the necessary 
simple measures to remove the cloud cre
ated by a tax lien by filing a certificate 
of release of lien in the same office in 
which the notice of such lien was orig
inally filed. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of this bill be printed in the RECORD in 
full at the conclusion of my remarks. 

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

The bill (S. 2879) to amend the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to require 
the issuance of certificates of release of 
tax liens and the filing of such certifi
cates in the same offices in which the 
notices of such liens are filed, introduced 
by Mr. STEVENS, was received, read twice 
by its title, referred to the Committee 
on Finance, and ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as fallows: 

s. 2879 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
subsections (a), (b), (c), (d), and (e) of 
section 6325 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954 (relating to release of lien or dis
charge of property) are amended by strik
ing out "may issue" wherever appearing 
therein and inserting in lieu thereof "shall 
issue". 

(b) Subsection (f) (1) of such section is 
amended by striking out "if a certificate is 
issued pursuant to this section by the Sec
retary or his delegate and is filed in the 
same office as the notice of lien to which it 
relates ( if such notice of lien has been filed) 
such certificate" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"a certificate which is issued pursuant to 
this section and is filed as provided in sub
section (g) (if filing is required under such 
subsection)". 

(c) Subsection (g) of such section is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(g) Filing of Certificates and Notices.
If the notice of lien to which a certificate 
or notice issued pursuant to this section re
lates has been filed, such certificate or no-tice 
shall be filed by the Secretary or his dele
gate, within ten days from the date of is
suance, in the same office in which the notice 
of lien was filed. If the notice of lien to 
which such certificate or notice relates was 
filed in the office designated by State law un
der section 6323 (f) ( or in the office of Re
corder of Deeds of the District of Columbia) 
and if such certificate or notice may not be 
filed in such office, then such certificate or 
notice shall be effective if filed in the office 
of the clerk of the United States district 
court for the judicial district in which such 
office ls situated." 

SEC. 2. The amendments made by this Act 
sh-all take effect on the first day of the first 
month which begins more than thirty days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

S. 2880-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
RELATING TO TIME SPENT IN 
TRAVEL STATUS BY FEDERAL 
EMPLOYEES 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, today 

I am introducing a bill that will treat 
that time spent in travel status by a Fed
eral employee as hours of employment. 

Too often in the past a Federal em
ployee has been required to travel, while 
on Government business, on his own time. 
Many instances are documented in 
which an employee is required to be in 
a distant city on a Monday morning, 
necessitating his traveling on Sunday 
and many times on Saturdays in order 
to make his business appointments. 

In many areas, such as my home State 
of Alaska, it is difficult to arrange con
venient travel schedules to allow travel 
during normal working hours. In these 
cases, in order to carry out his job re
sponsibilities, the employee must travel 
on a weekend or after regularly desig
nated working hours. 

Mr. President, it seems to me to be 
inconsistent to require an employee ~o 
sacrifice his personal time, time that 
could be spent with his family and 
friends, in order to meet Federal em
ployment commitments. 

My bill will correct this glaring defi
ciency by counting that time spent in 
travel status, outside of normal working 
hours, as hours of employment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of my bill be printed 
in the RECORD fallowing these remarks. 

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. 2880) to provide that time 
spent by a Federal employee in a travel 
status shall be considered as hours of 
employment, introduced by Mr. STEVENS; 
was received, read twice by its title, re
ferred to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service, and ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as fallows: 

s. 2880 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
section 5542(b} (2) of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

"(2) time spent in a travel status awa_y 
from the official station of an employee 1s 
hours of employment." 

(b) The last sentence of section 5544(a) of 
such title ls amended to read as follows: 
"Time spent in a travel status away from the 
official duty station of an employee subject 
to this subsection is hours of work." 

SEC. 2. Section 3571 (e) of title 39, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

"(e) Time spent in a travel status away 
from the official duty station of an employee 
is hours of employment." 

S. 2881-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
TO AMEND THE FOOD STAMP ACT 
OF 1964 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I intro

duce for appropriate reference a bill that 
will amend the Food Stamp Act of 1964 
to allow certain eligible households in 
my home State of Alaska to use food 

stamp coupons for the purchase of 
ammunition. 

The purpose of the bill is to allow 
those Alaskans in the remote parts of 
the State who rely on subsistence hunt
ing for the bulk of their diet to purchase 
rifle and shotgun ammunition for this 
purpose. In these areas where the cost of 
living can be 50 to 100 percent higher 
than Anchorage-and Anchorage has a 
cost of living 25 to 50 percent higher 
than Washington, D.C.-it is imperative 
that we do everything possible to assist 
these people to obtain an adequate diet. 

Mr. President, when a person pays 30 
cents for a small can of milk, 50 cents 
for a box of salt, or $11 for 50 pounds of 
flour from a village store and must still 
pay a high freight rate to have the 
staples delivered to his homesite, some
thing must be done. My bill will help re
lieve this tremendous economic burden 
by allowing the purchase of ammunition 
with food stamp coupons. It is obvious 
that by allowing these Alaskans to pur
chase ammunition to shoot game for sub
sistence they will be able to supplement 
their basic diet to assure an adequate 
food intake. 

The IRS in a recent administrative 
order has recognized the unique Alaskan 
problem by allowing Alaskans in remote 
areas to purchase rifle and shotgun am
munition through the mail. It would 
seem that we should carry this one step 
further and allow them to purchase the 
needed ammunition for subsistence 
hunting with food stamp coupons. 

My bill would allow this. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent that the bill be printed in the 
RECORD immediately fallowing my 
remarks. 

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

The bill (S. 2881) to amend the Food 
Stamp Act of 1964 in order to permit 
eligible households living in remote areas 
of Alaska to use food stamp coupons for 
the purchase of ammunition, introduced 
by Mr. STEVENS, was received, read twice 
by its title, ref erred to the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry, and ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2881 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Food Stamp Act of 1964 is amended by adding 
at the end thereof a new section as follows: 
"AUTHORITY OF CERTAIN ELIGIBLE HOUSEHOLDS 

IN ALASKA TO USE COUPONS FOR THE PUR
CHASE OF AMMUNITION 

"SEC. 17. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of this Act, members of eligible house
holds living in the State of Alaska shall be 
permitted, in accordance with such rules 
and regulations as the Secretary may pre
scribe, to purchase ammunition with cou
pons issued under this Act if the Secretary 
determines that ( 1) such households are 
located in an area of the State which make 
it extremely difficult for members of such 
households to reach retail food stores, and 
(2) such households depend to a substantial 
extent on the use of firearms to kill game 
for food. As used in this section, the term 
'ammunition' means ammunition for rifles 
and shotguns." 
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S. 2883-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 

CURBING EXCESSIVE POTASH 
IMPORTS 
Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, the 

agricultural production of the United 
States is looked to as a model by the 
entire world. The quality and abundance 
of our food supply is a credit to the 
American farmer and a tribute to the 
modern science and technology which 
this country has developed in order to 
feed an ever-growing population in the 
United States. I think we would all agree 
that to place this production capability 
in jeopardy by making it dependent on 
the will of a foreign nation-no matter 
how amiable that nation may be or how 
cordial our mutual relationships---would 
be utter folly. Yet this is just what is 
occurring. 

We are doing this by allowing our do
mestic potash production to be jeopard
ized-by excessive imports---and thus 
presenting this country with a situation 
wherein we could become totally de
pendent on Canada and other countries 
for our supply of potash. 

Potash is one of three primary plant
f ood elements, the other two being nitro
gen and phosphorous. Potash is an ele
ment for which there is no substitute, 
and without which most food crop plants 
cannot flourish. Since potash is one of 
the three essential ingredients of fertil
izers, it is, therefore, the key to depend
able crop production. 

My logic then is this: Without potash 
the farm community cannot maintain 
or increase the productivity of our land 
to match the food requirement of our 
growing population, estimated to be 300 
million persons by the year 2000. It is 
just that simple. 

I find it unthinkable that this Nation 
could knowingly allow an industry so 
vitally important to our well-being and 
national security as our domestic potash 
industry to become economically atro
phied. It may behoove us to recall the 
reasons why our domestic potash indus
try was founded in the first place. 

Prior to World War I , American agri
culture was entirely dependent on for
eign sources fo::.- its potash. When the 
war cut off these supplies, an intensive 
search was made to locate sources in this 
country. As a result, potash began to be 
produced here in 1916 and production 
continued on a moderate scale at Trona, 
Calif. , from brines of Searles Lake, even 
when imports were resumed. 

In 1931, shipments were made from 
the newly discovered potash deposits 
near Carlsbad, N. Mex. Production in
creased rapidly until at the outbreak of 
World War II about half of the potash 
consumed here was of American orinin. 
Since 1938, brines of the Saldura Marsh 
in Utah, and subsequently brines in east
ern Michigan, also have been used as 
sources of potash. 

Imports were again cut off during 
World War II, while the demand soared 
due to the huge war-food program and 
intensified industrial activity. The Amer
ican potash industry immediately ex
panded its mines and refineries to meet 
these needs and continued to increase 
production in the postwar period. This 
production is now in jeopardy, and 

prompt, aggressive action mll:3t be taken 
if we are to safeguard an industry whose 
importance to our national interest is 
all too clear from past history. 

As I pointed out to my colleagues in the 
Senate 2 years ago and again last Janu
ary, new discoveries of potash in Canada 
have been flooding the U.S. markets, 
steadily squeezing out our domestic sup
plies. Total foreign imports of potash 
have jumped from 9 percent of domestic 
consumption in 1960 to 54 percent in 
1968. Over the 9 years from 1960 to 1968, 
total imports of potash into the United 
States averaged about 30.5 percent of our 
dc,mestic consumption for those 9 years. 
It is interesting to note further that pot
ash imports excluding Canadian imports 
have remained relatively constant, total
ing approximately 350,000 tons per year 
in raw mineral, while Canadian imports 
have jumped astronomically from 3 tons 
in 1961 to 3,309,142 tons in 1968 of the 
mineral known as potassium chloride. 

Mr. President, some American potash 
producers have found it more profitable 
to operate in Canada. The primary rea
son is because of an extensive body of 
high grade, low cost ore, making possible 
lower production costs. This advantage, 
plus special inducements given by the 
Canadian Government to Canadian pot
ash producers, creates a difficult com
petitive situation for the producers in 
Carlsbad, where our domestic production 
is concentrated. Consequently, some of 
our domestic producers are phasing out 
their operations in the United States and 
moving their operations to Canada. To 
compound the situation, potash imports 
are duty free. 

There is a human side to this story 
also, my colleagues. Plants in the Carls
bad area are laying off workers by the 
hundreds due to mine shutdowns and 
plant closings. In the year between June 
1967 and June 1968, alone more than 
1,400 workers were put out of work in the 
Carlsbad area, and all because of potash 
imports. Many of these workers are over 
50 years of age, and their previous educa
tion has been in one field-potash min
ing. It is late in their lives to retrain 
them for other jobs, and even if they 
could be retrained, there are no other 
jobs available to them in the area. 

The advent of the Canadian potash 
industry is, to a degree, a welcome devel
opment to our country in that it can 
supplement our domestic requirements 
if and when we have a shortage of supply; 
we are not advocating a total restriction 
on imports-but what we do say is that 
no force within our control should be 
allowed to render us without a domestic 
industry. The close and friendly relation
ship that has been maintained by the 
United States and our good neighbor 
to the North is indeed a pattern of excel
lence that could be followed by other 
contiguous nations. But in spite of our 
friendship with Canada, it must be real
ized that it is not in the best interest of 
any nation to be dependent upon another 
for the production of its food supply. 

Mr. President, 2 years ago I introduced 
a bill in this body to place a limit on im
ports of potash into this country. My bill 
then would have allowed for up to 25 
percent of our domestic needs to be im-

ported from foreign sources. I stated in 
introducing that measure, and again 
during hearings before the Senate Fi
nance Committee in October of 1967, that 
if my measure was not enacted promptly 
that a domestic industry would be de
stroyed. Regrettably my import quota 
bill was not enacted and my warnings 
are becoming prophetic. A domestic in
dustry is being destroyed. 

I reintroduced my import quota bill 
again this session-in January of this 
year. I intended to push vigorously for 
its enactment and felt that I had the 
force of the history of unfortunate mine 
closings to support my contention. But 
what has happened? The administration, 
in a report from the U.S. Tariff Commis
sion on May 6, 1969, to the Senate Finance 
Committee on my bill, S. 344, while 
openly acknowledging the plight of our 
domestic industry, nonetheless has re
served judgment on the measure. Thus, 
without the open support of the adminis
tration, and given the number of import 
quota bills pending before Congress, 
being practical, one would have to sur
mise that my measure stood little chance 
of passage soon enough to help our 
domestic industry. Thus, another alter
native or alternatives must be sought. 

There is one small ray of hope for our 
domestic industry short of legislative 
action. The U.S. Treasury Department, 
at the request of Senator ANDERSON and 
myself, initiated an investigation 2 years 
ago into possible violations by potash im
porters of the Anti-Dumping Act of 1921, 
as amended. Finally, after constant 
prodding and urging on our part, the 
Department has concluded their investi
gation and has _informed me that-

This merchandise (potash) is being, or is 
likely to be, sold at less than fair value 
within the meaning of the Antidumping Act , 
1921 , as amended (19 U.S.C. 160 et seq .) . The 
cases, therefore, have been referred to the 
United States Tariff Commission for deter
mination as to injury. 

The determination was with reference 
to potash imports from Canada, France, 
and West Germany. 

Mr. President, I think it is interesting 
to note that in the case of one exporter 
from Canada, International Minerals 
and Chemical (Canada) Ltd.-IMC
"less than 25 percent of its merchandise 
was sold in the home market." Mr. Pres
ident, how can any industry hope to sur
vive with this t:vpe of unfair competition 
from foreign importers? No industry can. 
You have an exporter that sets up shop 
in Canada where it gets spec1al incen
tives from the Canadian Government, 
mines potash in Canada, helps the 
Canadian economy, pays Canadian 
taxes, then turns around and exports 
over 75 percent of its product into the 
United States because we place no re
strictions whatsoever, and it does so at 
less than fair market value. Our domes
tic potash industry is at the mercy of 
foreign producers. This is totally incom
prehensible. No other sovereign govern
ment would stand still for this sort of 
cutthroat competition from a foreign 
source. 

It is to be hoped that the Tariff Com
mission within the 90-day period that it 
has been given to determine the extent 
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of injury to the domestic potash industry 
from foreign imports will take appro
priate action to curb this situation. I 
vigorously urge them to do so and serve 
notice that I will be following their pro
ceedings extremely close. If remedial 
action cannot be enacted by the Tariff 
Commission in this situation and under 
these circumstances, then I feel we need 
no further proof that the machinery 
which has been established to deal with 
these situations is not adequate and 
cannot meet the purposes for which it 
was established. Under such circum
stances-that is, if the Tariff Commis
sion fails to take remedial action or fails 
to take adequate action, then I feel that 
it is then up to the Congress to enact 
additional legislation. 

For this reason, Mr. President, and be
cause the legislation which I had pre
viously introduced, S. 344, is not 
receiving the active support of the 
administration at this time, I am today 
introducing a bill on behalf of myself 
and Senators HOLLINGS, Moss, SMITH, 
and YOUNG of Ohio, which bill would not 
prohibit nor place a limitation on the 
volume of potash which can be im
ported into the United States. Instead, 
this bill would simply establish a limit 
on the volume of potash which can be 
imported duty free. Any amounts over 
and above that limit would be assessed 
an ad valorem tax. 

Mr. President, this bill would allow up 
to 30 percent of our domestic needs to be 
supplied from foreign sources and be im
ported duty free into the United States. 
I repeat that up to 30 percent of our 
domestic needs in any one year could 
still be imported duty free under my pro
posal-duty free, just as now is the case. 
When our domestic demand increases, 
the amount that can be imported duty 
free would also increase correspondingly, 
subject to the 30-percent limitation. As I 
stated earlier in my statement, during 
the 9-year period from 1960 to 1968, total 
imports of potash into the United States 
averaged approximately 30.5 percent of 
our domestic needs. Thus, the 30-percent 
limitation on duty-free imports that I 
have provided for in my bill se-ems' more 
than judicious. 

In addition, Mr. President, I emphasize 
that imports into the United States 
would not be limited to 30 percent of 
our domestic needs. FJreign sources 
could still continue importing potash 
into the United States without limit. 
They could supply any volume whatso
ever they choose to. However, for any 
amounts imported over 30 percent of 
our domestic needs for any one year, 
there would be assessed a 40-percent ad 
valorem tax on such imports-only on 
the amount that exceeds 30 percent of 
our domestic needs. 

Mr. President, I cannot see anything 
unfair about this proposal. At least not 
as far as foreign potash producers are 
concerned. Perhaps it is unfair to our 
domestic potash industry because it is so 
liberal in its coverage. It is far more 
liberal than S. 344 which I introduced 
earlier and which would place a 25 per
cent ceiling on the amount of our do
mestic needs that could be imported. 
However, it is a measure which the do-

mes tic industry feels it can live with and 
which because of its liberal terms, I am 
hopeful this session of Congress can take 
action on. However, it can still be hoped 
that the U.S. Tariff Commission will 
recommend the necessary action during 
the proceedings it presently has under
way, so that perhaps this legislation may 
not be reqtJired. In the event it fails to do 
so, however, I shall press vigorously for 
enactment of this proposal. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of my bill which I 
have introduced on behalf of myself and 
Senators HOLLINGS, Moss, SMITH, and 
YouNG of Ohio, be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
f erred and, without objection, the bill 
will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 2883) to provide for the 
imposition of a duty on excessive im
ports of potassium chloride or muriate 
of potash, introduced by Mr. MONTOYA, 
for himself and other Senators, was re
ceived, read twice by its title, referred 
to the Committee on Finance and ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

S.2883 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
schedule 4, part 11, of the Tariff Schedules 
of the United States is amended by striking 
out item 480.50 and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: 

Potassium chloride or 
muriate of potash: 

4 0. 50 In any calendar 
year prior to the 
entry, or with
drawal from 
warehouse, for 
consumption of 
the quantity 
proclaimed by 
the President 
for such year 
under headnote 
2 ___ - -- - -------- Free 

4 0.51 Other _____________ 40%ad 
val. 

Free 
40%ad 

val. 

(b) The headnote to schedule 4, part 11, of 
such Schedules is amended-

(!) by striking out "headnote" in the 
heading and inserting in lieu thereof "head
notes"· and 

(2) by adding after headnote 1 the follow
ing new headnote: 

"2. (a) Before the beginning of the cal
endar year 1970 and of each subsequent cal
endar year, the Secretary of Agriculture shall 
determine and certify to the President-

"(\) the estimated domestic production 
and estimated domestic cons.imption of po
tassium chloride or ruuriate of potash auring 
such calendar year, and 

"(ii) the estimated dome:s~ic production 
of potassium chloride or muriate of pot:ish 
during the calendar year in which such de
termination is beinr made. 

"(b) On or before January 1, 1970, and 
on or before January 1 of each subsequent 
calendar year, the President shall, by proc
lamation, fix the quantity of potassium 
chloride or muriate of potash which may 
be imported free of duty during the calendar 
year under item 480.50. The quantity so pro
claimed for any year shall be the greater of-

" (i) the quantity by which the estimated 
domestic consumption during such year ex
ceeds the estimated domestic production 
during such year (as determined by the Sec
retary of Agriculture under paragraph (a) 
(1)), or 

"(11) a quantity equal to 30 percent of the 
estimated domestic production determined 

by the Secretary of Agriculture under para
graph (a) (ii). 
If during any calendar year, the actual do
mestic production or domestic consumption 
is greater or less than the estimates deter
mined under paragraph (a) (i), the President 
may, by proclamation, modify any quantity 
previously proclaimed for such year." 

SEC. 2. The amendments made by this Act 
shall apply with respect to articles entered, 
or withdrawn from warehouse, for consump
tion on or after January 1, 1970. 

S. 2885-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
TO ESTABLISH AN ORDERLY 
TRADE IN TEXTILES AND IN 
LEATHER FOOTWEAR 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, for 

many years our Nation has followed a 
foreign trade policy based on the myth 
that our capital-intensive industries are 
able to compete with world trade and 
that their technological sophistication 
will enable them to supply jobs for all 
the workers who have been displaced by 
rising import competition. Experience 
clearly indicates, however, that this is 
not the case. We have been witnessing 
an erosion of jobs and job opportunities 
in labor-intensive industries because our 
national trade policy exposes these in
dustries to unrelieved pressure in rising 
imports without hope for limitation. The 
need is urgent. We must promptly un
dertake a realistic foreign trade policy 
that would preserve for our labor-inten
sive industries opportunity to participate 
in the growth of the American market 
with foreign products. Unless such ac
tion is taken, we are sentencing our ba
sic manufacturing industries to eco
nomic doom and their workers to inse
cure and uncertain futures. 

The disastrous impact of imports has 
been graphically demonstrated by the 
distressed positions of the textile indus
try and the domestic footwear industry. 
With 2,525,000 workers the textile mill 
products, apparel, and manmade-fiber
producing industries are by far one of 
the Nation's largest employers of work
ers in the manufacturing industries. In 
1968 tC'xtile mill products experienced a 
foreign trade deficit of $437.3 million. In 
apparel and related products, the trade 
deficit was $674.5 million. Neither my 
State nor the Nation can afford to ignore 
the fact that the U.S. foreign trade in 
products like or directly competitive 
with such articles is ever increasing our 
foreign trade deficit. 

In 1968 our Nation had a balance of 
trade deficit of $377.3 million in foot
wear. In that regard the domestic con
sumption of leather footwear amounted 
to 804 million pairs of shoes of which 
imports supplied 175.4 million pairs of 
shoes. These imports were equivalent to 
21.8 percent of the domestic consumption 
in 1968 where it was only 5.8 percent in 
1961. 

Today the distinguished Senator from 
New Hampshire (Mr. COTTON) and I are 
introducing a bill calling for maintaining 
orderly trade in textile articles and 
leather footwear. In addition, in the na
tional interest our legislation will provide 
foir revision of the administration of title 
m of the Trade Exoansion Act of 1962 
to assist domestic industries, firms and 
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groups of workers caused or threatened 
with serious injury by increased imports. 

Mr. President, the time has come for 
Members of this body to take the initia
tive in combating the serious problems 
created by excessive imports. 

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

The bill <S. 2885) to establish an or
derly trade in textiles and in leather 
footwear, introduced by Mr. HOLLINGS 
(for himself and Mr. COTTON), was re
ceived, read twice by its title, and re
ferred to the Committee on Finance. 

S. 2886-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
CHANGING THE NAMES OF CER
TAIN PROJECTS FOR NAVIGATION 
AND OTHER PURPOSES ON THE 
ARKANSAS RIVER 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. M r. President, I 

introduce for appropriate reference a 
bill to change the names of certain proj
ects for navigation and other purposes 
on the Arkansas River. 

Navigation on the Arkansas River from 
Oklahoma through Arkansas to the riv
er's junction with the Mississippi will be 
the result of the dreams and efforts of 
many men. No men, h owever, worked 
more tirelessly and faithfully for t:iis 
navigation prajEct than my senior col
league from Arkansas, Senator JOHN 
McCLELLAN, and our late colleague from 
Oklahoma, Senator Robert Kerr. Con
sequently, my bill would honor these 
Senators by naming this waterway the 
McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Project. 
In addition, my bill would honor three 
forme r Members of the House of Repre
sentatives from Arkansas who worked 
diligently for the development of the 
Arkansas River project--W. F. Norrell, 
Brooks Hays, and J. W. Trimble. 

A similar bill has been introduced 
in the House of Representatives by Rep
resentatives MILLS, PRYOR of Arkansas, 
HAMMERSCHMIDT' and ALEXANDER. I hope 
that this legislation may be enacted dur
ing the present session of the Congress. 

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

The bill (S. 2886) to change the names 
of certain projects for navigation and 
other purposes on the Arkansas River, 
introduced by Mr. FULBRIGHT, was re
ceived, read twice by its title, and re
f erred to the Committee on Public Works. 

S. 2887-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
AUTHORIZING A STUDY OF ES
SENTIAL RAILROAD PASSENGER 
SERVICE 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I intro

duce for appropriate reference on behalf 
of Senator MAGNUSON and myself and by 
request of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission, a bill to amend section 13 (a) of 
the Interstate Commerce Act, to author
ize a study of essential railroad passen
ger service by the Secretary of Trans
portation, and for other purposes. I ask 
unanimous consent that the letter of 
transmittal and the text of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
f erred; and, without objection, the bill 
and letter of transmittal will be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The bill <S. 2887) to amend section 
13a of the Interstate Commerce Act, to 
authorize a study of essential railroad 
passenger service by the Secretary of 
Transportation, and for other purposes, 
introduced by Mr. HARTKE, for himself 
and Mr. MAGNUSON, by request, was re
ceived, read twice by its title, referred to 
the Committee on Commerce, and 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2887 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
13a of part I of the Interstate Oommerce Act 
(49 U.S.C. 13a) is a.mended to read as 
follows: 

"13a( 1) A carrier or carriers subject to this 
part, if their rights with respect to the dis
continue.nee or change, in whole or in part, 
of the operation or service of any passenger 
train or ferry operating between a point in 
one State, the District of Columbia, or a for
eign country and a point in any other State 
or in the District of Columbia, are subject 
to any provision of the constitution or stat
utes of .any State or any regulation or order 
of ( or are the subject of any proceeding 
pending before) any court or an administra
tive or regulatory agency of any State, may, 
but shall not be required to, file with the 
Commission, and upon such filing shall mail 
to the Governor of each State in which such 
train or ferry is operated, and post in every 
station, depot, or other faicility served 
thereby, including stations, depots, or facili
ties on the property of other carriers which 
share in the operation of s-aid train, notice 
at least sixty days in .advance of any such 
proposed discontinuance or change. The car
rier or carriers filing such notice may, upon 
the expiration of, but not during, the notice 
period, discontinue or change any such 
operation or service pursuant to such notice 
except as otherwise ordered by the Commis
sion pursuant to this paragraph, the laws or 
constitution of any State, or the decision 
or order of, or the pendency of any proceed
ing before, any court or State authority to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Upon the 
filing of such notice the Oommission shall 
have authority during said sixty days' notice 
period, either upon compl,aint or upon its 
own initiative without complaint, to enter 
upon an investigation of the proposed dis
continue.nee or change. Upon the institution 
of such investigation, the Commission, by its 
investigation order served upon the carrier or 
carriers affected thereby at le.ast twenty days 
prior to the day on which such discontin
uance or change would otherwise become ef
fective, may require such train or ferry to be 
continued in operation or service, in whole or 
in part, pending hearing and decision in 
such investigation, but not for a longer 
period than seven months beyond the date 
when such discontinuance or change would 
otherwise have become effective; except that 
the Commission may further require such 
tra.in or ferry to be continued in operation 
or service, in whole or in part, for a period of 
no longer than two months beyond the date 
specified in its investigation order, pending 
completion of the investigation or the Com
mission's determination of any petition or 
petitions for reconsideration of its dedsion 
and order in such investigation. However, if 
during the notice period, the carrier or car
riers discontinue or change, in whole or in 
part, the operation or service of any train or 
ferry, the Commission shall retain jurisdic-

tion to enter upon a.n investigation of the 
change or discontinuance and may requlre 
the immediate restoration or continuance of 
operation or service of such train or ferry 
until the expiration of the notice period. 
When a.n investigation by the Commission is 
instituted under this section, the carrier or 
carriers filing such notice shall have the bur
den of establishing that public convenience 
and necessity permit the proposed d-iscon
tinuance or change, in whole or in part, and 
that the continued operation or service of 
such train or ferry without discontinuance 
or change, in whole or in part, will unduly 
burden interstate or foreign commerce. If, 
after hearing in such investigation, whether 
concluded before or after such discontinu
ance or change has become effective, the 
Commission finds that the public conveni
ence and necessity permits the proposed dis
continuance or change, in whole or in part, 
and that the continued operation or service 
of such train or ferry without discontinu
ance or change, in whole or in part, will 
unduly burden interstate or foreign com
merce, the Commission shall by order permit 
discontinuance of operation or service of 
such train or ferry in whole or in part. If, 
however, the Commission finds that the op
era ti on or service of such train or ferry is 
required by public convenience and necessity 
and will not unduly burden interstate or 
foreign commerce, the Commission may by 
order require the continuance or restoration 
of operation or service of such train or 
ferry, in whole or in part, for a period not to 
exceed one year from the date of such order; 
except that for two years following the 
enactment of this proviso, where any trains 
or ferry proposed to be discontinued repre
sents the last remaining passenger train or 
ferry operated in either direction by the car
rier or carriers proposing such discontinu
ance, between a point in one State and to 
a. point in another State, the District of Co
lumbia, or a foreign country or from a point 
in the District of Columbia to a point in any 
State or a foreign country, the Commission 
shall require the continuance of the opera
tion or service in question for one year from 
the date of its order unless it finds that ( 1) 
the public convenience and necessity do not 
require its continuance, or (2) that it finds 
that continuance of the service or operation 
in question will impair the ability of carrier 
or carriers proposing such changes or discon
tinuance to meet its common carrier respon
sibilities, considering the overall financial 
condition of the carrier or carriers in ques
tion; except that in the case of operations 
and service covered by the first proviso, the 
Commission may attach such conditions to 
its order, requiring the continuance of the 
operations or service in question, as are just 
and reasonable to assure the preservation of 
a reasonable level of service for the passen
ger trains or ferries required to be continued; 
and except that the jurisdiction of the Com
mission over operations and service subject 
to the first and second provis·os of this sen
tence shall be exclusive and the carrier or 
carriers proposing to discontinue or change 
any operation or service covered by the~e 
provisos shall file a notice with the Commis
sion as provided in this paragraph, the laws 
or constitution of any State, or the decision 
or order of, or the pendency of any pro
ceeding before, any court or State authority 
to the contrary notwithstanding. The provi
sions of thls paragraph shall not supersede 
the laws of any State or the orders or regu
lations of any administrative or regulatory 
body of any State applicable to such discon
tinuance or change unless notice as in this 
paragraph provided is filed with the Com
mission. On the expiration of a.n order by the 
Commission, after such investigation re
quiring the continuance or restoration of 
operation or service, the jurisdiction of any 
State as to such discontinuance or change 
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shall no longer be superseded unless the pro
cedure provided by this paragraph sh.all 
again be invoked by the carrier or carriers. 

"13a(2) Where the discontinuance or 
change, in whole or in part, by a carrier or 
carriers subject to this part, of the opera
tion or service of any train or ferry operated 
wholly within the boundaries of a single 
Stat e is prohibited by the constitution or 
statutes of any State or where the State 
authority having jurisdiction thereof shall 
have denied an application or petition duly 
filed with it by said carrier or carriers for 
authority to discontinue or change, in whole 
or in part, the operation or service of any 
such train or ferry or shall not have acted 
finally on such an application or petition 
within seven months from the presentation 
thereof, such carrier or carriers may petition 
the Commission for authority to effect such 
discontinuance or change. Upon the fl.ling of 
such a petition, such discontinuance or 
change shall be subject to a.11 of the pro
visions of paragraph (1) of this section to 
the same extent as if the subject train or 
ferry operated as described in the first sen
tence of paragraph (1) of this section. When 
any petition shall be filed with the Com
mission under the provisions of this para
graph the Commission shall notify the Gov
ernor of the State in which such train or 
ferry is operated at least thirty days in ad
vance of the hearing provided for in this 
paragraph, and such hearing shall be held 
by the Commission in the State in which 
such train or ferry is operated; and the Com
mission is authorized to avail itself to the 
cooperation, services, records, and facilities 
of the authorities in such State in the per
formance of its functions under this para
graph. 

"13a(3) Any State, administrative or regu
latory agency of a State, or person, ad
versely affected or aggrieved by an order of 
the Commission entered pursuant to para
graph (1) or (2) of this section, may bring 
suit to obtain judicial review thereof under 
those provisions of law applicable in the case 
of suits to enjoin, suspend, or set aside orders 
of the Commission." 

SEC. 2. The Secretary of Transportation, 
acting in cooperation with the Interstate 
Commerce Commission and other interested 
Federal agencies and departments, is au
thorized and directed to undertake and sub
mit, within one year after the date of enact
ment of this Act, a study of the existing and 
future potential for intercity railroad pas
senger service in the United States to the 
Committee on Commerce of the Senate and 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce of the House of Representatives. 
In making this study, the Secretary shall con
sider, among other things: 

( 1) Existing resources of all types for meet
ing the Nation's present passenger transpor
tation needs. 

(2) Anticipated expansion of those re
sources by 1975 on the basis of current gnv
ernmental or private activities (such as the 
interstate highway program, by Government, 
and auto production increases, by industry) . 

(3) The Nation's expected passenger trans
portation needs, including business, private, 
and defense movement, in the years 1975 and 
1985. 

(4) The ability of the existing resources, or 
resources as expanded by current govern
mental or private programs, to meet these 
anticipated needs adequately, efficiently, eco
nomically, expeditiously, safely, and com
fortably, at least as far ahead as 1975. 

(5) The ability of improved railroad pas
senger service to meet these anticipated 
needs. 

( 6) The proper role of the carriers and 
governmental bodies in developing the re
quir~d quality and quantity of service, in
cluding methods of financing operations 

CXV--1576-Part 18 

which are necessary but not economically 
viable. 

The letter, furnished by Mr. HARTKE, 
is as follows: 

INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION, 
Washington, D.C., September 9, 1969. 

Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Commerce, U.S. 

Senate, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN MAGNUSON: I am submit

ting with this letter a draft bill for your con
sideration. The bill wuuld amend section 13a 
of the Interstate Commerce Act and author
ize a study of essential railroad passenger 
service. 

As you may recall, the Commission sub
mitted a similar proposal in June 1968, with 
our report, Intercity Rail Passenger Service 
in 1968, copy attached. Following that, at 
your request, the Commission undertook an 
analysis of the costs to various railroads in 
conducting intercity passenger operations. 
Our report, Investigation of Costs of Intercity 
Rail Passenger Service, was submitted July 
16, 1969. 

The need for legislation dealing with the 
crisis in intercity rail service is even greater 
today than it was in June 1968. At that time, 
there were approximately 690 regular inter
city trains in operation. That number has 
now dropped to under 500, and more than 
60 of these have been proposed for discon
tinuance but are currently the subject of 
investigation. 

As a result of our report on Costs, there 
ls no longer any question as to the adverse 
financial impact passenger operations have 
on the Nation's railroads. Without changes 
in Federal policy, and a study of the present 
and future need for intercity rail service rec
ommended by the Commission in 1968, and 
renewed here, further deterioration in service 
is imminent. We believe immediate action 
is essential if a minimum amount of rail 
service is to be maintained. 

We wuuld very much appreciate your as
sistance in having this bill introduced and 
hearings scheduled thereon. 

Sincerely, 
VIRGINIA MAE BROWN, 

Chairman. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF 
BILLS 
s. 2146 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that, at the next printing, 
my name be added as a cosponsor of S 
2146, to encourage the :flow of credit t~ 
u~ban and :.·ural poverty areas in .order to 
stimulate the rate of economic growth 
and .employment in those areas, and to 
provide the residents thereof with 
greater access to consumer, business, 
and mortgage credit at reasonable rates. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

s. 2847 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, on behalf of the Senator from Wis
consin (Mr. NELSON), I ask unanimous 
consent that, at the next printing of s. 
2847, to amend the Foreign Assistance 
Act, as amended, to authorize the Secre
tary of State to participate in the devel
opment of a large prototype desalting 
plant in Israel, and for other purposes, 
the name of the Senator from Rhode Is
land (Mr. PELL) be added as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 148-
INTRODUCTION OF A JOINT RES
OLUTION PROVIDING SCHOOL AID 
TO FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 
Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I in-

troduce on behalf of myself and Sena tors 
ANDERSON, ALLEN, BENNETT, BIBLE, BUR
DICK, CANNON, CRANSTON, DODD, EAGLE
TON, Fu!.BRIGHT, GURNEY, HARRIS, HART, 
MANSFIELD, MONDALE, Moss, MURPHY, 
MUSKIE, SPARKMAN, SPONG, STEVENS, 
THURMOND, TYDINGS, WILLIAMS of New 
Jersey, YARBOROUGH, and YOUNG of North 
Dakota, a joint resolution to authorize 
the Department of Health, Education, 
and ~elfare (HEW) to begin making 
allocations to local educational agencies 
?Oder the Public Law 874, school aid to 
federally impacted areas, based upon 
the full entitlement for that school dis
trict instead of upon the much reduced 
amount in the President's budget re
quest. 

As you know, Mr. President, until Con
gr~ss. completes action upon an appro
priation measure for an executive 
agency, that agency can expend funds 
only at the rate authorized under a con
tinuing resolution. The continuing res
olution presently in effect authorizes 
HEW, among other agencies, to expend 
funds at last year's rate or the fiscal year 
1970 budget request, whichever 1.s the 
lesser. This procedure has undoubtedly 
caused much uncertainty and many dif
ficulties in the past on the part of agen
cies which must function for several 
months not knowing the total amount of 
funds they will have to operate with. In
convenient as this may be, however. we 
have yet to devise a more efficient 
approach. 

This interim funding procedure, how
ever, is creating havoc with most school 
budgets and particularly those school 
districts which have a heavy concen
tration of Federal activity. We are all 
familiar with the Public Law 81-874 pro
gram which authorizes payments based 
on a formula to school districts which 
are federally impacted and which are 
thus deprived of a tax base for funding 
their educational system. Congress has 
decreed time and time again-usually at 
appropriation time-that we have a re
sponsibility to assist these school dis
tricts because the Federal Government is 
in effect, depriving them of school taxes: 
And we have decreed time and time again 
that we should meet our responsibility 
fully by paying full entitlement and not 
merely lipservice as represented by the 
small amounts that are usually recom
mended by the executive branch. 

This year, Mr. President, the schools 
with heavy concentrations of Federal 
activity are feeling a heavy crunch, and 
unless this resolution is enacted prompt
ly, there is no prospect of any immediate 
relief for them. We are faced with the 
prospect of not having final action on the 
appropriation measure for HEW until 
late this year. The Senate Appropriations 
Committee is not even contemplating re
suming hearings on the HEW appropri
ation bill until mid-October. 

In the meantime, HEW is bound by 
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the continuing resolution which only 
authorizes them to make payments under 
this program based on last year's appro
priation or the President's fiscal year 
1970 budget request, whichever is lower. 

Unfortunately, the President's fiscal 
year 1970 budget request is substantially 
below either full entitlement for fiscal 
year 1970 or last year's appropriation. 
Figures supplied me by HEW show that 
appropriations for fiscal year 1969 were 
$505,900,000 and full entitlement for 
fiscal year 1970 totaled $650,594,000, but 
yet the President's fiscal year 1970 budget 
request is only $187,000,000. Further, the 
President's recommended budget would 
provide for payments only for the so
called A category children and no pay
ments at all for the B category children. 
The A category children, as you know, 
are those whose parents both live and 
work on Federal property. The B cate
gory children are those whose parents 
work but do not live on Federal prop
erty. Thus, school districts with B cate
gory children in them, would receive no 
funds under this program whatsoever for 

State and outlying 1970 full 1970 original 
areas entitlement• estimate 2 

their B category children unless Con
gress acts to amend the President's 
budget request. 

Fortunately, Mr. President, the Con
gress will probably act to amend the 
President's budget request. The House 
has already increased the President's 
budget request for Public Law 874 funds 
from $187 million to $585 million. This 
represents almost full entitlement for 
each school district for fiscal year 1970 
for both A and B category children. I, 
and others in the Senate, have pledged 
to seek at least the same level of funding 
as has the House. I am confident that we 
will be successful. 

However, until we do pass on the HEW 
appropriations, HEW can allocate funds 
under the Public Law 874 program, and 
all other education programs, based on 
the extremely small Presidential budget 
request. Thus, unless we move imme
diately to remedy this, many school dis
tricts throughout the country which are 
dependent on theze funds are going to be 
thrown into a financial panic. 

I have secured from HEW a listing 
of all the applications which they have 

SCHOOL ASSISTANCE IN FEDERALLY AFFECTED AREAS 

TITLES I AND 111, PUBLIC LAW 874, AS AMENDED 

CHART A 

1970 revised State and outlying 

already received for funding under this 
program. The listing of applications al
ready received and for which little or no 
funding will be available unless this reso-
1 ution is adopted, includes school dis
tricts from the west coast to the east 
coast to the Gulf of Mexico. This, then, 
is a national problem. Apparently no 
State is being spared. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in 
the RECORD, a chart showing a State-by
State breakdown of the amounts which 
school districts in each State are entitled 
to for fiscal year 1970; the original 
budget request for fiscal year 1970 sub
mitted by former President Johnson; and 
the revised budget request submitted by 
President Nixon. I also ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD, 
a second chart, showing by State, the 
fiscal year 1969 appropriation; the Nixon 
budget request for fiscal year 1970; and 
the House amendments for fiscal year 
1970. 

There being no objection, the charts 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

1970 full 1970 original 1970 revised 
Amendment estimate a areas entitlement I estimate 2 Amendment estimateJ 

Total ____________ $650, 594. 000 $300, 000, 000 -$113, 000, 000 $187, 000, 000 Nevada _______________ $4, 583, 000 $1, 961, 000 -$535, 000 $1, 426, 000 

12, 129, 000 6, 177, 000 Alabama ______________ -3,815, 000 2, 362, 000 
Alaska ________________ 17,664,000 7, 793, 000 +6, 142, 000 13, 935, 000 
Arizona ____________ -- _ 12, 014, 000 5, 139, 000 +1,387, 000 6, 526, 000 
Arkansas ______________ 3, 444, 000 1, 530, 000 -572, 000 958, 000 
California _______ -_ -_ --- 100, 922, 000 40, 218, 000 -14, 993, 000 25, 225, 000 
Colorado ______________ 17, 227, 000 7, 539, 000 -4,430, 000 3, 109, 000 
Connecticut__ __________ 4, 410, 000 1, 945, 000 -442, 000 1, 503, 000 
Delaware _________ ----- 2, 303, 000 l, 756, 000 -368, 000 1, 388, 000 
Florida ___ ______ __ - - - _ - 22, 231, 000 10, 201, 000 -5, 188, 000 5, 013, 000 

~~::lr_-_-_ ~ = = = == == = = = == 
20, 606, 000 11, 575, 000 -5,826, 000 5, 749, 000 
11. 914, 000 5, 172, 000 +569, 000 5, 741, 000 

Idaho _________________ 3, 579, 000 1. 507, 000 -463, 000 1, 044, 000 
Illinois ________________ 16, 537, 000 7, 217, 000 -2, 937, 000 4, 280, 000 
Indiana ___ ____ _ -- __ -- - 5, 673, 000 2, 491, 000 -1, 590, 000 982, 000 
Iowa _________________ _ 3, 366, 000 1, 478, 000 -1, 168, 000 310, 000 
Kansas _________ - ___ -- - 11, 168, 000 4,849, 000 -1, 547, 000 3,302, 000 
Kentucky ______________ 10, 402, 000 7,277, 000 -1,673,000 5, 604, 000 
Louisiana _______ _______ 4, 375, 000 2, 023, 000 -1, 253, 000 770, 000 
Maine _________________ 3, 987, 000 1, 730, 000 +483, 000 2, 213, 000 
Maryland_ ------------ 32, 584, 000 13, 893, 000 -10, 506, 000 3, 387, 000 
Massachusetts ________ _ 20, 427, 000 9, 489,000 -3, 518, 000 5, 971, 000 
Michigan ______________ 5, 948, 000 2, 594, 000 +258,900 2, 852, 000 
Minnesota __________ ___ 3, 736, 000 1, 658, 000 -812, 000 846, 000 
Mississippi_ ______ _____ 3, 397, 000 1, 483, 000 -368, 000 1, 115, 000 
Missouri_ ______________ 11, 048, 000 4, 757, 000 -2, 581, 000 2, 176, 000 
Montana ____ _________ _ 6, 052, 000 2, 521, 000 +1. 439, 000 3, 960, 000 
Nebraska __________ ____ 5, 887, 000 2, 513, 000 -227, 000 2, 286, 000 

I Based on Public Law 81- 874 as it exists as of May 9, 1969. 
2 Estimate based on existing data (1967) and assuming proposed amendments to the Public 

Law 874 formula. 

New Hampshire ________ 2, 745, 000 1, 213, 000 -309, 000 904, 000 
New Jersey ____________ 15, 358, 000 6, 771, 000 -2, 520, 000 4, 251, 000 
New Mexico ___________ 12, 539, 000 5, 745, 000 +402, 000 6, 147, 000 
New York _____________ 22, 777, 000 10, 605, 000 -4, 578, 000 6, 027, 000 
North Carolina _____ ____ 13, 414, 000 9, 413, 000 -2, 549, 000 6, 864, 000 
North Dakota __________ 3, 203, 000 1, 419, 000 +1. 245, 000 2, 664, 000 
Ohio ____________ ______ 14, 023, 000 5, 990, 000 -4, 808, 000 l, 182, 000 
Oklahoma _____________ 15, 666, 000 6, 886, 000 -3, 191, 000 3, 695, 000 
Oregon ________________ 3, 407, 000 1, 453, 000 -662, 000 791, 000 
Pennsylvania ________ __ 11, 324, 000 5, 365, 000 -4, 509, 000 856, 000 
Rhode Island __________ 4, 533, 000 2, 030, 000 -445, 000 1, 585, 000 
South Carolina _________ 10, 801, 000 5, 432, 000 -1, 843, 000 3, 589, 000 
South Dakota __________ 4, 741, 000 2, 039, 000 +658, 000 2, 697, 000 
Tennessee _____________ 8, 549, 000 3, 725, 000 -3, 020, 000 705, 000 Texas _________________ 38, 467, 000 16, 878, 000 -9, 169, 000 7, 709, 000 
Utah __________________ 8, 953, 000 3, 915, 000 -2, 860, 000 1, 055, 000 
Vermont _______________ 153, 000 67, 000 -63, 000 4, 000 
Virginia_--- ---------- 43, 624, 000 21, 328, 000 -13, 886. 000 7, 442, 000 
Washington _______ ---- 16, 755, 000 7, 339, 000 -2. 487, 000 4, 852, 000 
West Virginia ________ __ 544, 000 234, 000 -216, 000 18, 000 
Wisconsin _____________ 2, 952, 000 1. 278, 000 -707, 000 571, 000 
Wyoming __ ----------- 2, 120, 000 908. 000 + 367, 000 1, 275, 000 
District of Columbia ____ 7, 484. 000 3. 396. 000 -3, 022, 000 374, 000 
Guam ________________ 2, 255, 000 983, 000 +264, 000 1,247,000 
Puerto Rico ___________ 6, 131, 000 6, 731, 000 -664, 000 6, 067, 000 
Virgin Islands ___ ______ 67, 000 24, 000 -'24, 000 0 
Wake Island ___________ 396, 000 347, 000 +49,000 396, 000 

a Estimate based on latest data (1968) and assumes existinl! formula but only funding children 
who live on Federal property with parents who zre employed on Federal property and children 
for whom the Co111missioner of Education is requ ired to make arrangements for their education. 

ALLOCATIONS TO STATES FOR OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE UNDER PUBLIC LAW 874 

CHART B 

1969 
appropriation 

1970 revised 
estimate• 

House 
allowance 

Tota'-- ---- ------ ---------------- $505, 900, 000 $187, 000, 000 $585, 000, 000 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Alabama __________ __ --------- ___ _ ----- 9, 530, 000 2, 362, 000 11, 075, 000 
Alaska ________________________________ 13, 379, 000 13, 935, 000 15, 917, 000 
Arizona __________ ------- - ----------- -- 9, 059, 000 6, 526, 000 10, 825, COO 
Arkansas________________________ ______ 2, 696, 000 958, 000 3, 071, 000 
California _______ __ ------- ---------_____ 78, 042, 000 25, 225, 000 88, 431, 000 
Colorado ______________________________ 13, 291, 000 3, 109, 000 15, 522, 000 
Connecticut___ _________________________ 3, 429, 000 1, 503, 000 3, 974, 000 
Delaware______________________________ 1, 922, 000 1, 388, 000 2, 212, 000 
Florida __________ --------- __ ----- -----_ 17, 351, 000 5, 013, 000 20, 056, 000 

~:::t_-_-_-_-_-_-_----~==~=~================ 
1t· m· iii i: m: iii ii: m: ggb 

Idaho___________ ______________________ 2, 656, 000 1, 044, 000 3, 225. 000 
Illinois_ _______________________________ 12,724,000 4,280,000 14,805,000 
Indiana___ ____________________________ 4, 391, 000 982, 000 4, 974. 000 
Iowa__ ________________________________ 2,605,000 310,000 3 033 000 
Kansas__ ______________________________ 8, 534, 000 3, 302, 000 9, 836, 000 

Footnote at end of table. 

Kentucky ____________________ __ ____ ___ _ 
Louisiana _____ ___ _________ ____________ _ 
Maine ________________________________ _ 
Maryland ____________________ ________ _ 
Massachusetts ___ ____________ . ________ _ 
Michigan ________________ ___ . ________ _ 
Minnesota ____________________________ _ 

~:::~si:r_~~--~ ~ ~: ::~: :: :: : ::: : : :: ::: ~::: 
Montana _____ __ ____________________ . __ _ 
Nebr~ska ___________ ____ _____ _________ _ 
NevadJ ___________________________ - - - -
New Hampshire . ______________________ _ 
New Jersey ______________________ ____ _ _ 
New Mexico ____ ______________________ _ 
New York. ___ __ ______ ________________ _ 
North Carolina _ .. _____________________ _ 
North Dakota _________________ _______ _ _ 

1969 
appropriation 

$8 731. 000 
3, 431 , 000 
3 049. 000 

24 846. 000 
15, 743. 000 

4. 574. 000 
2. 923. 000 
2, 615. 000 
8, 386. 000 
4. 444. 000 
4. 4~9. 000 
3. 451_ roo 
2. 137 . oco 

11. 933. 000 
10. 127. 000 
17. 641. 000 
11. 198. 000 
2. 501. 000 

1970 revised 
estimate t 

is, 604. ooo 
770 000 

2, 213. 000 
3. 387 000 
5. 971. 000 
2, 852, 000 

846. 000 
1.115. 000 
2, 176. 000 
3. 960, 000 
2, 286, 000 
1. 426. 000 

904. 000 
4. 251, 000 
6. 147, 000 
6. 027. 000 
6, 864, 000 
2, 664, 000 

House 
allowance 

$9, 801, 000 
3, 960, 000 
3, 593, 000 

29, 362, 000 
18, 514, 000 
5, 211, 000 
3, 367, 000 
3, 048, 000 
9, 617, 000 
5, 453, 000 
5, 298, 000 
4, 130, 000 
2,474, 000 

13, 835, 000 
11, 299, 000 
20, 504, 000 
12, 621, 000 
2, 886, 000 
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ALLOCATIONS TO STATES FOR OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE UNDER PUBLIC LAW 874 -Cont:nued 

CHART B -Continued 

Ohio _________________________________ _ 
Oklahoma ___________ . ______________ -- -
Oregon _______________________ ---- -- -- -
Pennsylvania _______ . _________________ _ 
Rhode Island _____________ ------ __ -- - _ -
South Carolina __________ .. _. ____ - ___ -- _ 
South Dakota ___________ -- -- - - -- - - - - -- -
Tennessee ________________ - - - - -- -------
Texas _________ - ______ - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - -
Utah ___ ----------------------------- __ 
Vermont_ _______ -- - - -- - -- - -- -- ------ -- -

1969 
appropriation 

$10, 561, 000 
12, 140, 000 
2, 535, 000 
8, 953, 000 
3, 578, 000 
8, 446, 000 
3, 587, 000 
6, 566 , 000 

29, 659, 000 
6, 901 , 000 

119, 000 

1970 revised 
estimate 1 

$1, 182, 000 
3, 695, 000 

791, 000 
856, 000 

1, 585, 000 
3, 589, 000 
2, 697, 000 

705, 000 
7, 709, 000 
1, 055, 000 

4, 000 

House 
allowance 

$12, 384, 000 
13. 952, 000 
3, 076, 000 

10, 184, 000 
4, 084, 000 
9, 872, 000 
4, 216, 000 
7, 703, 000 

34, 617, 000 
8, 067, 000 

138, 000 

Virginia ______________________________ _ 
Washington _________________ -- -- -- - - - - -

:rs~to~~~i~~~~ ~= == =: := ==== == ==== ======= Wyoming ______________ ___ _ - - __ - . - - - - - -
District of Columbia ________ ___________ _ 
Guam ________ __________ ______________ _ 
Puerto Rico _______________________ ____ _ 
Virgin Islands _________________________ _ 
Wake Island __________________________ _ 

1969 
appropriation 

$34, 531 , 000 
12, 938, 000 

413, 000 
2, 252, 000 
1, 600, 000 
5, 984, 400 
1, 735, 000 
5, 764, 000 

43, 000 
281, 000 

1970 revised 
estimate 1 

$7, 442, 000 
4, 852, 000 

18, 000 
571 , 000 

1, 275, 000 
374, 000 

1, 247,000 
6, 067, 00~ 

396, 000 

House 
allowance 

$39, 552, 000 
15, 097, 000 

490, 000 
2, 660, 000 
1, 910, 000 
6, 744, 000 
2, 032, 000 
6, 124, 000 

60, 000 
396, 000 

1 Estimate based on latest data (1968) and assumes existing formula but only funding children who live on Federal property with parents who are employed on Federal property and " sec. 6" 
children whose education is arranged for by the Commissioner of Education. 

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, unless 
this joint resolution is enacted promptly, 
the school districts that are being denied 
their funding under the Public Law 874 
program will be faced with the decision 
of making drastic cuts either in per
sonnel, in services, equipment, materials, 
or in other vital areas all with the re
sultant effect of a poor quality educa
tion. Congress has pledged itself to a 
quality education for all American chil
dren. Let us demonstrate that commit
ment by enacting this resolution and 
freeing the necessary funds under the 
Public Law 874 program immediately. 
We may well have to provide this same 
type of emergency relief for other edu
cation programs in the future if Con
gress does not soon enact the HEW ap
propriation bill. However, for the mean
time, let us begin by seeking early re
lease of funds for the Public Law 874 
program based on the full amount which 
the school districts are entitled to for 
both "a" and "b" category children. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of my joint resolution 
be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint 
resolution will be received and appro
priately referred; and, without objection, 
the joint resolution will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 148) to 
amend the joint resolution making con
tinuing appropriations for the fiscal year 
1970 in order to provide for payment to 
local educational agencies of full entitle
ments pursuant to the provisions of title 
I of Public Law 874, 81st Congress, in
troduced by Mr. MONTOYA, for himself 
and other Senators, was received, read 
twice by its title, referred to the Com
mittee on Appropriations, and ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

S.J . RES. 148 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That section 101 (b) 
of the joint resolution entitled "Joint Reso
lution making appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1970, and for other purposes", approved 
June 30, 1969 (83 Stat. 38) , is amended by 
inserting after "Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965, as amended" a colon 
and the following: "Provided further, That 
such amounts as may be necessary shall be 
available to pay local educational agencies 
full entitlements for the fiscal year 1970 pur
suant to the provisions of title I of the Act 
of September 30, 1950 (Public Law 874, 
Eighty-first Congress". 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF JOINT 
RESOLUTION 

SENATE .JOINT RESOLUTION 144 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, on behalf of the Senator from New 
Mexico (Mr. ANDERSON)' I ask unani
mous consent that, at the next printing 
of Senate Joint Resolution 144, to pro
vide for the appropriation of funds to 
assist school districts adjoining or in the 
proximity of Indian reservations, to con
struct elementary and secondary schools 
and to provide proper housing and edu
cational opportunities for Indian chil
dren attending these public schools, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
<Mr. NELSON) be added as a cosponsor. 

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

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
36-CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
-EXPRESSING THE SUPPORT OF 
CONGRESS OF A NATIONALLY 
PROCLAIMED WEEK HONORING 
MAN'S BEST FRIEND, THE DOG 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, Septem-

ber 21-27 will mark the 42d annual cele
bration of National Dog Week. 

It is my understanding that the pri
mary purpose of this celebration will be 
to encourage dog ownership and to 
achieve better standards of dog care 
through education for dog owners. The 
week has as its slogan "Deserve To Be 
Your Dog's Best Friend." 

The people of my State have a very 
great feeling of appreciation for dogs. 
For without the faithful, and in many 
cases extraordinary, efforts of our husk
ies and malemutes much of the North
land's tundra would be impossible to 
travel during the winter months. It is no 
exaggeration that many native Alaskans 
depend on their dog teams for their very 
existence. For without their dog teams 
it would be impossible for these people to 
hunt and fish. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the concurrent resolution which I 
have submitted be printed in the RECORD 
fallowing these remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The con
current resolution will be received and 
appropriately referred; and, without ob
jection, the concurrent resolution will be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 36), which reads as follows, was 

referred to the Committee on the Ju
diciary: 

s. CON. RES. 36 
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep

resentatives concurring), That it is the sense 
of the Congress that man's best friend and 
ally, the dog, be so honored by proclaiming 
a National Dog Week, September 21-27, 
1969. It is fitting and proper that Congress 
urge citizens to pay respect to this animal 
that contributes so much to our civilization 
and way of life. It is especially fitting be
cause--

( 1) The dog was the first animal to be 
domesticated by man, and since the earliest 
days of his domestication has aided his 
master down through the centuries in pro
curing food, and 

(2) The dog stands always foremost of the 
protectors of man's life and property, and 

( 3) Transportation in the regions of per
petual ice and snow is in some places en
tirely dependent upon this hardy animal, 
just as he was the first beast of burden of 
man, and 

(4) Man's best friend is a staunch and 
able ally of those sworn to uphold the law, 
as well as those who defend their country, 
and 

( 5) The dog is the only animal trained to 
guide the blind, or capable of such training, 
and 

(6) Mankind's life is made happier and 
safer because of the companionship and de
votion of this four-footed friend who stands 
by his master through the most bleak of 
times, and 

(7) The week of September 21 through 27 
should be designated as National Dog Week. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF CON
CURRENT RESOLUTION 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 32 . 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, on be
half of the Senator from Colorado (Mr. 
ALLOTT), I ask unanimous consent that, 
at the next printing, the name of the 
Senator from Montana (Mr. METCALF) 
be added as a cosponsor of Senate Con
current Resolution 32 providing for the 
Secretary of Transportation to make an 
investigation of potential rail transporta
tion over existing lines and rights-of-way 
for passenger and mail transportation in 
the United States. 

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

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF 
RESOLUTION 

SENATE RESOLUTION 245 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, on behalf of the Senator from New 
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Mexico (Mr. MONTOYA), I ask unanimous 
consent that, at the next printing of 
Senate Resolution 245, calling for the 
release of American prisoners of war, 
the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. 
BROOKE), the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
CANNON), the Senators from Kentucky 
(Mr. COOK and Mr. COOPER)' the Sena
tor from Tennessee <Mr. GoRE), the Sen
ator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), the 
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS), 
the Senator from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE), 
the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. LoNG), 
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
McGOVERN), the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
MILLER) , the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. MONDALE), the Senator from Utah 
(Mr. Moss), the Senator from West Vir
ginia (Mr. RANDOLPH), the Senator from 
Ohio <Mr. SAXBE), the Senator from 
South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND), and 
the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. WIL
LIAMS) be added as cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON TERRI
TORIAL LEGISLATION 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, I wish 
to announce, for the information of 
Members of the Senate and other inter
ested persons, that the Subcommittee on 
Territories and Insular Affairs of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs will hold an open public hearing on 
Wednesday, October 1, on four bills con
cerning our offshore territories: S. 232, 
to promote the economic development of 
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Is
lands; S. 1148, to amend the Revised 
Organic Act of the Virgin Islands; S. 
1149, to amend the Organic Act of Guam; 
and s. 2314, to amend section 4 of the 
Revised Organic Act of the Virgin Is
lands relating to voting age. 

The hearing will be held in room 3110, 
New Senate Office Building, beginning at 
10 a.m. Anyone who may wish to testify 
on these pxoposals should contact the 
staff of the committee at the earliest pos
sible time in order that a list of witnesses 
may be prepared. 

PROPOSED CLOSING OF 19 GEN
ERAL CLINICAL RESEARCH CEN
TERS 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, on Au
gust 7, 1969, on the floor of the Senate, 
I called attention to President Nixon's 
warning that the Nation faces a "major 
crisis in health care unless something is 
done about it immediately." In view of 
the President's statement and its sup
port by the Secretary of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare Robert Finch and Dr. 
Roger 0. Egeberg, Assistant Secretary 
for Health and Scientific Affairs, I find 
myself increasingly concerned about ad
ministration proposals for the curtail
ment of programs which are playing an 
important role in the crucial stage of 
medical research. I ref er to a news item 
in the New York Times of September 9, 
1969, regarding the proposal to close 
down 19 of the general clinical research 
centers throughout the country next year 
because of lack of funds. I ask unani
mous consent that this article be printed 
in the RECORD. 

Mr. President, the history of the gen
eral clinical research centers program 
of the National Institutes of Health may 
not be familiar to millions who may bene
fit in the future from its activity. Physi
cians and surgeons working in hospitals 
during the 19th century advanced medi
cal science as far as they could through 
empirical observation. This was followed 
during the first half of the 20th century 
by a remarkable increase in the scientific 
base of medicine. This led to the realiza
tion that something new and different 
was required if clinical science were to 
keep pace with the rapid changes occur
ring in the biological sciences. 

In 1959, in response to this emerging 
requirement, the U.S. Senate recom
mended that centralized facilities be 
created in universities to provide highly 
integrated research opportunities and 
services to large numbers of investiga
tors and research groups. The National 
Advisory Health Council interpreted this 
directive to mean creation of clinical 
research centers to support research of 
the highest quality, centered around 
patients and backed by laboratories and 
other ancillary facilities. The goal of the 
GCRC program is to provide centers 
where physicians and scientists can de
fine and attempt to conquer the great 
unsolved problems of human disease. 
Each center provides a highly coordi
nated environment that allows the con
trolled conditions necessary for precise 
clinical investigations. They are essen
tial to much of the clinical research sup
ported by project grants, since the stud
ies require the special facilities avail
able in the centers. 

There are now 93 general clinical re
search centers located in 32 States, the 
District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. 
During the past year, 2,762 investigators 
used these resources, and 2,525 physi
cians and 2,538 medical students re
ceived training in research techniques in 
these centers. The program ha.s been 
hard hit by rising hospitalization costs 
and by the increa.sed need for sophisti
cated equipment and facilities to carry 
out the end of the programs. For fiscal 
year 1970, the National Advisory Re
search Resources Council recommended 
the amount of $48.5 million to operate 
the 93 centers; the administration 
budget provided $35 million; and the 
House Appropriations Committee in
creased the amount of $39 million, the 
amount requested in the original 1970 
budget. This would provide funds for 
the operation of 93 centers at an absolute 
minimal level. 

Of the 93 general clinical research 
centers, 19 specialize in clinical research 
on children's diseases. Progress is being 
made at these centers on many fronts 
to reduce this Nation's relatively high 
infant mortality rate and morbidity rate. 
Inf ants with assorted physical abnor
malities have been recognized and early 
treatment instituted. Of the 19 centers 
that have been warned they may have to 
close down next year because of lack of 
funds, eight are pediatric centers. This 
represents nearly one-half the number 
that have been making vast strides in im
proving the health care of young chil
dren. 

In view of the administration's pro
posal for a 5-year plan that would ex-

pand federally financed health care for 
the young, it would appear that this pro
gram is not one that should be cut back. 
This is still another example of the dis
parity between the goals expressed by 
the administration and the financial sup
port it recommends. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
NINETEEN CLINICAL UNITS FACING SHUT

DOWN-MEDICAL RESEARCH CENTERS WARNED 
THEY MAY LoSE U.S. FUNDS NEXT YEAR 

(By Harold M. Sohmeck, Jr.) 
WASHINGTON, September 8.-The direct.ors 

of 19 medical research centers throughout 
the nation have received letters from the Na
tional Institutes of Health warning them 
that they may have t.o close down next year 
because of lack of funds. 

Most of the centers are affiliated with 
major medical schools, where they play an 
important role in the crucial final stage of 
medical research. This is the phase in which 
new ideas, drugs and devices that have been 
tested in the laboratory are first made avail
able to patients. 

In short, it is the phase where the bene
fits of advanced scd.ence and technology are 
first used to improve patient care. 

The research units a.re called general clini
cal research centers. The National Institutes 
o! Health supports 93 of them at present. 
Some have been in existence since 1960. All 
of those that may face closing next year 
have been operating for several years. 

The centers have been described as "hos
pitals in miniature." Each is equipped to 
care for a few hospitalized patients at a 
time-the range is between four and 35. The 
care is particularly thorough, designed to test 
the merits of promising new concepts in 
medical and surgical treatment. 

Much of the modern experience in organ 
transplantation has been gained in such cen
ters. They have also contributed t.o improve
ments in care of shock patients and high
blood pressure cases and in understanding 
of many aspects of maternal and infant 
health. 

Indeed, parents of the children who have 
been treated at one such center in Chicago 
have protested to their representatives in 
Washington on learning yesterday that the 
unit might lose its financial support. This 
center has been in operation for about five 
years at the Children's Memorial Hospital 
in Chicago. 

Dr. Robert B. Lawson, professor and chair
man of pediatrics there, said tOday that he 
had been shocked when he received the letter 
saying the center might have to be phased 
out during the next 12 months. 

He said comparable fac1lities for dealing 
with infant and maternal health problems 
were scarce. Furthermore, he said, the hospi
tal cannot afford to support the center 
through nongovernment funds. 

In answer to a query today, Dr. Willlam 
R. DeCesare of the National Institutes of 
Health confirmed that he had sent out let
ters to 19 of the 93 centers on Aug. 15. 

RELUCTANCE EXPRESSED 
Dr. Decesare, chief of the general clinical 

research centers branch of the institutes' 
division of research resources, said that the 
step had been taken with great reluctance. 

The letter said that no final decisions had 
been made but asked the institutions to draw 
up contingency plans for phasing out their 
Government-supported activities by Oct. 1 
of next year. 

During the fiscal year 1969, the 93 centers 
have been funded on a minim.al basis with 
a total of $35-million. Because of continued 
inflation in medical costs, that same amount 
next year would not allow even minimal 
operation for all of them. 

As one planner explained, the choice was 
between substandard operation for all 93 



September 10, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 25013 
centers and reduction in the total number so 
that the surviving centers could operate 
effectively. 

The hard choice of which centers to 
oonsider dropping was made with the aid 
of two independent advisory groups-the Na
tional Advisory Research Resources Council 
and the General Clinical Research Centers 
Review Committee. 

Four of the centers that may lose their 
Federal support are in New York State. They 
are at Albert Einstein College of Medicine in 
the Bronx; the Albany Medical College of 
Union University in Albany, and the State 
University of New York Medical Centers in 
Buffalo and Syracuse. 

The others are situated in 12 other states. 
Seven of them specialize in clinical research 
on diseases of children. 

The full list of 19 was supplied today by 
Dr. John A. D. Cooper, president of the 
Association of American Medical Colleges. 
All of the inst itutions at which the centers 
are situated are members of the association. 
Dr. Cooper said that his organization was 
deeply concerned over the probable cut
back in clinical research centers. 

"It will be a substantial setback in clinical 
research which aims at getting the real an
swers to disease," he said during an inter
view today. 

OTHER CENTERS LISTED 

He said that the centers were usually major 
research and training resources for their par
ent institutions and sometimes for their en
tire regions. They have had an important 
impact on medical education, he said, and on 
the effort to increase the ranks of medical 
manpower and effectiveness in delivery of 
health services to patients. 

In addition to the four in New York, the 
centers that have received letters warning of 
a possible cutback are at: 

University of California at Los Angeles; 
Children's Hospital of Los Angeles; Medical 
College of Georgia; Children's Memorial 
Hospital, Chicago; University of Illinois Col
lege of Medicine, Chica.go. 

Also, Indiana University School of Medi
cine; University of Kentucky Medioal Center; 
University of Mruryland School of Medicine; 
Wayne State University Children's Hospital 
of Michigan; University of Mississippi School 
of Medicine. 

Also, Children's Hospital Research Foun
dation of Columbus, Ohio; University of 
Cleveland; Children's Memorial Hospital of 
the University of Oklahoma Medical Center; 
Jefferson Medical College in Philadelphia 
and Baylor University College of Medicine 
in Houston. 

MAXIMUM USE OF OUR NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the tre
mendous interest in the natural re
sources of the Far North, generated in 
part by the great petroleum discoveries 
on the north slope of my State, is evi
denced by the renewed efforts to develop 
the mineral wealth of the Yukon Ter
ritory. 

While we sit on the greatest storehouse 
of mineral wealth in the world and, at 
the same time, are plagued by dwindling 
supplies of critical raw materials, the 
Yukon Territory, through incentives and 
cooperation with private developers, is 
dramatically increasing Canadian min
eral production. In light of the passage 
by this body of S. 719, which establishes 
a policy favoring development of our 
mineral resources, the efforts of the 
Yukon to stimulate development of its 
mineral wealth may well offer a useful 
example of how we can eliminate this 

paradox and carry out our national 
policy. 

Don Sawatsky, Whitehorse corre
~pondent for Alaska Industry magazine, 
describes this new development in a re
cent article. 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 RECORD, 
as follows: 

YUKON MINING: WHAT MAKEs IT So 
SUCCESSFUL? 

(By Don Sawatsky) 
The Yukon territory~omprising 207,000 

square miles and only about 18,000 people--is 
finally beginning to come full circle. 

After more than 60 years of almost total 
political, social and econ01nic limbo (except 
for a few short years during the building of 
the Alaska Highway), Canada's most north
erly and westerly territory is beginning to feel 
the first effects of millions in development 
money. It 's the mines and exploration com
panies that are pumping this economic life
blood into an otherwise starved economy and 
unlike the famed and fabled Klondike gold 
rush of 1898, this rush looks as though it 's 
here to stay. 

The advent of a couple of new mines may 
seem to be a rather narrow base on which to 
rest an entire economic analysis but it must 
be kept in mind, that an estimated 65 pros
pecting syndicates, exploration companies 
and operating mining companies were active 
in Yukon during 1968. Their spending on 
Yukon projects amounted to about $7 million. 

This, considering that Yukon was almost 
completely dormant prior to 1965, is a jolting 
amount of money to be plunged suddenly 
into an area with such a sinall population, 
and, except for tourism, little economic base. 

And, there's virtually no one in the terri
tory, both from government and private en
terprise, who will deny that it's just the be
ginning. D. W. Carr, president of D. William 
Carr and Associates, conducted an economic 
survey of the territory in 1968 on behalf of 
the federal government. The findings were 
optimistic beyond the wildest beliefs of many 
Yukoners: 

"For the first time the territory may look 
forward with reasonable assurance to a sus
tained and rising tempo of investment, em
ployment, growth and development in all 
phases of life--economic, social and cultural. 
It is no longer a question of if, but when. 

"The activity to date has been the result of 
a number of influences. A growing world 
demand and price for the ores found in the 
Yukon, the longer-run view of sources and 
the increased willingness to expand explora
tory horizons as ores are dug out of more and 
more remote regions of the globe are the 
wider influences at work," the report stated. 

But, more concretely, the advance of tech
nology is reducing the real costs of cold, dark
ness and exposure on both men and ma
chines. Transportation and communication 
are being improved and cheapened in real 
terms so that time and distance from head 
office to the field are not so significant. 

Additionally, the Yukon has enjoyed the 
"legacy of the defense period" which has pro
vided a more reasonable base from which to 
move. Government development incentives 
have bridged the critical gap between discov
ery of a potential ore body and proving it up 
for production. 

Most mining men feel that the government 
incentives, such as Tote Trail Assistance, 
prospector assistMlce and a cost-sharing pro
gram for resource development airports in 
the North, have been one of the keys to un
lock the hitherto resource riches of the 
North. 

Until the m.1d-1960s, federal government 
policy generally has been based on a short
term, ad hoc approach that dealt with emer
gencies after they were passed and formed 

policies largely with little idea of the unique 
local circumstances. Policy was directed bas
ically toward exploitation of a few high-grade 
ore bodies that were discovered from time to 
time. Now, this narrow, myopic approach 
seems to be changing. 

It all started with the discovery of the 
giant lead-zinc ore body near Ross River, 230 
miles northeast of Whitehorse. The apparent 
size of the discovery by Yuko.c. prospector Al 
Kulan sparked a frenzy of staking through
out 1965 and 1966. The announcement in 
August of 1967 that the Anvil Mining Cor
poration Ltd. would bring the orebody 
into production in 1969 maintained the 
exci·temen t. 

Prospectors from across Canada flooded the 
country, examining old mines and discover
ing new, promising properties. As a direct 
result of the Vangorda discovery at Ross 
River, new finds of silver-lead have been re
ported in the Mayo area, Ketza River and Mc
Millan River country and new copper discov
eries have been reported In the Qulll Creek, 
Bonnett Plume, White River and Whitehorse 
areas. 

At the moment, the lead-zinc reserves that 
have been proven by Anvil and Kerr Addison 
in the Vangorda area are estimated at well 
over 80 million tons. By 1970. with the com
ing into production of Anvil, the value of 
mineral production in the Yukon will reach 
more than $50 million. 

There are six producing mines or mines 
that will be in production this year as well as 
about 30 small placer operations in the Daw
son City and Mayo areas: 

New Imperial Mines Ltd. (copper) situated 
about five miles south of Whitehorse, came 
into production in June of 1967. The mill has 
a capacity of 2,500 tons a day and employs 
about 170 men in an open pit operation. Cost 
of the complex was $7 million. Relatively 
little exploration work has been carried out 
so far. However, during the past few months 
some work has been done with the vi ew to 
going underground. The company has an 
estimated 8.7 million total known tons of 
reserves, 3.7 million tons of 1~ to two per 
cent copper underground. Underground work 
will begin next year. Concentrates are shipped 
by White Pass to Skagway for Japanese 
markets. 

United Keno Hill Mines Ltd. (silver-lead). 
Once the largest silver-lead mine in North 
America, operations were cut back from 525 
tons a day to about 200 tons in August of 
1967 because of failing ore reserves and 
mounting production costs. Recently, the 
company has been prospecting, carrying out 
geochemical surveys, over-burden drilling, 
diamond drilling, trenching and underground 
exploration in the Galena Hill, Keno Hill and 
Mount Hinton areas of Mayo and the results 
have encouraged rehabilitation of the Sadle
Ladue Mine on Keno Hill. A new vein near 
the Elsa camp has been uncovered. 

Cassiar Asbestos Corp. (asbestos) at Clin
ton Creek, 40 miles northwest of Dawson, 
brought its property into production in Octo
ber, 1967, at a rated capacity of 60,000 tons 
of asbestos fibre a year. The mill is designed 
to increase to 80,000 tons at a later date. It 
employs about 200 men and the estimated 
cost of building the plant was $24 million. 
(In addition, the federal government spent 
$4.5 million on roads and bridges in the gen
eral area. The fibre is trucked to Whitehorse 
where White Pass rails it to Vancouver.) 

Arctic Mining and Exploration (gold-silver) 
announced production plans for its property 
on Montana Mountain near Ca.reross, 45 miles 
south of Whitehorse, and construction of the 
200 ton-a-day mine and mill was completed 
in 1968. Drilling Indicated a strong vein of 
good grade silver ore 180 feet by four feet 
and other veins have also indicated promis
ing grades. 

Venus Mines Ltd. (gold-silver) is across 
from Arctic Mining on Windy Arm and plans 
to come into production later this year or 
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early next. It has at least 50,000 tons o! gold
silver, valued at $29.61 per ton. 

Anvil Mining Corporation (lead-zinc) an
nounced in 1967 that their ore body would 
come into production in early fall of 1969 
but a forest fire that dest royed the half-built 
t ownsite of Faro will likely put the original 
schedule behind. Anvil will produce 370,000 
t on s of lead-zinc concentrates a year. A road 
has been completed between Ross River and 
Carmacks at a cost of $9 million and con
cent rat es are to be hauled to Whitehorse by 
truck and then railed to Skagway for Jap
anese m arkets. Seven million dollars is being 
spent by White Pass on improving the exist
ing rail system and building new dock facil
ities at Skagway. 

Activit y is bubbling in practically every 
corner of the territory. There are promising 
properties around Mayo, Watson Lake, the 
60-Mile country west of Dawson and Hart 
River, a ll of which may come to the fore 
within the next couple of years. 

Northern Development Minist er John 
Chretien feels thait the future is promising 
but in a recent speech to the third annual 
Northern Development Conference in White
horse issued this warning: 

"Development does not occur in a vac
uum-it is closely related to political, so
cial and economic development and priori
ties in ot her parts of Canada and the world, 
many of which cannot be controlled by the 
government. Thus the r a te of future growth 
in the Yukon depends upon more than the 
rate of future government investment in the 
territory." 

Dr. Carr touched on t his point, too, in his 
report: " .. . economic history has demon
st rated that economic development is much 
less a function of resources and technology 
than it is of institutions and attitudes. Re
source potential may be a necessary condi
tion for development but it is by no means 
a sufficient condition to ensure it. 

"Public policy must do much more to iden
tify the resource potential and much more 
to provide sufficient conditions for its ex
ploitation. Its z:ole is not one of selective 
paternalism toward particular enterprises 
nor is it a partnership with them. 

"It is a serious recognition that the bene
fits from development are not regional but 
national and that the public sector is the 
agent responsible for the location and nature 
of development. Its priorities ought to be 
based more closely on the widespread multi
plier efl'ects on employment and income than 
on the short term project pay-out." 

Dr. Carr said Yukon and most of the north
west regions of Canada have reached a crit
ical plateau in their economic progress, 
where the potential for economic growth 
seems to warrant a new departure from the 
philosophy of development that has domi
nated the region over so much of the past 
60 years. It is a departure not unlike that 
which brought the great plains of Canada 
into the national economy. 

Gordon Mcintyre, Yukon mining inspector, 
is convinced that government incentives pro
vide a major impetus to the wide explora
tion activity, particularly for the small pros
pector and young company. 

"It's far easier to launch a mining com
pany in Canada than in the U.S.," he said. 
"It's easier to float a stock issue to finance 
an operation through the Vancouver Stock 
Exchange than through any of the American 
exchanges because U.S. securities administra
tion is much tighter than in Canada." 

Most of the companies who have come to 
Yukon since the boom started in 1965 are 
Vancouver-based people. He added that min
ing activity in Alaska is at a near standstill 
because of the higher labor costs. 

"They've priced themselves right out of 
competition by their higher cost of produc
tion." 

Most of the men who work in mining in 
the territory are immigrant labor from other 

parts of Canada or from Europe, mostly Ger
mans, Italians and Hungarians. But, mining 
operations are having a rather peculiar prob
lem with finding miners to man their equip
ment: Canada is just too prosperous. Men 
don't feel they have to go into the mines to 
make a buck ! This was part of the reason 
for United Keno Hill cutting back on its 
production. 

Those who do go in to the mines make a 
fairly decent living. Virtually all are orga
nized. Following is a list of estimated wages 
that are pretty well basic throughout the 
territory: 

Laborers for underground operations get 
from $2.75 to $2.80; surface laborers $2.90 to 
$3; miners $3.20 to $3.50; drillers $3.50; blast
ers $3.50 to $3 .60; trades people about $4; 
heavy duty operators $3.60; shovel operators 
$4 to $4.25. 

Miners also receive a bonus for tonnage or 
danger which can amount to from $10 to 
$50 a day depending on the individual and 
most employes get a guaranteed $3 a day 
bonus. 

They work a 44-hour week with time and 
half after eight hours and double time after 
12. They also get nine sbtutory holidays, 
$75 a week in sickness benefits for up to 36 
weeks, $10,000 in life insurance while they are 
employed with the company, paid transpor
tation to either Vancouver or Edmonton for 
a man and his wife at least once a year and 
sometimes twice, two weeks holiday after one 
year , three weeks after five years and four 
weeks after 10 years along with special leave 
provisions. 

Problems facing Yukon companies are 
similar to those experienced in Ala.ska; severe 
wint er conditions, distance from consuming 
markets and from source of supply of both 
materials and adequate experienced labor, 
inadequately developed transportation routes 
and lack of cheap power. These all add to the 
cost of operation. 

Transportation is the key. Roads are being 
pushed into more remote areas every month. 
There has been talk of a railroad, either an 
extension of White Pass or the na,tionally
owned Canadian National Railway which is 
now conducting a survey of the area up to 
Whitehorse and into Ross River country. 

One of the world's largest iron ore deposits 
is in the Snake River country northeast of 
Dawson City, for example, and this potential 
production depends on the three main fac
tors-financing, transportation and markets. 

It's the giant Crest Exploration develop
ment that offers tens of billions of tons of 
ore with several billions of tons available for 
open pitting. The iron content of the hema
tite jasper ore varies between 45 and 50 per 
cent and varies in gross thickness from 90 
feet to a maximum of 340 feet in its exposed 
length of 30 miles. 

This fabulous find was first recognized by 
the California Standard geological field party 
during the late fall of 1961 and staking 
started along the boundary of Yukon and 
Northwest Territories in the spring of 1962, 
although the general location was common 
knowledge since gold rush days. 

But, throughout the past 60 years private 
prospectors still represent the main-stay of 
exploration in the territory. It's anybody's 
guess, but there are probably more than 50 
full-time independent prospectors in the ter
ritory and 150 more representing companies 
and syndicates. 

Wally Hyde of Whitehorse feels that since 
the Dynasty discovery the odds to come up 
with a paying proposition has risen from 15 
per cent and 25 per cent to 50 per cent or 
more. Three or four years ago it was gen
erally accepted that only about five per cent 
of the entire Yukon had been thoroughly 
prospected. Now, this has risen to about 10 
to 15 per cent. 

Hyde decries the "Al Capone attitude" of 
some companies who pick up moose pasture 

and promote strictly on the basis of specula
tion. "Although there are a very few of 
these types of characters, they are the type 
that mine the people and not the properties. 
It makes a bad name for the industry as a 
whole and there's no defense against them
just common sense." 

Generally, he claims, the people who are 
working in the Yukon are honest . 

The Yukon Chamber of Mines is one of 
the strongest organizations in the territory 
and it has been one of the leading advocates 
of change for the Yukon Quartz Mining Act, 
an Act that most mining men accept as ante
diluvian. Proposed amendments to the Act 
have been held up in the federal cabinet f'>r 
the past year or two but time is running or~t. 

"We simply have to have these changes in 
the Act now," Chamber president Bert Boyd 
has said. "The present legislation is worse 
than none at all." 

Boyd said many of the section.:; are so 
vague you have no guide lines, some are so 
dirnriminatory they simply aren't fair to any
one-some are too lenient and some are too 
strict. "The whole thing has to be opened 
up." 

Many mining men in the territory feel that 
while the current boom is a result of the 
Anvil development, another large find is 
going to have t o be announced soon or the 
present high enthusiasm is quickly going to 
be dispelled. 

Mining is a non-renewable resource and 
to attain highest amount of recovery there 
must be a mutual agreement between pri
vate enterprise and government to approach 
the problems jointly and intelligently. 

It's generally felt that the entire prop
osition is a partnership between the terri
tory and the Ottawa and the United States 
and other foreign markets. Without the co
operation, the terriory's minerals are useless. 

As Northern Development Minister Chre
tien says: "If the promise of development is 
to be fulfilled, there will have to be con
tinued incentive programs, road develop
ment, transportation development, power de
velopment and social capital in large 
amounts. The federal government is com
mitted to Northern development, not for 
purely economic reasons, although we hope 
they will be economic, but for social reasons, 
for national reasons. We cannot leave the 
North undeveloped." 

BIG DOLLAR IMPACT BY IRRIGA
TION IN NEBRASKA 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, agricul
ture is Nebraska's greatest industry. In 
1968, the Nebraska cash receipts for live
stock and livestock products were $1.27 
billion and, for crops, cash receipts were 
$484 million. Most Nebraskans, whether 
selling shoes or insurance, are greatly 
affected by the well-being of the agricul
tural community. 

The Cornhusker State rates fifth in 
corn production and sheep feeding, first 
in the production of alfalfa meal, wild 
hay, and great northern beans, second in 
grain-fed cattle marketed and in com
mercial livestock slaughtered, third in 
sorghum production, grain storage ca
pacity, and number of cattle, and fourth 
in wheat production. 

In making Nebraska the thriving State 
that it is today, irrigation has had a 
tremendous role. Its 3 .3 million acres 
under irrigation make it the third high
est State in irrigated land. Most of the 
irrigation is provided by pumps. In 1967, 
only about 420,000 of those 3.3 million 
acres were supplied with water by facili
ties constructed by the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation. 
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Major benefits in terms of dollars have 

resulted from the growth of irrigated 
agriculture. 

The August 1969 issue of Reclamation 
Era, a Water Review Quarterly, pub
lished by the U.S. Department of Inte
rior, contains an article entitled "Big 
Dollar Impact in Nebraska." This article 
discusses the great advantages that irri
gation has brought to Nebraska agri
culture. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
BIG DOLLAR IMPACT IN NEBRASKA: $812 .3 

MILLION PER YEAR FROM IRRIGATION 

(By Richard F. Barber, Jr. , regional 
economist, Grand Island) 

Between rocky bluffs and such landmark 
mounts on western prairies were spread 
miles of plains over which travelers made 
their way years ago. When they used that 
section of the Oregon Trail which traversed 
Nebraska. prairies, Scottsbluff always was 
one of their reliable landmarks. 

Many of these travelers stopped at likely 
prairie locations along the way, took plows 
from their wagons and tried them. Generally 
the soil they prepared was fertile. But most 
of the thirsty crops did not get a wetting 
before withering and dying. 

In making Nebraska the thriving State it 
is today, a big change was made. Major bene
fits in terms of dollars, ahd other obvious 
ways, have resulted from the growth of irri
ga ted agriculture. It is the primary reason 
that agriculture is the State's dominant in
dustry. The once parched prairie around the 
majestic Scottsbluff-as only one of the soil
rich areas-now includes irrigated fields of 
lush alfalfa from which a farm operator 
profits with multiple harvests annually. 

So many men have taken the opportunity 
for irrigation farming in Nebraska, that more 
than 3 million acres are now under irriga
tion-the third highest State in such acreage. 
A greater percentage of the cropland is with
out irrigation. But it is revealed in an eco
nomic impact study that the value of crops 
which farmers were able to produce by irri
gation exceeded equivalent dryland farm 
values by $121.6 million in only 1 year. 

SUPPLIERS $157 MILLION 

Tha t year, 1963, is when the Census of 
Manufact urers was available for analysis. The 
recently completed penetrating study of that 
census and other data showed that businesses 
providing farm products and services, direct 
and ind,irect--being induced by the large 
irrigation production in the State--received 
sales increase of $157 million. This is 29 per
cent greater than the farm production in
crease. 

Businesses which received the $157 million 
supplied such wide ranging items as ma
chinery, fertilizer, seed, and other commodi
ties farmers need for growing crops. 

Meanwhile, the sales increase to the busi
ness sector which handles and processes the 
irrigation production, was $534 million for 
the year. This is a comparison of $4.39 to $1, 
referring to use of the products in the greater 
segment of the economic community such 
as households; and by such manufacturers 
as mini~g. metals, and machinery; and such 
businesses as livestock, finance, insurance, 
real estate, and transportation . 

In other words, the high value of irriga
tion for 1963 increased the total business 
volume by $812.3 million, or about $300 per 
irrigated acre, figured in view of the slightly 
more than 3 million irrigated acres in the 
State. 

Al though there are 40 million acres of land 
under irrigation in the United States, few 
people understand or appreciate the chain 

reaction of benefits which results from the 
productivity of these lands. For this reason 
the Bureau of Reclamation has sponsored 
economic impact studies of this and other ir
rigation areas. 

A study completed in 1966, in cooperation 
with Washington State University, focused 
on the economic significance of the Colum
bia Basin water development project in the 
State of Washington. 

This economic analysis, was completed by 
the University of Nebraska's Bureau of Busi
ness Research under contract with Reclama
tion. The Nebraska study team was headed 
by Dr. Theodore W. Roesler, professor of eco
nomics. He was aided by Dr. F. Charles Lam
phear, associate professor of economics, and 
David Beveridge, a student Ph.D. candidate. 

Roe.sler and Lamphear were able to work 
full time on the project from July 1967, to 
September 1968. 

RESEARCH METHODS 

Census sta,tistics were augmented by ques
tionnaires and personal interviews which en
abled the researchers to sample from 22 to 
89 percent of industries within specific cate
gories operating in the state. 

The Oornhusker State of 1.5 million per
sons rates fifth in corn production and sheep 
feeding. However, it is first in the production 
of alfalfa meal, wild hay, and Great Northern 
beans. It is second in grain-fed cattle mar
keted, and in commercial livestock slaugh
tered. 

It is third in sorghum production, grain 
storage capacity, and number of caittle. It is 
fourth in wheat production. 

Of the 3.3 million acres irrigated in Ne
braska in 1967, about 420,000 were supplied 
with water from facilities constructed by the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

Growth of irrigation in the postwar period 
has been ra,pid and shows a significant fu
ture potential. Between 1947 and 1963, the 
value of total crop production produced on 
irrigated land increased from 10 percent to 
27 percent. 

A significant $3.5 billion of increased busi
ness activity was generated during the 20-
year period from 1946-65 directly by the 
farmers and by businesses where farmers 
make purchases for their agricultural produc
tion. 

Industry stemming from processing farm 
goods was not studied in detail for the 20-
year period, but was estimated in the study 
to be at least another $6.5 billion, producing 
an overall economic impact of more than $10 
blllion over the 20 years. 

While the effects of this increased activity 
due to irrigation extended well beyond the 
State, no attempt was made to measure its 
economic impact. However, it is significarut 
that in 1963 an estimated 60 percent of Ne
braska's irrigated orop production was sold 
outside the State. 

For a State of "parched prairies"-but of 
productive action which only irrigation de
velopments could have caused-Nebraska is 
making a valuable impact on the Nati.on. 

TINDERBOX IN LATIN AMERICA 
Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, our dis

tinguished former Ambassador to the 
Organization of American States, the 
Honorable Sol Linowitz, has written a 
sensitive, disturbing, and highly percep
tive article for the Saturday Review on 
the state of our relations with Latin 
America. I commend the article to all 
Senators who are interested in the state 
of our relations with this crucial area of 
the world whose population is now more 
than that of the United States. 

I invite the particular attention of 
Congress to two sections of the article. 

Ambassador Linowitz writes: 

Obviously, it is far from the intent of the 
Congress to do anything that would slow the 
rhythm of development in Latin America, for 
that could only weaken the constructive 
forces of peaceful change and give impetus 
to those who believe in violence as the way 
to alter the status quo. But cutting our 
share of the alliance appropriation has this 
precise effect, whether that is the intent or 
not, and the United States cannot evade re
sponsibility. 

Later in the article, Ambassador Lin
owitz observes that the Alliance for Prog
ress "is not a bilateral aid program, but 
rather a cooperative self-help program 
to be carried out primarily by the peopl; 
of Latin America. The United States is 
one partner in the program, of which 90 
percent is :financed by the countries of 
Latin America." 

Ambassador Linowitz then goes on to 
describe our Alliance appropriation "as 
a hand of help extended in friendship." 

In acting on this year's aid request, I 
would urge Congress to continue the 
financing of this hand of help extended 
in friendship-it is important to Latin 
America and to the United States. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle be printed in the RECORD. 

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

TINDERBOX IN LATIN AMERICA 

(By Sol M. Linowitz) 
(NoTE.-Sol M. Linowitz, former United 

States Ambassador to the Organization of 
American States, is presently practicing law 
in New York and Washington, D.C.) 

For some time now it has become a tired 
Washington cliche to issue periodic pro
nouncements to the effect that United States 
relations with Latin America are in a state 
of crisis and we must, finally, do something 
about it. It would be difficult to find anyone, 
no matter how sparse his knowledge of the 
hemisphere, who would argue about the crisis 
half of the cliche. It is the latter part-"do 
something about it"-that causes all the 
trouble. 

James Reston once observed that the 
American people will do anything for Latin 
America except read about it. The apathy 
is so widespread and endemic, however, that 
the usually reliable Mr. Reston may have 
overstated the case with regard to the 
American people 's willingness to do anything 
for their hemispheric neighbors. 

There is a paradox about the situation 
that contributes to making it one of the most 
perplexing among the many foreign policy 
problems that periodically plague Washing
ton administrations, no matter what their 
political gender. Beginning with Franklin 
Roosevelt and his Good Neighbor Policy 
through John Kennedy and the Alliance for 
Progress, Lyndon Johnson and the summit 
meeting of American presidents, and now 
Richard Nixon and the Rockefeller Latin 
American study mission, no President, Demo
cratic or Republican, in nearly two genera
tions has denied the importance of Latin 
America, or has claimed it can be negelcted 
or ignored. 

Yet despite all the programs and official 
avowals of concern, who can find any sense 
of excitement about Latin America among 
the people of the United States? That does 
not mean we do not get worked up over a 
Castro, a Cuban missile crlsls, a Domlnlcan 
Republic crisis, an oil company expropriation, 
a fishing boat seizure. Or that we a.re not 
shocked when the visit of a Governor Rocke
feller, who ts rightly regarded as a friend 
of La.tin America., touches off nasty demon
strations. 



25016 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE September 10,, 1969 
That is the heart of the paradox, for the 

emotions a.re genuine and the concern is 
real. Yet when the crisis of the moment is 
over, emotion subsides and concern is 
shrugged off. and once again we turn our 
attention to another part of the world-until 
some new Latin explosion, such as the El 
Salvador-Honduran clash, reluctantly drags 
it back again to our own hemisphere. 

To suggest that this lack of public interest 
is directly responsible for the state of affairs 
in Latin America would be less than accu
rate. Surely it is not responsible for the nag
ging economic underdevelopment that grips 
the continent and its 240 mlllion people-240 
million who will be 600 million before the 
century is out, and, if circumstances con
tinue as they are, many times poorer. 

The other side of the coin, however, is that 
our public disinterest sharply points up the 
inescapable fact that there is no real Latin 
American constituency in the United States-
a political nuance that the Congress has 
not failed to notice. 

Last year, for example, we disappointed 
the people of Latin America. with cuts in our 
appropriation for the Alliance for Progress-
cuts that ma.de it the lowest since that vital 
program was launched in 1961: $336-milllon 
against some $500-million in 1966 and $460-
mlllion the following year. This year Presi
dent Nixon has proposed an appropriation of 
$603-million, and already we are beginning 
to hear the sound of chopping on Capitol 
Hill. 

Obviously, it is far from the intent of Con
gress to do anything that would slow the 
rhythm of development in La.tin America, for 
that could only weaken the constructive 
forces of peaceful change and give impetus 
to those who believe in violence as the way 
to alter the status quo. But cutting our 
share of the a.ma.nee appropriation has this 
precise effect, whether that is the intent or 
not, and the United States cannot evade re
sponsibility. 

What it all boils down to is that we cannot 
help La.tin America. solve its economic prob
lems with bargain-basement tactics. We can
not do it on the cheap. Rhetoric is fine in 
its place, and the ringing words of our re
gard for La.tin America make for fine 
speeches. But without the financial commit
ment to back up the words we a.re in trou
ble in this hemisphere, and we had better 
make no mistake a.bout it. 

Too often in our relations with La.tin 
America over the years we in the United 
States have not done as we said, nor have we 
always said clearly Just what it is we would 
do. Our promises, moreover, have not always 
withstood the test of time or pressure. The 
people of La.tin America. have good reason 
to be confused about how seriously we regard 
them and their problems and, based on past 
experience, even better reason to have skep
ticism with regard to the credib111ty and 
continuity of the commitments we make to 
them. 

There should be no doubt that this uncer
ta.in ty in Latin America is a contributory 
factor in the repeated demonstrations of 
anti-U.S. sentiments that crop up with dis
turbing frequency, or that it is a potent 
weapon in the hands of those who relish the 
notion of a fragmented Western Hemisphere, 
with the South being played off against the 
North. Nor can there be any question that 
the time is long past for Washington to un
dertake a credible commitment to the re
publics of Latin America that wm resolve the 
doubts that now give rise to such uncer
tainty and even to fear. 

President Johnson, following the summit 
meeting of American presidents at Punta del 
Este in 1967, went a long way toward ex
tending such a commitment when he said, 
"We will persevere. There is no time limit 
on our commitment." But realistically speak
ing, the words he spoke did not have the 
force of law or of a treaty-a fact Congress 
made all the more evident when it cut the 

alliance funds last year. And with a change 
of Administration, accompanied by all the 
uncertainty that such a. change brings with 
it, the Latins are still wondering how far 
we will go, and to what extent we will per
severe. 

It was not, I am sure, President Nixon's 
intent to add to this uncertainty when, a few 
months after taking office, he addressed the 
Organization of American States and strongly 
criticized the alliance for all that it had 
left undone. Even the dispatch of Governor 
Rockefeller on his fact-finding mission, 
rather than help assuage fears that Washing
ton was contemplating a. major change in its 
Latin American policy, only intensified the 
uncomfortable feeling that, once again, 
things were up in the air. 

Inevitably, there will be much of value 
in what Governor Rockefeller will be report
ing to the President, but the point cannot 
be overstressed that we need, above all, 
patience, perspective, and the determina
tion to see the Job through, La.tin America 
should not be an issue for domestic party 
politics. Quite the contrary, it offers what is 
perhaps the most inviting area for construc
tive and imaginative bipartisan foreign policy 
cooperation. 

It is the kind of cooperation that must 
look beyond the immediate horizon and focus 
on another far off, one still shrouded in 
clouds of uncertainty. For no matter what 
we do, no matter how firm our commitment, 
no matter what funds we appropriate to help 
the people of Latin America to build and to 
develop their continent, no matter what our 
trade policies, we cannot guarantee the 
future; we cannot say that if we do this 
Latin America will be an unwavering ally 
and firm friend of the United States, that it 
will offer us a vast commercial market for our 
goods. No one-politician, economist, or 
seer-can offer any such guarantee. And even 
if he could, it would be a poor motivation for 
the kind of effort that must be undertaken 
for the remainder of this century. 

Latin America ls not for sale to the high
est bidder, and if we gear our programs with 
the idea that it is, we are in for a. sad awak
ening-an a.wakening that, as recent events 
demonstrate, has already begun. What we 
must understand is that change in La.tin 
America is inevitable. The only question re
maining ls whether it ls to be a violent 
change or a relatively peaceful one, and 
obviously, therefore, our own best interests 
would dictate that we aid those forces seek
ing to build and to strengthen economic and 
political democracy in La.tin America. 

If they should fail, the change that ls 
bound to follow can only be one of violence. 
All the explosive ingredients a.re present. 
For in Latin America, even as in the United 
States, we cannot expect people denied hope 
and dignity to sit patiently while life and 
the world passes them by. 

The point has been ma.de that if Latin 
American governments do not pass badly 
needed economic and social reforms they 
deserve to fall. And it has been argued too 
that perhaps some violence may be necessary 
to convince the oligarchies and military gov
ernments that desperate conditions beget 
desperate actions. To some extent it is diffi
cult to answer these arguments. It is a.11 too 
true that in too many cases Latin govern
ments are not doing all they should and a.11 
they could to cope with the underlying 
ca.uses of economic and social underdevelop
ment, nor are they doing enough of what 
must be done to promote the growth of rep
l'esentative government responsive to the will 
of the people. These facts are all too glaring 
to be swept under the rug, and we should 
recognize them for what they a.re--part of 
the rea.11 ty of La.tin America today. 

What all this points up is the truism evi
dent wherever people a.re struggling to be 
free--economically, socially, and politically: 
Time ls not on the side of those who would 
shelter the status quo. Those who would see 

democracy and freedom fulfill their destiny 
have the responsibility of seeing to it that 
the vicious circle of poverty, sickness, and 
illiteracy is broken once and for all. People 
within its orbit live outside the mainstream 
of society and really play no part in shaping 
their nation's policies; because they a.re not 
pa.rt of the democratic process, they have 
little stake in it. 

Clearly we must do all we can to encourage 
the growth of orderly, democratic procedures 
sensitive to the needs of the people they are 
designed to serve. But we can not and must 
not elbow our way into another country's 
system, telling it how it should manage its 
affairs, as if we had all the answers. We 
haven't, as the problems before us of putting 
our own house in order aptly testify. 

What we can do however-and what we 
have not done with any real consistency-is 
to make clear our firm commitment to rep
resentative government a.Ild to the growth of 
political democracy in this hemisphere. Such 
a. policy will enable us to develop special 
friendships with La.tin America's men of 
vision, with the men who know that peace
ful social progress is endangered by any en
trenchment of the privileged few. 

Today the despair that exists in much of 
Latin America provides the climate in which 
a Batista or a. Castro flourishes best, or in 
which a despotism of the right can provide 
the foundation for a dictatorship of the left. 
Or vice versa.. It ls a situation that only un· 
derscores the urgency of continuing the part
nership launched eight years ago this month 
when President Kennedy, following a Latin
inspired initiative known as "Operation Pan
America," pledged the support of the United 
States to the Alliance for Progress. 

The alliance was a magnificent concept, 
with goals and aspirations to match its 
grandeur. If it can be faulted in hindsight, 
it would be for assuming that the job could 
be done in ten years. That, and setting an 
annual growth-rate goal without recognizing 
that the birth rate was shooting up at a pace 
that fa.r exceeded Latin America's growth
rate capabilities. 

But who can argue that any program of 
the scope and reach of the alliance--a. pro
gram designed to bring about the upheaval 
of the La.tin American continent and build 
a healthy, vibrant, economically secure, and 
politically sound inter-American communi
ty-must not set its sights high, and that 
it must not keep them there? Surely not the 
people who live without amenities of civili
zation, or without hope of a better tomor
row. For they can attain that tomorrow only 
if there is no compromise in the fight to 
attain the goals the alliance so eloquently 
set forth-goals for better housing, educa
tion, health, tax and land reforms, a. revital
ized and modernized industry and agricul
ture, and an integrated continent-wide 
economy. 

Yet the yearly per capita growth rate still 
is well behind the Punta del Este goal of 
2.5 per cent. The birth rate soars. Fifty per 
cent of the people a.re illiterate. The cities are 
clogged with workless campesinos. Tight pro
tective ta.riffs protect inefficient monopolies. 
Feudalism persists in the countryside, and 
the people there go hungry or move a.way. 

If it was a mistake then to hope that this 
could be changed in ten years, it would be 
catastrophic now to turn our backs on what 
has been done. True, economic sufficiency 
remains a distant goal, but for the first time 
a. way has been charted out of the La.tin 
American jungle of underdevelopment. 

The statistics a.dd up to a.n impressive 
total, particularly in an area. of the world 
that has never experienced such concen
trated doses of progress. But no statistic can 
possibly convey the meaning of a new road 
that slices through an Amazon jungle and 
links up a hitherto isolated village with the 
heartland of its country. Nor can it convey 
the significance of a new classroom opened 
for children in the plateaus of the Andes or 
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in the barios of the cities; of a campesino 
who now works his own farm; of water sup
plies made potable; of infant mortality rates 
reduced; of a family able to quit the sordid 
life of the slums for a new start in a. new 
apartment. 

And with all the statistics totaled up, it 
ls clear that the alliance has devoted more 
of its resources to investments in the social 
areas, particularly education and health 
services, than in any other sector. 

The actual rate of Latin American develop
ment, therefore, is higher than the economic 
growth charts indicate simply because social 
investment is not reflected in La.tin America's 
gross product. But the direct effort to speed 
up the processes of education and social wel
fare is the surest guarantee that an obsolete 
social order wm be peacefully transformed, 
as in Japan or Britain, rather than explosively 
altered via the violent, revolutionary routes 
of eighteenth-century France or twentieth
century Russia. 

What must be understood above all about 
the alliance-and perha ps the most misun
derstood feature , even among a number of 
our own key government officials-is that 
it is not a bilateral American aid program, 
but rather a cooperative self-help program, 
to be carried out primarily by the people of 
Latin America. The United States ls one 
partner in this program, of which 90 percent 
ls financed by the countries of Latin Amer
ica. The alliance is not ours to manipulate, 
and the amount we appropriate, therefore, ls 
no handout, but a hand of help extended in 
friendship . Congress must not forget this 
when considering how much we can afford 
to appropriate for our share of the effort. 

When all ls said and done, and with all 
that remains undone, there is no escape 
from the conclusion that eight years ago 
the alliance launched a truly creative, regen
erative development program. But it was, 
and ls, only the first step in a long journey. 
In our inter-American relations, we need 
most of all a sense of propriety, a sense of 
time, a sense of scale, and a sense of destiny. 

As for propriety, Americans may find wry 
amusement in cartoons that depict the ster
eotyped Latin American-the sleepy, gui
tar-playing, sombrero-wearing, not too am
bitious but pleasant fellow. But the stereo
typed North American-the Yankee with the 
dollar sign for a heart-ls hardly the ob
ject for smiles in Latin America. The truth, 
of course, is that neither stereotype ls valid 
today, if it ever was. 

The people of Latin America are a. com
bination of some of the wealthiest cultures 
our civilization has known. Its young peo
ple, with their passion for country and their 
zeal for the future, are restless and prone 
to impatience. They are skeptical of our aims 
and so are more wllling to blame us for their 
problems than to understand the difficul
ties in solving them. Yet these are the people 
with the mystique and the vision of gran
deur who can spark the enthusiasm and loy
alties of their countrymen. These are the 
people who are so anxiously searching for a. 
revolution of social justice-the very people 
we must convince that we want to work with 
them because our continued partnership is 
essential to the future of freedom. In so do
ing, anti-Communism as such w111 not get 
us very far. It ls not a powerful argument 
for the avera,ge citizen who ls steeped in a 
personal struggle to keep his head above 
water. 

A student at the University of Chile once 
summed it up when he told me: "The 
United States is constantly talking about 
the value of political democracy. We agree 
that it is essential, but we also feel you 
would accomplish far more if you said less 
about political democracy and put more of 
your weight behind the concept of economic 
democracy." 

What he was saying ls that city slum 
dwellers denied hope ·and illiterate rural In-

dians denied even a glimpse of the twentieth 
century neither comprehend the meaning of 
political democracy nor offer any founda
tion to sustain or to nurture it. They wm 
either remain mute or give their sullen sup
port to the demagogue or "leader" who el
bows his way through the masses offering 
them protection and food. These are the 
staple commodities they want and need, 
and no promise of a better life made possible 
by democracy can vie with them. As former 
Senator Paul Douglas once said, "When you 
offer a starving man a choice between the 
Four Freedoms and four sandwiches, h~ al
ways chooses the four sandwiches." 

When, however, attention is given to 
questions of basic order, when roads a.nd 
streets are made safe, when food, clothing, 
and shelter are made available, when atten
tion is given to living conditions, when the 
masses discover they can rear, educate, a.nd 
marry off their children and leave them an 
opportunity for a better life, political de
mocracy becomes not only possible, but im
perative. For as living standards rise, de
mocracy becomes the only political system 
through which that better life can be sus
tained and advanced. And this is to the mu
tual benefit of all the Americas. 

As for time, no nation has fully modern
ized itself in less than sixty years. The 
United States took much longer. In eight 
years Latin America, despite false starts and 
frustrated hopes, has made more progress 
than we had a.ny right to expect. Realisti
cally, however, it would be unwise to think 
in terms of less than thirty years for full
scale modernization of the continent. Af
ter eight years the alliance must, therefore, 
be regarded as in its infancy. Any other view 
does injustice to Latin America. 

And this leads to the need for a sense of 
scale in our relations with Latin Americans, 
including a sense of proportion in both the 
United States and Latin America. We must 
look at our hemisphere with a new eye of 
understanding, one that recognizes its im~ 
portance to the future peace of the world. 
We cannot take La.tin America for granted, 
believing it will be there when we need it. 
We need it now no less-and perhaps more-
than it needs us, for what happens there in 
the closing years of this century may well 
shape the coming years of the next century. 

As for Latin Americans, it ls time for 
them to recognize that the United States ls 
not the wielder of the big stick of the 1900s, 
that we mean what we say about wanting to 
work with them, that our commitment is to 
e.n inter-American community of equal 
states. In short, they must turn away from 
memories of the pa.st and turn instead to 
our mutual hopes for the future. 

We talk of destiny, of partnership, of 
shared hopes a.nd efforts toward hemispheric 
unity. But what does that destiny look like 
if our hemisphere ends up half suburb and 
half slum? Is this the limit we set to the 
creative, working partnership the Ameri
can presidents established at Punta del Este 
to meet the increasing needs of today's "rev
olution of rising expectations"? 

Surely our destiny is more in keeping with 
the brave new world we have always sought 
to build. Surely it ls more in keeping with 
our faith that the dream of Sim6n Bolivar 
will flourish at last, like the dreams of our 
own founding fathera-that this hemisphere 
will grow in prosperity and confidence into 
a model of how states, with all their divers
ity of cultures and differences of gifts, can 
work together to improve and enrich and 
ennoble their common life. 

We shall not do this with cold, lifeless 
graphs and cha.rm. We shall not do this with 
Congressional cuts. We shall not do this 
between today and tomorrow. But with 
time and with resources, and with the re
publics of the Americas all working together, 
it can be done. 

TENNESSEE WALKING HORSE 
Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, on July 

2 I introduced a bill, S. 2543, designed to 
end the cruel and unnecessary practice of 
deliberately making sore the feet of the 
Tennessee Walking Horse in order to 
alter its natural gait. 

This animal is a magnificent show 
horse. To sore its feet in order to pro
mote its "walk" is a cruel and debasing 
practice. It is also unnecessary, for the 
horse can and should be trained, rather 
than maimed, to walk in its distinctive 
style. 

Hearings on S. 2453 will be held on 
Wednesday, September 17 by the Com
merce Subcommittee on Energy, Natural 
fl:esources and the Environment, begin
rung at 9:30. 

Mr. President, the September 3 1969 
issue of the Christian Science Monitor 
published an editorial commenting fa
vorably on the bill. I ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed in the REC
ORD along with certain letters of sup
port for S. 2543 which I have received. 

Additionally, I ask unanimous consent 
that two letters addressed to Mrs. Roger 
Stevens and Voice Publishing Co. be 
printed in the RECORD for they offer clear 
evidence that soring is presently taking 
place as it has in the past. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 

[From the Christian Science Monitor, 
Sept. 3, 1969) 

SORING MUST STOP 
Progress in the campaign against the cruel 

practice of "soring" the feet of Tennessee 
walking horses has been painfully slow, but 
the most positive action ta.ken so far seems 
now to have a fighting cha.nee. 

The Tennessee "walker" has a distinctive 
gait--a quick, high-stepping walk, in which 
the front feet barely skim the ground and 
the hind feet bear most of the horse's weight 
in a long stride. This gait can be developed 
by training, but it takes time and patience. 
Unscrupulous owners and trainers have 
found a shortcut: by various agonizingly 
cruel devices, they deliberately sore the front 
feet so that the horses will avoid putting 
weight upon them. So far, public opinion 
(perhaps not widely enough expressed) and 
attempts at legislation have done little to 
halt this abuse. 

Now, Sen. Joseph D. Tydings o! Maryland 
and Congressman G. W1lliam Whitehurst of 
Virginia have introduced identical bills in 
Senate and House. In effect, these b1lls would 
prohibit the shipping of sored horses for 
exhibition purposes, would prohibit the 
showing of such horses, and would forbid any 
horse show in which such horses participate. 

The Senate bill is S. 2543, and has been 
referred to the Senate Commerce Commit
tee, Sen. Warren G. Magnuson, chairman. The 
House bill ls H.R. 12438, and has been re
ferred to the House Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce Committee, Hon. Harley 0. Stag
gers, chairman. 

Now is the time for the public to ask these 
two chairmen to see that the b1lls are re
ported favorably. Senators may be addressed 
at the Senate Office Building, Washington, 
D.C. 20510; congressmen at the House 
Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20515. 

AUGUST 12, 1969. 
Mrs. ROGER L. STEVENS, 
President, Animal Welfare Institute, 
Grand Central Station, 
New York, N .Y. 

DEAR CHRISTINE: This ls in reply to your 
recent letter involving the Tennessee Walk-
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ing Horse which I found it necessary to dis
qualify during the running of the Michigan 
Horse Shows Association All-Breed Show 
held at the Michigan State Fairgrounds 
May 23 through May 25, 1969. The facts are 
as follows. 

Included among the various breeds en
tered at the Show was a section for Ten
nessee Walking Horses. Rule XXIII, Part I of 
the American Horse Shows Association rules 
provides: 

"Horses foaled after January 1, 1965 with 
any scar (granulated tissue that can be de
tected from eye level which will not produce 
hair) on the pastern or coronet areas are in
eligible for competition and any substance 
used in these areas is prohibited, whether or 
not it alters the natural color of a horse. 
Judges must disqualify any such entries. 
Horses having raw or bleeding sores in the 
pastern or coronet areas from either old or 
new sea.rs or chain sores shall be disqualified 
by the Judge for the balance of the show and 
the owners, trainers and riders are subject to 
further penalty under the provisions of Rule 
III, Part I, Sec. 7 ." 

And Part II O'f the same rule reads as 
follows: 

"Boots will not be dropped or removed for 
inspection in the ring unless the judge re
quests it on a specific horse or horses. At any 
show, a mandatory inspection must be con
ducted by the Show Veterinarian and the 
Show Steward not more than ten ( 10) min
utes before the class enters the ring. Horses 
will be presented for inspection with the 
boots, which will be worn in the class, in 
place. The boots will be removed for inspec
tion at the direction of the Steward. The 
Steward and Veterinarian shall work as a 
team. The Veterinarian shall inspect the 
pastern and coronet areas of the horse to 
determine if they meet the standards set in 
Part I, General. The Steward shall examine 
the boots to determine if they meet the 
standards set in Part I (a) or (b). He shall 
also observe the height of the heels of the 
front hooves and where, in his opinion, the 
height exceeds the standards set in Part I, 
measurements will be taken. In either case, 
the Steward will excuse horses not meeting 
the standards." 

In this particular instance, I as Steward, 
working with the Veterinarian as a team, in
spected all the Walking Horse entries just be
fore the beginning of the class. The entries 
were presented for inspection with the boots 
on and when I requested that the boots be re
moved, I noted that in all cases the pastern 
and coronet areas were heavily coated with 
a material which prevented the visual in
spection for sores. I requested that all such 
material be wiped off the entries. A couple of 
the exhibitors protested strenuously that nei
ther the Veterinarian nor the Show Steward 
had the authority to "touch the horse." I re
ferred, however, to the one sentence in Part 
II of the rules which says: "The Veterinarian 
shall inspect the pastern and coronet areas of 
the horse to determine if they meet the 
standard set in Part I, General." I told the 
exhibitors that I interpreted this to mean 
that the Veterinarian could inspect by phys
ical contact any part of the horse. When I 
instructed the Veterinarian to put slight 
pressure on the flesh part of the one entry's 
pastern area, the horse reacted violently 
against the pain. With the removal of the 
material from the pastern area, blood could 
be observed slowly weeping from the wounds 
created by chains fastened to the hoof dur
ing training periods. I summarily dismissed 
the horse from showing in that or any sub
sequent class of the Show. I also observed in 
every other case obvious scar and granulated 
tissue around the pastern areas of all the 
other entries, but this was the only one 
that showed weeping, bloody sores. In my 
Steward's report to the American Horse 
Shows Association, under the paragraph 
reading "Were there any instances of cruelty 

to a horse?" I wrote as one of two Stewards: 
"No instance of cruelty to a horse occurred. 
The two Stewards and the Veterinarian, 
however, rejected one horse in the Tennessee 
Walking Horse Division with running and 
bleeding sores in the pastern area, with ques
tions on one or two other entries. This 
Steward believes it most unfortunate that 
such conditions are tolerated in this Divi
sion." 

I would appreciate your sending me a copy 
of the proposed bill to which you refer. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALFRED R. GLANCY, Jr. 

DOUGLAS F. WEBB, 
Goodlettsville, Tenn. 
VOICE PUBLISHING Co., 
Chattanooga, Tenn. 

SEPTEMBER 4, 1969. 

GENTLEMEN: I am writing you in regard 
to the recent publicity we as breeders of 
Tennessee Walking horses have had with pri
mary reference to the soring and scaring of 
horses in training with "so-called" profes
sional trainers. 

We recently had a fine three year old Mid
night Duke stud out of a Merry Boy mare 
and also a six year old stud by a son of Merry 
Go Boy in training with a "so-called" profes
sional trainer at Lewisburg, TennesEee. These 
horses were sound as a "gold brick", not a 
hair off their ankles or legs, when we sent 
them to this so-called trainer. He was to 
finish breaking and professionally train the 
three year old and put some speed on the 
six year old. After ten (10) months and ap
proximately twelve hundred dollars ($1,200) 
later paid for training and such, we were 
compelled to bring them home. They were 
so scarred around their pastern area that very 
little hair was left on their feet. We had to 
treat these horses for damaged legs, scars, 
callouses, chain bruises, and etc.; and we are 
still at it. 

A lot of talk has been going on as to what 
to do about such abuse, but nothing con
structive has been accomplished so far and 
probably will not be until the Law-makers 
outlaw such tactics and put some "teeth" 
into such laws. If the Association (TWHBA) 
and Trainer's Association want to do some
thing about these abuses, why not outlaw 
boots, chains or any other loose objects 
around or on the horse's ankles or legs. By 
doing this the so-called "nichol" horse will 
be eliminated and the natural Walking 
Horse will be recognized as it should be. 

We have raised, bred, and shown the Walk
ing Horse for thirty (30) years and have 
never shown what people would call a sore 
horse. When we tell the ring master and/or 
judge at shows that our horses are clean, 
they just look at us and say, "Well, they sure 
are clean"; but when the ties come up, we 
usually get the Gate, and the sore horses 
get the winnings. 

We contend that this is rotten judging and 
it seems that the following are the only 
alternatives to try and clean up this situa
tion: namely, (1) the judges guilty of such 
tactics as tieing sore horses should be barred 
from ever judging another horse show, or 
being licensed to judge any show where the 
Tennessee Walking Horse is to be shown; 
and (2) bar every showman or exhibitor from 
allowing their horse to be shown before any 
such judge under penalty of $500.00 fine to 
anyone violating suoh rules--including the 
judge and/or exhibitor. 

If the powers that be want to stop all 
this criticism and bad publicity, and really 
clean up our breed, we dare them to try 
these recommendations for at least five (5) 
years. It will take that long to get back our 
reputation as true Walking Horse showmen. 

We are signing our name to this letter, 
because we are not "chicken" as to whom 
knows whence it came. 

We are not members of the Walking Horse 

Trainers Association, but are members of the 
Tennessee Walking Horse Breeders and Ex
hibitors Association (TWHBEA) and have 
been for years. 

Sincerely. 
DOUGLAS F. WEBB. 

WASHINGTON, D.C., 
August 28, 1969. 

Senator JOSEPH D. TYDINGS, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR JoE: I want to express my apprecia
tion and support of your bill S. 2543 to pre
vent cruel soring of Tennessee Walking 
Horses. 

I saw the Tennessee Walking Horses classes 
at the Washington International Horse 
Show last October. I can truthfully say the 
audience was shocked by the apparent pain 
the horses were enduring. This deliberate 
cruelty s,o inflicted approaches down.right 
torture and certainly should be stopped. 

Thanks for your important help. 
Sincerely, 

CECI CARUSI. 

FLORIDA FEDERATION OF 
HUMANE SOCIETIES, INC., 

Jacksonville, Fla., August 31, 19&9. 
Senator JOSEPH TYDINGS, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR TYDINGS: Let me express the 
appreciation O'f our Federation for your in
troducing the bill S. 2543 which should pre
vent the soring of Tennessee Walking 
Horses. 

The bill definitely has the support of our 
5000 or more members of the Florida Fed
eration of Humane Societies and of count
less other juisrt ordinary people who are hor
rified when told the odious practice. 

It is amazing how many people never heard 
of the practice and find it hard to believe 
that "horse" people could be so unutterably 
cruel. 

I had factual evidence of it some time ago 
when two Tennessee teachers told me that 
one of their pupils had told them that one 
of his jobs was to place acid or other irritants 
on the delicate part of the horses' front feet 
at a near-by stable where he was employed 
part time. Objective: to make them high 
steppers. 

Count us all in as supporters of your bill. 
Sincerely yours, 

Miss MABEL E. CRAFTS, 
Cochairman, Legislative Committee and 

Chairman Animal Welfare Commit
tee. 

RED BANK, N .J ., 
August 31, 1969. 

Senator JOSEPH D. TYDINGS, 
Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR TYDINGS: All humani
tarians are grateful to you for your support 
of S. 2543 and all the related efforts to stop 
cruelty. 

Most sincerely, 
ABBIE V. STRICKLAND. 

BALTIMORE, MD., 
September 4, 1969. 

Senator JOSEPH D. TYDINGS, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR TYDINGS: I read in The 
Christian Science Monitor about your Bill 
S. 2543, regarding the "Soring" of Horses. I 
congratulate you on the stand you have 
taken, and I trust that your Bill can become 
Law without delay. It is high time that suf
fering to dumb animals be stopped by Law. 

You have my wholehearted support, as well 
as the support of many other right thinking 
people. 

With every wish for your success. 
Sincerely yours, 

CHARLOTTE K. SMITH. 
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CHELSEA, MAss., 
September 1, 1969. 

Senator JOSEPH D. TYDINGS, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR TYDINGS: I am writing to 
express my heartfelt thanks to you for the 
creation of the bill S. 2543-designed to help 
prevent the unbelievable cruelty of scoring 
which is inflicted-nation-wide, upon the 
Tennessee Walking Horse for show purposes. 

This brutal practice that produces such 
torture for the defenseless horses-has long 
tortured those of us as well-who so bitterly 
deplore the senseless suffering endured by all 
these unshielded creatures. 

We will follow with deepest concern and 
vigilance the outcome of hearings re this all
important bill--S. 2543-scheduled for Sep
tember 17-in Washington, D.C. 

Again thanking you. 
Most sincerely, 

Miss BEATRICE GRIFFIN. 

YORK, ME. 
Dear SENATOR: Please accept the sincere 

thanks of myself and all animal lovers for 
your bill s . 2543 to protect the Tennessee 
Walking Horses. The humane leadership of 
all who sponsored this bill is deeply appre
ciated. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. BETH H . BANKS. 

NEW YORK, N.Y. , 
August 31 , 1969. 

Hon. JOSEPH D. TYDINGS 
DEAR SENATOR: All humanitarians con

gratulate you on introducing the bill to 
prevent the soring of the feet of Tennessee 
Walking Horses. This cruel practice must 
end. I feel that people only have to be in
formed of such cruelty-to be revolted 
against it. 

I urgently hope that S. 2543 becomes law. 
Your truly, 

JANE M. MCAULIFFE. 

BIAFRANS ARE STILL STARVING 
Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, for 

more than 2 years a brutal struggle has 
been waged in West Africa between the 
country of Nigeria and its secessionist 
eastern region which now calls itself the 
Republic of Biafra. During this time per
haps as many as 1 % million innocent 
victims have died by starvation-most of 
them women and children. An entire 
generation of talented and energetic 
human beings is slowly wasting away. 

Many distinguished Members of Con
gress have joined our President in urging 
that more be done. Often frustrated by 
the tangles of the bureaucracy these 
good intentions have not been translated 
into the speedy action required. More 
must indeed be done and done quickly. 

As an excellent editorial published in 
yesterday's Washington Po....<:it observes, 
the blame for the current relief impasse 
is not easy to ascribe. It now appears as 
though the Biafran leaders are primarily 
responsible for the failure to resume Red 
Cross flights, though given past Nigerian 
behavior, it can be fairly said that neither 
side is free from guilt in this terribly 
complicated tragedy. 

In any event, it is neither our responsi
bility nor our right to comment on the 
internal workings of other states, though 
in this case it is a great temptation to do 
so given the number of lives involved. 
Moreover, to date, such an approach has 
appeared, to me at least, to be counter
productive. The one salient fact that 

cannot be disputed is that we all must 
redouble our efforts to strengthen exist
ing relief operations and open new ave
nues as quickly as possible. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the editorial be plinted in the 
RECORD. 

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

BIAFRANS ARE STILL STARVING 
While everybody else was vacationing this 

summer, the secessionist regime of Biafra 
went about its by-now routine business : 
starving. Much of the responsibility of this 
calamity, which has gone on for so long that 
few people outside the area pay much atten
tion to it any longer, falls upon the harsh 
imperatives which halted all relief flights of 
the International Committee of the Red 
Cross after early July. Nigeria insisted, as it 
had a right to do, that relief cargoes touch 
down in its territory for inspection. Biafra's 
leadership regarded fulfillment of that de
mand as an acknowledgement of federal au
thority, and it preferred to starve its own 
people instead. 

Now, however, Nigeria has magnanimously 
abandoned its earlier inspection demand. 
General Gowon, its leader, says Nigeria will 
allow food planes to fly to Biafra direct from 
Dahomey; he claims only a right to call the 
planes down for inspection. Biafra, however, 
is still balking. The Biafran chief, Colonel 
Ojukwu, evidently is willing to accede to even 
more suffering and death, rather than accept 
the new Nigerian stand. The world's human
itarians, if they are to be fair, ought imme
diately to turn their appeals from General 
Gowon to Oolonel Ojukwu. 

The war, already in its third year, goes on. 
Nigeria has a heavy logistical preponderance 
but Biafra stays in the field. So far no effort 
at outside mediation has gotten anywhere. 
Lagos won an important public relations vic
tory by the defection to its side of Dr. 
Nnamdi Azikiwe, Nigeria's first president and 
and Ibo tribesman who had formerly sup
ported the Ibo-led administration in Biafra. 
Addressing himself to the critical issue in the 
Ibos' fears, he termed reports of Nigerian 
genocide a "cock-and-bull fairy tale." But 
General Gowon is under heavy pressure from 
his own military colleagues to go for a "quick 
kill," and it is uncertain whether he can 
demonstrate to Biafra the generosity neces
sary to capitalize on "Zik's" stand. In these 
stalemated circumstances, it becomes all the 
more vital for arrangements to go forward on 
relief. 

SENATOR EVERE'IT McKINLEY 
DIRKSEN 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I have 
listened with great appreciation while 
others have praised Everett McKinley 
Dirksen for his leadership and his re
sponsibility to that leadership during his 
long service in the Senate. I have been 
particularly impressed by the work he 
has done, especially when I reflect that 
he left Congress in 1949 with an eye 
condition which apparently indicated 
that he would be completely away from 
active participation. Subsequently, he 
found medical men who felt that his 
sight could be improved. He received 
some expert care. 

He became a candidate for the U.S. 
Senate in 1950. I felt that the reason he 
was elected to the Senate was the care 
he displayed in meeting the people at 
every level. He wore out two automobiles 
in that campaign. He traveled back and 
fo:rth throughout his State, over and 

over, and many participants in that elec
tion asked him to do almost impossible 
tasks while speaking to their local 
groups. But he took real joy in cam
paigning. He was determined to partici
pate in every segment of the State and 
every occupation whether it was banking 
or partisan activities. 

I came to know and like Senator Dirk
sen when he was serving in the House 
of Representatives. I sought to persuade 
him that many of the Truman activities 
involved all types of leadership. Best of 
all, he remembered his friends and al
ways had a kind word for those who 
had known him for a long time. 

His family rated very high in his re
sponsibilities. He was not interested 
merely in official activities in the Senate 
but recognzed what needed to be done to 
take care of his friends and his duties. 
Many people in Illinois can testify to the 
fact that he searched out their problems 
and did his best to take care of them. 

As a member of the Committee on 
Finance, he was an excellent representa
tive of his people, yet he never tried to 
usurp leadership in the Senate. Time 
after time we all enjoyed his friendly 
personality, and we will all miss him in 
this committee as we try to work out a 
tax proposal. He was a true friend of all 
of us. I certainly hope that the country 
will appreciate all that he did. 

WITHDRAWAL OF TROOPS FROM 
VIETNAM 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, re
cently, I discussed with the Senate the 
President's decision to withdraw 25,000 
troops from South Vietnam, the date 
that the promise was made, and the 
target date for completing the with
drawal. 

That was necessary because there 
were those who were contrasting the 
number of troops in Vietnam in January 
with those there in mid-August and 
using these figures to insinuate that the 
President was not living up to his com
mitment. They did this even though they 
knew he made his promise in June and 
that the target date was August 31. 

Mr. President, August 31 has now come 
and gone. And more than 25,000 fewer 
troops are in Vietnam than there were 
in June. 

In fact , as of last Monday, fewer than 
509,600 troops were in Vietnam com
pared with 537,500 on June 7, the day 
before the President's announcement-
that is, a reduction of 27,500. 

In addition, and even more important, 
the Pentagon tells us that it hopes to 
keep the number of troops there at or 
below the 515,000 figure. Last January 1, 
the troop ceiling was 549,500. That fig
ure was never reached, but it allowed 
for nearly 40,000 more men than are now 
there. 

Mr. President, I bring this subject up 
only because I hate to see politics played 
with a war and with our American fight
ing men. We all have one interest, an 
honorable peace. I hope we all would 
support the President's efforts to gain 
peace. And I further would hope that 
future criticisms would be based on solid 
fact, not on political expediency. 
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ACTIVITIES OF REPRESENTATIVE 

LEONOR SULLIVAN, OF MISSOURI, 
IN CONSUMER AFFAIRS 
Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, Rep

resentative LEONOR SULLIVAN, of St. 
Louis, is a public servant of whom Mis
souri and the Nation can be proud. Her 
leadership efforts over the years in the 
fields of consumer education and protec
tion have been outstanding. From her 
sponsorship of the first food stamp bill 
to the recent truth-in-lending law, she 
has been a tireless supporter of legisla
tion benefiting all Americans. 

I have the honor and the privilege of 
serving with Mrs. SULLIVAN in the Mis
souri delegation, and I ask unanimous 
consent that an article describing her 
activities in consumer affairs and pub
lished in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch of 
September 5, 1969, be printed in the REC
ORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
MRS. SULLIVAN PUSHES FIGHT FOR CONSUMER 

(By Lynn La.ngway) 
WASHINGTON, September 5.-The woman 

who wrote the new truth-in-lending law 
made her last credit purchase 40 yea.rs a.go. 

"It was a. Victrola, and when I found out 
the little bit I was getting for all that extra 
cost, I decided to stick to cash," says Repre
sentrutive Leonor K. Sullivan, the only woman 
on Capitol Hill to head a consumer commit
tee. 

A senior member of the House Committee 
on Banking and Currency, the St. Louis 
Democrat is chairman of its subcommittee on 
consumer affairs. A fighter for strong laws on 
food, drugs, cosmetics and credit, she was 
the author of the 1968 Oonsumer Credit Pro
tection Aot, which took effeot last month. 

"I'd like to think the law will educate con
sumers, but I have no real conviction that 
the information it provided will cure credit 
addiction," says the handsome, silver-haired 
widow, who has occupied the seat held by her 
late husband since 1952. 

"People buy too readily on credit, without 
realizing that of course it costs to use some
one else's money. They aren't inquisitive 
enough because they don't want to look 
dumb," she adds. 

Mrs. Sullivan is worried that borrowers will 
not ask for clarifications of credit charges 
that merchants and moneylenders now must 
give. She notes, for example, that many peo
ple believe that an "8 per cent discount," 
loan means an 8 per cent interest rate. 

"In fact, if they'd ask, they'd find it means 
that the 8 per cent is deducted first. You get 
$92 for a $100 loan. But you pay back on the 
full amount, so it's really 16 per cent inter
est," she explains, sitting in a House office 
feminized by flowering plants, homey blue 
leather furniture and a bouquet of peonies 
on the desk. 

Leonor Sullivan's consumerism began with 
a question and she hasn't stopped asking 
them since. A St. Louis consumer group 
asked the newly elected Representative to 
explain the Food, Drug and Cosmetics Act 
to them and "I found I didn't know any
thing. 

"So I began poking around and saw a lot of 
changes that needed to be made," she says. 
The search led to sponsorship of the first 
poultry inspection act and the first foOd 
stamp law. She has also been a major force 
in passing laws on food and color additives, 
drug control, labeling, and meat inspection. 
And every year since 1962, she has gamely 
submitted an omnibus b111 that would extend 
Food and Drug Administration coverage to 
medical devices, diet foods and cosmetics, 

none of which are now regulated until 
proven harmful. 

"The FDA doesn't act on anything unless 
someone is seriously harmed and Congress is 
often the same. We couldn't get the FDA to 
act until people went blind from coal tar and 
we couldn't get drug control until thalid
omide. 

"The committees are loaded with consumer 
legislation, but people don't push enough 
until a tragedy happens, and we're not get
ting any help from the Nixon Administra
tion," she said. 

(Mrs. Sull1van, like other Democrats, is 
particularly annoyed at lack of response from 
the Department of Agriculture and Com
merce, which have not answered her queries 
on specific bills and problems.) 

The feisty Representative shops and cooks 
for herself in her small Virginia apartment, 
decorated with some of her hobby-hooked 
rugs. She is as fearless about questions at 
the checkout counter as she is in the Capitol. 

"I don't believe in picket-type boycotts, 
because they've been overused to the point 
of ineffectiveness. But if the price is too high 
or the quality is low, I boycott it by not buy
ing. 

"And I make sure to tell the supermarket 
manager why in a loud, clear voice," says the 
Congressional consumer, who often cooks 
with stew meat and ground round steak. 
"They have just as much nutrition and you 
can dress them up with a little suet," she 
says firmly. 

She uses the same "supermarket voice" 
in pointing out the costliness of games and 
stamps, which her subcommittee soon may 
probe. 

"I don't think we should outlaw them, 
but I'd like to see stamps redeemable in the 
same stores for cash or discounted goods. I 
usually ask the checker audibly if this is 
possible. She answers 'no' and then the next 
lady in line gets intrigued." 

Wise about credit and costs, Mrs. Sullivan 
is wary over the proliferation of charge cards. 
"We're all going to rue the day they multi
plied, because 5 per cent or more is added to 
the price of things for everybody, even those 
who pay cash." 

She does admit to one sloppy shopping 
habit: "I'm an impulsive buyer of clothes, 
like most women with little time to shop." 

The only woman Missouri has sent to Con
gress, Mrs. Sullivan is enthusiastic about an
other active woman newer to the scene
Mrs. Virginia Knauer, President Richard M. 
Ni.xon's special assistant for consumer af
fairs. 

"She has the enthusiasm and the know
how to give consumers a great boost-if she 
can get the ear of the President. 

"That remains to be seen," concludes 
Leonor Sullivan and you know she'll be avid
ly watching and asking questions. 

THE STUDENT IN THE MIDDLE 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the major

ity of students in the Nation's colleges 
do not participate in campus disruptions 
and, as a matter of fact, many find the 
activities of the more -militant of their 
fellow students disruptive to the very ed
ucation which they seek and desire. 

The plaint of one such student "in the 
middle" and the frustration he feels is 
well stated in a letter from a Queens 
College undergraduate, Leonard A. Leon. 
Mr. Leon has sent me a copy of his letter 
to the President and has given permis
sion for its publication here. I ask unani
mous consent that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

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

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am one of the "apa
thetic, middle-class bourgeoise" undergrad
uate college students. The fact that I go to 
Queens College of the City University of 
New York is not important. I could go to 
Harvard, Cornell, Columbia, Stanford or 
Queensboro Community. I am very grateful 
for the education I am receiving and !eel 
that many new ldea..s and experiences have 
been opened to me. I realize that this is not 
just the result of going to college, but that 
fact that I was willing to give of my time, 
interest and determination to accomplish 
what I have. 

But I am one of the "apathetic, middle
class bourgeoise" college students. This 
means that I do not belong to Students for a 
Democratic Society and I do not support 
their student strikes and disruptions on 
campus. I do not join counter-demonstra
tions because these groups use the tactics of 
the SDS and I have more constructive ways 
of using my time. 

My problem, as with many students today 
is that I feel that I am being abused. Abused 
by the small minority of protestors that are 
disrupting my classes and causing the 
closing-down of my school. I am also being 
abused by the power structure that refuses 
to protect the rights of the majority by en
forcing the present laws and halting the 
illegal actions taken by the minority. 

At this point I am frustrated by this con
tradiction. The laws are being broken and my 
education is being hindered, but the power 
structure refuses to protect my rights and 
interests. Where do I turn? The administra
tion refuses to act and if I join the counter
demonstrations I defeat my purpose. For 
these reasons I am writing to you, the people 
of the power structure, so you can readily see 
my dllemma. 

Another characteristic of the "apathetic, 
middle class bourgeoise" student is patience 
and understanding. I understand that the 
present disorders that are sweeping the 
country are a. complex problem and that 
there a.re no easy answers. But my patience, 
although greater than some of these other 
factions who demand immediate action to 
alleviate their problems, ls not unlimited. 
There comes a time when the frustration 
that I am feeling and the mllUons of other 
college students like me, will become in
tolerable. It will not be tomorrow or next 
week, but a person cannot suffer this kind of 
abuse, seemingly without recourse, indefi
nitely. 

I sincerely hope that you get the message. 
I am sure this is one of many letters of this 
nature that you have received recently. But 
this cannot go on, so I urge you to put your 
power behind some constructive measures 
to alleviate the problem. 

Sincerely yours, 
LEONARD A. LEON. 

THE PESTICIDE PERIL-XLVI 
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the con

tinuing controversy over the use of DDT 
has come to a head in the last year as 
more and more evidence has become 
available to the public regarding the 
danger to fish, wildlife, the total world 
environment and Potentially to human 
health. 

Conservationists and scientists have 
testified to the already alarming death 
toll of certain wildlife species which are 
threatened with total extinction because 
of the presence of DDT in their systems 
and have revealed results of studies 
which link this highly persistent, toxic 
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pesticide to stomach and liver ailments in 
man. 

Much has been written about this issue. 
An article published recently in the Eau 
Claire, Wis., Daily Telegram offers a good 
summary of the status of the controversy 
on the national scene. I ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed in the RECORD. 

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

WISCONSIN NOT ALONE IN DDT FIGHT 
(By Sherry Conohan) 

Michigan has banned the sale of DDT. 
Arizona. has banned its use. 
In Wisconsin, the Natural Resources De

partment recently concluded hearings on a 
request for a ban and is considering whether 
to impose one. 

The Illinois Legislature sent a bill to Gov. 
Richard B. Ogilvie for his signature giving 
the state Departments of Agriculture and 
Public Health the authority to regulate the 
sale and use of pesticides. The Minnesota 
Legislature passed a bill authorizing the state 
secretary of agriculture to ban the use of 
any pesticide. 

Other legislation dealing with DDT is 
pending in a number of states but the great
est concern in the building controversy is 
centered in the Great Lakes area where high 
concentrations of DDT have been found in 
fish. 

DDT is a nerve poison. The initials are an 
abbreviation for the chemical dichloro
diphenyl-tricholoroethane, a chlorinated 
hydrocarbon. The discovery in 1939 of the 
insecticidal properties of DDT led to the 
development in the 1940s of a series of 
chlorinated hydrocarbons for use as pesti
cides. Paralysis spreads from any part of the 
insect body that comes in contact with DDT. 

Some scientists and conservationists con
tend that DDT has contributed to the ex
tinction of certain wildlife species and poses 
a. serious threat to the health of man, while 
others, such as Dr. Gordon Guyer, head of 
the Michigan State University pesticide re
search center, dismiss the warnings as over
blown. 

Guyer said coho salmon and other fish 
caught in the Great Lakes are "perfectly safe 
to eat." The pesticide controversy he said, 
has raised a. sea.re which is not founded in 
scientific fact. 

"We need to take it out of the press and 
put it back into the scientific ground," he 
said. "When anything gets this much pub
licity, there are misunderstandings that de
velop and spread." 

But the controversy cannot be suppressed 
and, in fact, drew wide public interest when 
the Federal Food and Drug Administration 
(FDA) in early March seized 28,150 pounds of 
coho salmon caught in Lake Michigan on the 
grounds the fish contained dangerous con
centrations of DDT. 

A few weeks later, on April 16, the Michigan 
Agriculture Commission imposed the ban 
on sale of DDT in that state. The ban was 
appealed early this month by four pesticide 
manufacturers. Hearings on the appeal were 
scheduled for June 18. 

Subsequent to the imposition of the ban 
in Michigan, the FDA set an interim maxi
mum of 5 parts per million DDT for fish sold 
in interstate commerce. The interim maxi
mum is to remain in effect until studies can 
be completed and permanent standards set. 

The World Health Organization has set a 
DDT tolerance level of 7 parts per million. 

The Lake Michigan fish seized by the FDA 
contai.ned up to 19 parts per million DDT 
residue. Concentrations of up to 2,000 parts 
per million have been found in fish in Clear 
Lake in California. 

Figures from the National Agricultural 
Chemicals Association in Washington, D.C., 
show use of DDT in the United States has 

declined significantly in recent years. In the 
1966-67 crop year, 40 million pounds of DDT 
were used (including 27 million pounds in 
agriculture) compared to 71 million pounds 
10 years earlier in 1956-57. 

A spokesman for the association attributed 
the reduction to the development of other 
chemicals that are more effective than DDT. 

An encyclopedia says the average sized per
son in the United States in the mid-1960s 
contained in his body tissues about 7 parts 
per million DDT. In recent testimony before 
a. congressional committee, David Brower, 
former executive director of the Sierra Club, 
put the figure for an average person at 12 
parts per million. 

Arizona, in January, outlawed the use of 
DDT for agricultural and commercia.l pur
poses for a one-year period. The ban, which 
will be either renewed or lifted in January, 
1970, by the State Board of Pest OOntrol Ap
plicators, was levied after alfalfa and other 
forage orops had become contaminated by 
DDT to the extent the DDT content in milk 
had risen to levels higher than allowed by 
federal laws. 

In Minnesota, public agencies stopped us
ing DDT in 1962 for spraying forests and in 
metropolitan areas. 

In New York, the use of DDT has been 
banned since 1964 on all state owned Janda 
under the jurisdiction of the state Conserva
tion Department. 

In Wisconsin, the Natural Resources De
partment has prohibited the use of DDT on 
state-owned lands and some Milwaukee sub
urbs have discontinued the use of DDT for 
tree spraying. 

The DDT question perhaps has been given 
its best public airing in the lengthy hearings 
conducted by the Wisconsin Natural Re
sources Department. 

The hearings were ordered after three cit
izens groups-the Citizens Natural Re
iOurces Association, the Wisconsin Division 
of the Izaak Walton League of America and 
the Michigan Audubon Society Inc.-peti
tioned the department for a ban on DDT, 
contending the chemical has entered sta,te 
waters and polluted the environment. 

Twenty-seven days of testimony ensued 
over a six-month period beginning Dec. 2 
and concluding May 21, with chemical com
panies ,and agricultural interests waging the 
fight against the petition. Attorneys for both 
sides have said any decision Will be appealed 
through the courts. 

Environmental scientists favoring the ban 
on DDT made these points: 

DDT does not break down and is highly 
mobile, spreading throughout the world. 

DDT has been traced to the extinction 
of various forms of Wildlife, particularly 
bl:rds. Witnesses said DDT throws the birds' 
calcium-producing mechanism out of bal
ance, causing them to produce thin-shelled 
eggs that often do not hatch. 

DDT is having an unknown, harmful 
effect on man. 

Dr. Richard M. Welch, Terrytown, N.Y., a 
bicx,hemical pharmacologist, tes·tified that 
concentration3 of DDT far below those found 
in man produce alterations in the sexual 
mechanisms of both male and female rats. 
He said DDT also interferes With common 
drugs by causing the body to break down the 
drugs faster than normal. 

Opponents of the ban claimed DDT is safe 
and that it does not have the effects attrib
uted to it by scientists supporting the ban. 
They also argued that DDT is the only pesti
cide that can be used economically to control 
some insect pests. 

Dr. Weyland Hayes, an official of the World 
Health Organization, testified: "I think it is 
safe." 

Hayes described FDA studies on DDT, say
ing: "Volunteers were fed doses of DDT 200 
times what you and I would get every day for 
12 months and they showed no 111 effects." 

In New York State, traces of DDT have 

been found in fish since 1960, but the state 
Health Department is not worried about any 
"immediate health risk." Health Department 
scientists estimate a person would have to eat 
70 pounds of fish a day to be affected ad
versely by the current levels of DDT found in 
the state's fish. 

ARCHIE MOORE FIGHTS FOR 
YOUTH 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, one of 
my close friends and fell ow Californians, 
Archie Moore, former light heavyweight 
champion, is engaged in a vital and 
praiseworthy battle which is as chal
lenging as any he faced during his long 
career in the ring. This battle is to save· 
youths from a life of juvenile delinquen
cy and push them in the right direction 
so that they may become productive and 
succensful citizens of our country. His 
own city is as proud of him and his work 
as he is of San Diego. Certainly, this is a 
kind of program that deserves more at
tention and support. I ask unanimous 
consent that two articles praising Archie 
Moore be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Saginaw (Mich.) News, F'eb. 13, 

1969) 
MOORE FIGHTS FOR YOUTH-FORMER LIGHT 

HEAVYWEIGHT CHAMPION VISITS SAGINAW 
(By Joe Hart) 

They called him ancient Archie Moore a 
decade ago when he was light heavyweight 
boxing champion of the world. 

Nothing could be farther from the truth. 
The mustachioed and goateed Moore, with 
flecks of gray streaking through his hair, is 
ageless. He is blessed with the eternal spirit 
of youth. 

Moore, an unscarred veteran of 235 pro
fessional bouts for more than a quarter of 
a century, was fighting for the youth of 
America this morning when he began a busy 
two-day schedule of appearances in the Sagi
naw area as a Boy Scout executive at a press 
conference at Saginaw Hig'h. 

"I am not a civil rights leader, as some peo
ple say. I'm a leader of youth," Moore told a 
youthful audience of high school reporters. 
"True, I seek equality. But the only way that 
can be accomplished is to motivate the youth 
of our nation. This must be done or all the 
undeveloped talents will go down the drain." 

What is Moore's primary job with the Boy 
Scouts of America? "I am especially inter
ested in community relations, particularly in 
areas where the Boy Scouts have not been 
able to establish a foothold. What I am try
ing to do is to open up opportunities for 
youngsters of all races and creeds. Not only 
for jobs, but for positions in administrative 
posts, particularly in corporations, and in the 
professions." 

Moore warned that parents can make or 
break a child. "A father or mother who does 
not provide the proper food or clothing, or 
discourages an ambitious child from obtain
ing an education can reap unmeasurable 
harm." 

What can a neglected youth do? "To keep 
a. parent from killing his spirit, he must have 
fierce detertnlnation to succeed." 

Archie should know. He spent time in a re
form school as a. youngster. "When I got out, 
I wanted to become a good fighter. One night, 
while I was still a 19-year-old amateur boxer, 
I sparred with a good pro in a gymnasium. 
When I got hotn.e my mother told me I would 
never amount to anything hanging around 
gyms. It was exactly 20 years from that day 
that I became world champion." 
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How old is Moore? "I never reveal my true 
age." But according to Ring Book and Box
ing Encyclopedia, Archie was born Dec. 13, 
1913 in Benoit, Miss. He knocked out the 
Poco Kid in the second round in his first 
professional fight on Jan. 31, 1936 in Hot 
Springs, Ark. 

Moore became the lightweight heavyweight 
champion of the world Dec. 1 7, 1952 when he 
won a 15-round decision from Joey Maxim 
in New York. He fought classic battles 
against the likes of Bobo Olson, Yolande 
Pompey, Tony Anthony and Yvonne Durelle. 
He twice tried to capture the world heavy
weight title. In 1955, Moore was knocked out 
by champion Rocky Marciano in the ninth 
round in New York. Floyd Patterson scored 
a fifth round knockout over Moore in 1956 in 
a battle for Marciano's vacated heavyweight 
crown at Chicago. 

Moore's last fight was in 1962. would you 
believe at the tender age of 49? An upstart 
named Cassius Clay ended Archie's career 
with a fourth round knockout. In his 235 
fights, Moore knocked out 137 of his foes 
and was the winner of 54 decisions. That's 
a lot of mileage for a boxer. 

But ageless Archie was raring to go this 
morning. Following a student assembly at 
Saginaw High, he attended a combined 
luncheon of the five Kiwanis Clubs in Sagi
naw at the YWCA. Another student assembly 
at Arthur Eddy School and a meeting with 
inter-city project workers kept him busy 
until tonight when he will be the speaker 
at the Eagle Scout Recognition Dinner at the 
Bay City Country Club. 

T.:>morrow, Moore has morning meetings 
with community leaders and a luncheon 
with youth agency directors from Saginaw 
and Bay City at the YMCA. A student as
sembly at Washington Junior High School 
in Bay City in the afternoon and an open 
forum meeting for inner-city boys and par
ents at UAW Hall (Sixth Street) will con
clude Moore's whirlwind visit to Saginaw. 

How's that for going 10 fast rounds? 
The former light-heavyweight boxing 

champion of the world, Archie Moore, last 
night "sparred" with some 20 West End 
youngsters at the Goodwill Industries plant 
on Ocean terrace. 

Throwing questions instead of right hooks, 
the former fighter turned youth leader dem
onstrated the value of "position." 

Over 300 people, many of them Boy Scouts 
and Cub Scouts, turned out to greet Mr. 
Moore, whose visit was co-sponsored by the 
Pomperaug Council of the Boy Scouts of 
America and the Greater Bridgeport Chamber 
of Commerce Social Services committee. 

"You, you, you, you and you," the leader 
"volunteered" some 20 recruits, a number of 
them Boy Scouts in uniform, a couple of them 
girls. 

Because, he said, like any group, they would 
need organizational discipline to function 
properly, the leader lined up the "uolunteers" 
by height from tallest to shortest, and in 
sharp, rapid-fire commands, he ran them 
over a series of mental hurdles. 

"You people can do what I tell you to 
because I knew you were tremendous when 
I picked you; all you've got to do is try," he 
said. 

Setting his stage to get everyone present 
involved, the ex-champion said, "We're going 
to need judges, we don't want any drop-outs, 
but we're going to need judges," and turning 
to the audience he said, "You people are the 
judges." 

"Repeat after me, judges, 'Sorry about 
that.' That's what you say when somebody up 
here doesn't do what I tell him," the leader 
told the group. 

Then he ran the recruits through their 
paces. 

"Tell me this, all of you have younger 
brothers and sisters or cousins going to 
school. What one thing would you tell the 
youngster not to do while he's in school? 

Hands at their sides and feet apart, one at 
a time until all had finished, the volunteers 
shouted out "Fight unless he had to, steal, 
swear, not take part in athletics, smoke, play 
in the streets, drink, skip classes, beat up the 
teacher, write nasty things on the wall." 

Mr. Moore then told the group to do again 
what they had just completed and cautioned 
them not to repeat any of the given sugges
tions. Applying pres!;ure, he said, "You've got 
unt il I count three or the judges will count 
you out.'' 

T ills t?.sk completed, the le:1der asked the 
youngste:::s, '·When he gets out of school, 
what would you want that young person to 
become?" 

The 20 youths had the "judges" literally 
rolling in laughter, as they stuttered and 
stumbled their way through occupations 
ranging from truck driver, to dictator. 

Mr. Moore toughened the task, warning no 
repetitions, and the group exhausted possi
bilities ranging this time from X-ray tech
nician to disc jockey. Five times the leader 
tested their ingenuity, interrupting fre
quently with " Come on baby, you can do it, 
you've got 'til 3." 

This completed, Mr. Moore explained that 
there were m an y occupations open, and many 
people who "will help you get there." 

PHILOSOPHY UNPACKED 

Unpacking some of his own philosophy, he 
added: "The word to get you there is posi
tion. Position is your stance in life, and the 
man who sta.nds neutral stands for nothing." 

Over and over again the fighter shouted 
the command "Position," and the youths as
sumed the fighter's stance, fists set and ready 
to throw a punch. On the command "As you 
were," h :1nds fell to sides. 

Then , with the word, "out" he had the 
youngsters strike out and recoil their 
punches until they were able to perform to 
his satisfaction. 

JUDGES PUT IN ACTION 

Now putting the "judges" into action and 
cautioning "no repetitions this time," the 
leader again asked the group the two ques
tions asked ea rlier. 

With much laughter and many calls of 
"Sorry about that," an but fi ve of the 20 
were eliminated. 

The five , whom Mr. Moore then termed 
"winners·· were singled out to sing any song 
of their liking. 

Most shuffled about, nervous, and had fur
ther difficulty singing. One, instead of sing
ing, said he'd "appreciate a seat." 

Another, Eddie Burns, from Explorer Post 
49, quieted the gathering with a notable 
rendition of "What Kind of a Fool Am I?" 

Applause from the audience as Mr. Moore 
placed bis hand over the head of each con
testant choose Mr. Burns the winner, and he 
received a payment in cash from the ex
champion. 

Concluding, Mr. Moore ma.de certain to 
point out that it was not important whether 
anyone had a good voice. What is important, 
be said, is that they all tried. 

INVITED TO TEEN CENTERS 

James Barrett, as AB C D worker, praised 
the demonstration, and on behalf of the pov
erty agency invited the boxer to visit the teen 
centers throughout the city. 

He said what Mr. Moore, founder-director 
of ABC (Any Boy Can) clubs had done in 
the demonstration was meaningful. 

"It showed us that any of us can, as long 
as we feel that we can. Nothing in the world 
is great enough to make us feel that we can
not excell. Mr. Moore's record is what it is 
because of what he himself has done." 

Mr. Moore who won 187 of his 229 fights 
and who with 136 knockouts set an all time 
knockout record, addressed a Chamber of 
Commerce luncheon yesterday afternoon at 
the Stratfield Motor Inn. 

COMPARED TO MUSIC 

The "champ" likened his work with youth 
to a piece of music in which every one must 
face each other, whether blaick or white, in 
perfect harmony. 

"EGBDF-every good boy does fine," Mr. 
Moore stated, "and this involves communi
cation and appreciation of youth working 
together." 

Mr. Moori:l, who i-s the founder of the ABC 
(Any Boy Can) clubs, stressed that any boy 
who wants to get ahead must have help. 

"I have often heard of the self-made man," 
he said, "but I do not know of one, for 
everyone needs help, whether spiritual or 
physical, to get him motivated." 

He stressed that those who are willing to 
help and give aid to youth must follow 
through with their efforts, and not leave 
them high and dry. 

ARCHIE MOORE'S GREATEST FIGHT Is Now 
(By Duane Valentry) 

Let's take a hasty inventory of the things 
which you believe are keeping you from 
success? 

Are you getting along in years and feel 
you've "missed the boat"? 

Archie Moore did not become light-heavy
weight champion of the world until he had 
passed his thirty-ninth birthday. 

Are you overworked and in a menial job? 
Archie Moore fried chicken for thirteen 

hours a day, seven days a week until he could 
no longer stand upright. 

Is your background one of poverty or lack 
of security? 

Archie Moore is the son of a Mississippi 
farm laborer. He lived with his aunt when 
bis family broke up. He is a school dropout. 

Is your health poor? 
Archie Moore, overworked and under

nourished, weighed only 10-0 pounds when he 
was twenty-eight. 

With this type of background what would 
you expect a man like this to be doing with 
his life now that he is no longer champion? 

Archie Moore, today, is actively engaged in 
helping the nation he loves through his 
unique juvenile program entitled Any Boy 
Can. Abbreviated to initials, ABC is being 
seriously considered in many cities across 
the country as one possible answer to civil 
unrest. 

Archie still looks as if he could handle 
himself in the ring against most of the cur
rent crop of fighters and his "students" in 
the ABC program listen to him with unusual 
respect. He teaches his boys to be fearless, 
how to defend themselves, how to walk away 
from a fight and how to take a licking, if it 
comes, with good grace. He knows how to 
do each. In 1955 he challenged world heavy
weight champion, Rocky Marciano and he 
lost. He also fought Durelle, Patterson, Clay, 
and others-often winning, sometimes losing. 

"As a boxer, Moore bad a way of creating 
excitement inside and outside the ring," says 
a reporter. "His persistent pursuit of the 
heavyweight champion was a masterpiece. He 
finally got his fight, lost it, but covered him
self with glory. Marciano, who never lost, has 
frequently said that Archie was his best and 
most dangerous opponent." 

Now, Archie Moore is engaged in his great
est battle as he attempts to inculcate a sense 
of dignity, respect for others, and pride, in 
children who know only a world of poverty, 
vice, and despair. 

Recently crowned "Mr. San Diego of 1968" 
by his proud home town, Moore is known as 
a humanitarian as well as a great fighter who 
holds the all-time ring record for knocking 
out 140 opp::ments---some of them long after 
even his friends thought he should quit. Said 
the president of the Grant Club--a group of 
citizens and businessman--on presenting 
him with the honorary title: 

"He is being honored because he has 
brought national and international fame to 
San Diego and has depicted the city as a 
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place where people live and work together 
in religious, patriotic and civic endeavor.'' 

" I try to work along uncomplicated lines as 
much as possible," Archie says, "so as not to 
be confused. At night before bed is research 
time for me. What did I accomplish today? 
Whom did I do wrong? I try not to make the 
same mistakes over again. I feel I'd rather 
hurt myself than my neighbor because I be
lieve I could take it and keep going." 

When he meets a man, Archie always learns 
his name and address. As soon as he can he 
sends him a postcard, even if it is only a 
few words of greeting. His friends number 
in the hundreds, are intensely loyal, and 
include the high and the low-from sparring 
partners to presidents. Though he is always 
colorful and has a way of making head
lines, his good deeds do not, although he is 
one of the real givers whenever he senses a 
need, contributing his time and money 
freely, irrespective of age, creed or color. 

"The young people of today think they 
have a hard lot," he says. "They should have 
been around in the '30's when I was coming 
up in St. Louis. We had no way to go, but 
a lot of us m ade it. I became light heavy
weight champion of the world. A neighbor 
kid down the block, Clark Terry, became one 
of the most famous jazz musicians in the 
world. There were doctors, lawyers and chiefs 
who came out of that ghetto. One of the top 
policemen in St. Louis came from our neigh
borhood. 

"We made it because we had a goal, and 
we were willing to work for it. Don't talk 
to me of your 'guaranteed national in
come' ... ! The world owes nobody-black or 
white-a living. God helps the man who 
helps himself!" 

"But belief that God helps those who try 
to help themselves could be construed more 
than one way," says this literate and suc
cessful businessman. "The sharp business
man, the cold, crafty landlord, the loan 
shark, and the money lenders certainly help 
themselves. But if they take undue advan
tage of their clients, they are not adhering 
to the Golden Rule. My life has always been 
lived around the Golden Rule, 'Do unto 
others as you would have them do unto 
you.'" 

In starting his ABC program, Archie wran
gled a store front , a set of punching bags and 
a regulation boxing ring out of a chain store 
and opened the doors to the kids who 
thronged the streets and were creating a 
serious problem by vandalism. Though some 
came to sneer they stayed to become students 
and the vandalism stopped nearly overnight. 
Noting his success the American Savings and 
Loan agreed to ba~k him for the duration of a 
pilot program in Vallejo, California. 

No boy who comes to ABC can have been 
more tried by circumstances than the pleas
ant guy who now takes the time to guide 
them ("If some bigot can misguide, I can 
guide," he says.) They're too young-but 
their elders can tell them about a man flat
tened in a fight in Montreal against Durelle 
who got up from the canvas not once, but 
four times, to score a knockout. They also 
remember the man who didn't quit when 
beaten by Marciano but tried for the heavy
weight title again only to be beaten by 
Patterson. 

They can tell of his stupendous wins too. 
Famed sportswriter Jim Murray says of him: 

"If you rent a computer and program your
self a prize fighter, you couldn't do much bet
ter than Archibald Lee Moore. He was the 
best mechanical fighter ever to hit a welgh
in. He was a slum kid who saw America from 
the back of a bus, the bottom of a freight car, 
the windows of a flophouse. Archie never 
owed America a thing. But he never figured 
it owed him anything, either. He never joined 
the Boy Scouts, or went to the aquarium, 
and the Junior Chamber of Commerce wasn't 
after him to sign up until he was too old. 
He was voted 'Mr. San Diego' because of all 

people, he 's trying to save America from 
itself." 

There have been some disappointments in 
acceptance of ABC. Though he has offered 
it to the government and recently spoke be
fore a Congressional Committee, many prom
ises from politicians and businessmen have 
yet to materialize. However, many people 
feel it is merely a matter of time; that the 
Archie Moore ABC project is one of the 
better solutions yet offered and as such must 
be given proper recognition. 

Archie is without bitterness as he looks 
back over his eventful life, much of it spent 
slugging away at obstacles. 

"I love God, and God loves me. He has been 
good to me all my life even when I thought 
man did not give me my rightful breaks. I can 
only figure God was teaching me a great 
virtue--patience." 

Who is there to say that the patient, old 
champion will not win his greatest fight , 
help bring dignity to his people . . . and 
peace to a troubled land? 

THE GRADUATE'S RESPONSIBILI
TIF.S AND OBLIGATIONS 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, thou
sands of speeches were made to graduat
ing classes this June. Many of these 
speeches were inspiring, educational, and 
informative. Earlier this summer, at the 
graduation exercises of Northwood High 
School, of Silver Spring, Md., David 
Gordon, president of the June 1969 class, 
in his welcoming address emphasized the 
role of the young graduate not only in 
participating in meeting the problems of 
the Nation and the community, but in 
doing so responsibly and with an under
standing of their complexities. He urged 
the students to work with the older gen
eration in making changes that are con
structive. He stressed the need for stu
dents t.o develop their ideals t.o achieve 
practical results, and t.o be honest both 
with themselves and with others. 

I believe young David's message con
tains sound advice which will be of in
terest t.o Members of Congress and t.o 
the public; I therefore ask unanimous 
consent that the text of his speech be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

THE GRADUATE'S RESPONsmn.rrIES AND 

OBLIGATIONS 

Senator Tydings, Mrs. Hllberg, Mr. Packard, 
and other members of the administration, 
members of the faculty, parents and friends, 
fellow students of the NorthwOOd Class of 
'69. At la.st, after struggling through three 
years of senior high school, we are finally 
ready to graduate. Soon we will receive our 
diplomas and many of us will be saying good
bye to our friends. Thus our Commencement 
Exercises marks the end of our high school 
education. 

Yet this is not the end. As you know, the 
word "commencement" means the beginning, 
because this ceremony marks the beginning 
of our actual involvement in society. Until 
now, youth has been called "the future lead
ers of the world." Now, some of society's 
controls are being handed over to us. We are 
going out and filling one of society's Johe;, 
and in doing so, we are beginning to have a 
meaningful say in how those jobs shall be 
done. We are going into the colleges and 
universities, the educational institutions 
upon which our nation relies heavily for 
much of its research and knowledge. There
fore we are beginning to have a meaningful 
say in our nation's affairs. Now we will have 
the chance to perpetuate those things we 

have seen in the world that we feel are right, 
and to change or abolish those things which 
we feel are wrong. Thus our graduation is 
hardly an end, but rather the beginning of 
our generation's meaningful involvement in 
society. 

What gives us the right to have such a 
meaningful say in what society does? First 
of all, we have had about eighteen years ex
perience in this world, during which time we 
feel we have become more fully acquainted 
with the ways in which our society operates. 
Secondly, as shown by our statements and 
ideas on various issues facing us, such as 
the Vietnam war, the grape boycott, educa
tion, Biafra, and many others, we are aware 
of our society's problems and have already 
started working on solutions. In many cases 
our teachers comment that we are often more 
aware and educated in these issues than are 
our parents. Finally, these problems of so
ciety do not belong only to the members of 
the older generation because if solutions to 
these problems are not found, we will suffer 
the consequences along with our parents. If 
another great and crippling economic depres
sion hits this nation again as it did in the 
30's , we will go hungry just as much as our 
parents will. If the air and waters become 
strongly polluted, our bodies will suffer just 
as much as our parents'. Yes, even if the 
world is torn by a nuclear war, we will die 
the same as our parents. Therefore, these 
problems belong just as much to us as they 
do to the older generation, and therefore, 
as genuine members of our society, we not 
only have a right, but an obligation, to help 
in the solving of these problems. 

Our generation will face numerous and 
extremely difficult problems, all of which 
will demand solutions. There will be no 
easy answers to the problems, and some of 
them may have no definite answers at all. 
As an example of the type of problem we 
will encounter, a scientist who spoke to one 
of the classes on "Problems of the Twen
tieth Century" stated that in a few years, 
man would have mastery over his own genes. 
Thus, by manipulating the genes of an un
born baby, he would be able to make that 
child into a musician, a mathematical 
genius, a great politician, a soldier, or a 
moron. The problem, however, is, who will 
decide what the child is to be and who will 
do the manipulating? If a nation wants a 
powerful army, will it have the right to 
manipulate genes to make nothing but 
soldiers and superpatriots? Shall a doctor 
who is prejudiced against another group of 
people manipulate genes so as to make 
morons out of that group? Who shall deter
mine how many of each type of child is to 
be born? Maybe we can't conceive of this 
problem ever being a reality, but then many 
of today's problems seemed farfetched only 
a generation ago. We will have to find 
answers to this problem just as we will have 
to find answers to others. What are we 
going to do about air and water pollution? 
How are we to match a worldwide growing 
population with adequate food production? 
What are we going to do about the extreme 
poverty in our world? In our own country, 
how are we going to do away with racial and 
religious prejudices that have been brewing 
for hundreds of years? How are we in the 
Western Hemisphere going to live peace
fully with those peoples of the Ea.st, some 
of whom are now being taught to hate and 
kill us? Yes, 1n a world where the two pri
mary powers are increasing the number and 
the force of their thousands of nuclear war
heads which are aimed at each other and 
ready on a minute's notice to be fired, how 
and for how long are we to maintain peace 
in the world? These problems are some of 
the most complex, if not the most difficult 
and serious, problems mankind has ever 
faced, and these are the problems that we 
are going to have to solve. We can't shy 
away from them. As members of our society, 
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as responsible people who are beginning to 
take control of society's affairs, we a.re ob
ligated a.t lea.st to try to solve them, and try 
we must. As Richard Lloyd Jones once said, 
"The men who try to do something and fail, 
a.re infinitely better than those who try to 
do nothing and succeed." The consequences 
for doing nothing a.re fa.r too grave for us not 
to act. We must seek answers to these prob
lems if we are to survive. 

Our generation has not been standing by, 
though, and doing nothing. We have arrived 
at proposals for solving these problems. We 
have looked at our present high school edu
cation, seen a number of faults that need to 
be corrected, and have proposed ways of cor
recting them; for example, we have asked 
that the grading system be reviewed, that 
there be a greater choice of electives. We 
have done the same with local, national, and 
international issues. But one m ajor error in 
our proposals and solutions is that too often 
they are overly idealistic. Idealism itself is 
not a. flaw. To balance the more practical 
and conservative minds of our parents, we 
need idealistic thoughts in our society. But 
often our plans and proposals lack practical 
application and therefore appear vague and 
impossible to carry out. Just to give a small 
example, you know that I have been asking 
many students to take a poll of mine on 
education at Northwood. One of the ques
tions on the poll reads as such: "What im
provements would you like to see at North
wood concerning the manner in which 
courses are taught?" When I posed this ques
tion to one typical student, he replied that 
Northwood needed better teachers I asked 
him what he meant by "better teachers." 
He replied, "Teachers who are interesting and 
make their classes interesting." But how is 
a teacher interesting and how does he make 
his class interesting? He answered, "By moti
vating the students." But exactly how does 
I\ teacher motivate the students? "Well," he 
continued, "like one of my teachers for 
example. She takes an interest in us. She 
motivates us. She's just interesting, that's 
all ." Notice there was no mention of self
motlvatlon. The student's ideas are excel
lent, but poor as proposals. Imagine that 
same student addressing a group of young 
teachers and telling them how to become 
better instructors by following those unde
fined terms. Imagine again the effect a young 
person would have on the Paris Peace Nego
tiations by telling the different sides not to 
fight but to sit down and love each other. 
Our ideas are great, but we must be able to 
make them explicit, specific, and practical 
before we can expect other people to accept 
them. All of us want better teachers, and 
I'm sure some teachers wish they had better 
students, but it's what better teachers are 
and how to go about getting them that is 
the problem, just as how to go about ending 
the Vietnam war ls also the problem. 

How do we then formulate workable ideas? 
The answer to this question is first to be 
thoroughly acquainted with the problem; it.s 
causes, its history and all other ramifica
tions-what solutions that have been pro
posed have worked and why-those solu
tions that have been proposed and have 
failed, and why. This last point we some
times tend to forget. Most of our ideas are 
not new. Everyone knows how old the con
cept of worldwide peace through love is, and 
yet few of us have studied the numerous 
attempts of the different religions to put this 
concept into universal practice. 

Another example is in foreign affairs. Many 
people feel the United States should first 
concern itself with its domestic problems and 
limit her involvement with other countries. 
What these people have forgotten, or don't 
know, is that the United States had such an 
isolationist policy before World Wars I a.nd 
II. If, however, after we have gone back and 
studied the historical and present difficulties 
connected with our proposals, modify them, 

and try to put them into effect. Thus, be
fore we attempt to tackle these problems we 
must be fully prepared, fully educated. 

Yes, graduation is the beginning of our 
generation's actual involvement in society's 
affairs. Soon we will be grappling with the 
problems our society faces. But let us remem
ber to work with each member of society, 
young and old, in solving these problems. 

Parents, as you realize that you do not 
possess all of the answers, please also realize 
that you are not the only ones capable 
of providing these answers. And just as the 
older generation should listen to us and 
consider our proposals, let us always seek to 
be heard, but let us never cease to listen. Let 
us be fully informed before we confront the 
problems and let us have a will to solve them. 

Last week, one of my teachers commenting 
on students finding fault with our educa
tional system, asked the question, "Why not 
become teachers if you see faults you want 
to correct?" He was making two points. One, 
that students who have complaints about 
the educational system should also look at 
the problem from a. teacher's point of view: 
and two, that if we honestly feel certain 
changes should be made in the system, we 
should be committed enough to become 
teachers and make those changes. These are 
points that apply to almost any profession 
in society. Therefore you who will become 
our teachers, go out and right those faults 
you see in our present educational system. 
You who will become our politicians, go out 
and tackle those local, national, and interna
tional political problems that face us. And 
let us all be fully committed to enter the 
arena of the world to fight and tackle these 
problems that wm confront us. But when we 
enter that arena, let us not be so weak in 
foundation that we a.re immediately thrown 
out on our heads; nor let us be so weak in 
commitment that we are defeated within a 
minute. Let us be educated and prepared so 
that we stay in that ring, that we solidly 
come to grips with our foes, and that we 
win. And as we are struggling in that some
times vicious but always challenging arena 
of the world, we wm look back on our 
educational institutions. We will look back 
at Northwood High School and sa.y "thank 
you." 

So my fellow students, let us continue to 
dissent, but let us dissent with a purpose. 
Let us change, but let us change construc
tively. Let us challenge, but let us challenge 
with respect. Let us be moral in all our un
dertakings, but let us recognize our own 
imperfections. Let us withdraw from society's 
wrongdoings but let us not withdraw from 
society. Let us dream, but let us not hide 
in our dreams of halucination. Let us love 
one another, but let us love honestly. 

My fellow classmates, I thank you for your 
cooperation during our senior year. I con
gratulate you upon graduating and I wish 
you success in the future. To our parents, 
teachers, and friends, the Northwood Class of 
'69 expresses its thanks, because without 
your understanding, your compassion, and 
sacrifices, many of us would not have reached 
this commencement day. Thank you very 
much. 

OBSTACLES TO FREE TRADE 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that an unusually 
perceptive article written by Prof. Rich
ard N. Gardner and published in the 
London Times be printed in the RECORD. 

Professor Gardner, an internationally 
recognized expert and author of "Ster
ling-Dollar Diplomacy" examines the 
growing debate on Britain's application 
to join the Common Market and the al
ternate idea of a North Atlantic Free 
Trade Area-NAFTA-and the obstacles 

both in Europe and America to freer 
trade. 

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

[From the London Times, July 29, 1969] 
HURDLING THE TRADE BARRIERS 

The United States and Britain have had 
two opportunities in this generation to move 
the world into a regime of free trade. 

The first was during the war, when the 
British Government sought American ap
proval for James Meade's plan for a. Com
mercial Union. The second was in the early 
1950s, when France and other Continental 
countries sought British and American en
dorsement of an automatic formula for level
ing tariffs across the board. 

Unfortunately, the United States Govern
ment rejected the first initiative, and both 
the British and American Governments re
jected ' the second. Ha.d either of these pro
posals been accepted, the developed countries 
of the non-Communist world would today 
be enjoying free trade, or something very 
close to it in the industrial sector. 

The problems of reconciUng British and 
American trade interests and those of other 
countries with a European Common Market 
would either not exist or would be much 
more manageable. 

We have not, however, done too badly. 
When the Kennedy Round cuts are com
pleted in 1972, tariffs among the industrial
ized countries will be down to a.n average 
of a.bout 10 per cent. On a broad range of 
industrial products, we will be within strik
ing distance of free trade. 

Yet quotas, border taxes, discriminatory 
procurement policies and other non-tariff 
barriers (as well as some severely protective 
ta.riffs) continue to obstruct trade in im
portant sectors. Agricultural protectionism 
continues unabated on both sides of the 
Atlantic. And even the Kennedy Round ac
complishments a.re threatened by protection
ist rumblings in the United States and 
elsewhere. 

In trade policy, as in other matters, one 
seldom stands stm. It seems likely that we 
will move in the 1970s toward the free trade 
goal or slip backward into self-defeating 
policies of economic nationalism. As a mat
ter of practical politics, it will be difficult to 
hold on to past gains and overwhelm the last 
bastions of protectionism in the most sensi
tive industries unless there is some kind of 
"grand design" in which the major trading 
countries commit themselves to the progres
sive elimination of protection by a fixed 
target date. 

We are fortunate, therefore, that bold 
spirits in Brita.in a.nd the United States 
are now exploring the possib1llties of doing 
this. Among the most significant contribu
tions are the pamphlets that have been is
sued by the Atlantic Trade Study in Britain, 
some of which have recently been revised 
and published in a book edited by Professor 
Harry G. Johnson.1 

The Atlantic Trade Study was launched at 
a. time when General de , Gaulle's veto on 
British entry into the Common Market 
looked as if it would last indefinitely. At 
least one of the authors represented in Pro
fessor Johnson's book considers the forma
tion of a North Atlantic Free Trade Area as 
a. superior alternative and others regard it 
as a viable approach if British entry ts barred. 

The participants in Nafta, as they see it, 
would be Britain, the United States, Canada, 
the Commonwealth, some of Britain's Efta 
partners, and possibly, Japan. 

To this American observer, the concept of 
a. Nafta excluding the E.E.C. does not seem 

1 New Trade Strategy for the World Econ
omy, edited by Harry G. Johnson, London, 
Allen and Unwin, 1969. 
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fully convincing. The reason is not only that, 
with the passing of de Gaulle, the powerful 
political and economic case for Britain's 
entry into Europe justifies a further try. It 
is that American participation in a Nafta 
excluding the E.E.C. simply does not look 
like a political possibility. 

The United States is a global power, and 
will be most skeptical of any trade design 
that excludes the major countries of the 
European Continent. The United States 
needs the participation of the surplus coun
tries of Europe to rebuild its lost trade sur
plus and resolve its balance-of-payments dif
ficulties. 

Moreover, the last protectionist ramparts 
in the United States are unlikely to fall as 
long as there is substantial European pro
tectionism against American products. 

Fortunately, most of the aut hors in Pro
fessor Johnson's book, including Professor 
Johnson himself, seem to regard Nafta as 
synonymous with a broadly based, multi
lateral free trade initiative open to E.E.C. 
participation and operating within the 
framework of Gatt. 

Such an approach might appeal to the 
United States as a way of eliminating, or at 
least substantially reducing, the margin of 
discrimination against non-participants in 
the E.E.C. and also as a way of preserving a 
measure of economic and political unity 
among America's major trading partners and 
political friends. 

The hard questions, of course, are whether 
the E.E.C. would really be prepared to elimi
nate its common external tariff and whether 
there could be sufficient freeing of agricul
tural trade to persuade major agricultural 
exporters like the United States to offer free 
trade on industrial goods. 

If the answer to either of these questions 
turns out to be no, it is doubtful that the 
United States wm then form a Nafta without 
the E.E.C. For the reasons given above it will 
probably seek something less than complete 
free trade-the elimination of tariffs in cer
tain sectors where there is a perceived gen
eral interest in trade freedom, and modest 
measures of liberalization in other areas. 

The United States will not be ready for a 
bold trade initiative, in any case, until the 
Kennedy Round cuts are completed and until 
it liquidates the political and economic con
sequences of its tragic military involvement 
in Vietnam. 

The once powerful liberal and interna
tionalist constituency, now embittered, di
vided and inwardlooking, has to be rebuilt. 

The dangerous rate of inflation must be re
duced and the United States trade surplus at 
lea.st partly restored. Hopefully by 1973 a 
United States Administration wm have the 
freedom to opt for a bold trade initiative that 
the Nixon Administration does not have now. 

That is four years off, it is true, but not so 
long in the perspective of history considering 
the magnitude of the objective. 

We can use the four years to consolidate 
the accomplishments of the Kennedy Round, 
explore the possibilities of Britain's entry 
into Europe, begin the assault on nontariff 
barriers, reform our inadequate international 
monetary system, and lay the political and 
economic groundwork for a free trade initia
tive. 

That should be enough to keep us busy. 

GEN. JOHN J. PERSHING URGED 
RATIFICATION OF 1925 GENEVA 
PROTOCOL ON CBW 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in 

1926, 8 years following World War I, the 
first war in which chemical agents were 
extensively used, General of the Armies 
John J. Pershing sent a letter to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations warning 
of the dangers of such warfare, stating: 

Chemical warfare should be abolished 
among naitions as abhorrent to civilization. 
It is fraught with the gravest danger to non
combatants and demoralizes the better in
stincts of mankind. It is unthinkable that 
civilization would deliberately embark on 
such a course. 

The Senate at the time was consider
ing singing the 1925 Geneva protocol 
prohibiting the use of any kind of gas or 
bacteriological methods of warfare. It de
cided not to ratify that agreement in 
spite of General Pershing's argument. In
stead, the Senate chose to forget about 
the issue, and the War Department began 
a massive pr ogram of research, develop
ment, testing, and storing of chemical
biological warfare agents. By the end of 
World War II, for example, the United 
States was far ahead of the Nazis in the 
development of the means of germ war
fare. 

Mr. President, the Senate has before it 
a resolution calling on the President to 
resubmit the Geneva protocol to the Sen
ate for its advice and consent to its 
ratification. 

I urge the passage of a no-first-use 
agreement--such as the Geneva protocol 
of 1925-to make absolutely clear the po
sition of the United States and to fore
stall Soviet and other international prop
aganda about our failure to ratify such 
a declaration. 

INTERNATIONAL TRADE PROBLEMS 
OF THE UNITED STATES 

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mr. President, 
an interview with Secretary of Com
merce Stans, published in U.S. News & 
World Report of September 8 represents 
the best capsule summary I have seen of 
the international trade problems which 
we face as a nation. As the interview im
plies, the issue is complex. Our balance 
of payments, tax system, unemployment 
situation, agriculture, banks, Federal 
Reserve policy, manufacturing produc
tivity, and diplomatic relations all have 
their part to play in the international 
trade picture, and all give rise to com
peting goals and methods. As the inter
view also implies, Congress, with it.s 
power over taxation and commerce, has 
the leading role to play in insuring that 
the United States retains its traditional 
preeminence in world trade. 

Secretary Stans describes our present 
weakened position in world markets, 
saying that "in the broad range of man
ufactured goods, exporters in other 
countries have the edge on us." He also 
notes that our agricultural exports have 
not increased in recent years. The result, 
as some studies point out, is that the 
textile industry alone is threatened with 
the loss of 100,000 jobs a year from fur
ther increases in imported textiles and 
finished textile goods. 

The remedies which the Secretary de
scribes demonstrate clearly how archaic 
our past trade policy has been, for each 
of these remedies-preferential credit 
terms and tax rates for exporters, a 
value-added tax, adjustment assistance 
for domestic industries harmed by im
ports, effective "escape clause" legisla
tion and voluntary import agreements
already forms a part vf the bag of tools 
of other industrialized countries. 

Most of these remedies would require 
congressional action. Together, they 
would serve to put to rest the rising waves 
of protectionism which, though stirred 
up by legitimate grievances, neverthe
less threaten the standing of the United 
States as a trade leader. For some years, 
Congress has complacently taken our 
preeminent position for granted and, 
with a few exceptions, has turned down 
some choice opportunities to enact fruit
ful and progressive trade legislation. 
Now the complacent ones need to form
ulate for themselves .m effective plan of 
action, lest our national trade policy be
come caught in the net of quotas, pro
hibitive tariffs, and trade wars. I believe 
that the administration has finally given 
us some responsible guidelines for this 
plan of action, and I expect our trade 
policy to become one of our chief mat
ters of concern in the next session of 
Congress. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the RECORD the text 
of Secretary Stans' interview. 

There being no objection, the inter
view was ordered to be pri..nted in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
INTERVIEW WITH MAURICE H. STANS, SECRE

TARY OF COMMERCE: ls UNITED STATES BEING 
SQUEEZED OUT OF WORLD MARKETS? 

Q. Mr. Secretary, are you worried about 
what's happening in U.S. foreign trade? 

A. Yes, I am. In the early 1960s, this coun
try was going blithely along with a trade bal
ance in its favor of 5 billion to 6 billion dol
lars a year-that is, the U.S. sold that much 
more abroad than it bought. 

Now, quite abruptly, that favorable bal
ance has almost disappeared. In 1968, it fell 
to less than a billion dollars, and there is no 
present sign that it will be any better this 
year, or even in 1970. 

Q. Is that because sales of U.S. goods 
abroad are lagging? 

A. No, that isn't the real problem. Exports 
have done fairly well in recent years. They 
have been increasing at a rate of 8 or 9 
per cent a year. But imports have been grow
ing far faster than that. Last year, for in
stance, they rose by 24 per cent, while our 
exports rose only 10 per cent. 

Q. Does this have an impact on business 
and jobs in the United States? 

A. Yes. Take the textile industry as an ex
ample. Some studies I have seen show that if 
imports of textiles and apparel continue to 
grow at the present rate there would be a 
loss of 100,000 jobs a year in this country. 
That would be serious, particularly because 
many of these displaced workers would be 
from the black minority. So we would face 
not only economic problems but social prob
lems, too. 

Q. Why has the gap been narrowing be
tween what we buy from other countries and 
what we sell to them? 

A. There are several reasons: 
One of course, is the inflation we have 

had in the U.S. the past few years. This has 
made it more attractive to import goods 
from countries where wage rates-and thus 
selling prices-are lower. 

For another thing, Americans seem to like 
the idea. of buying imported things. There is 
a little touch of glamour attached to prod
ucts made abroad. 

Also, other countries have modernized 
their manufacturing capa.b111ties to the 
point where they can compete with us rather 
well in world markets. 

Q. But aren't U.S. industries modernizing, 
too? 

A. Yes. We are ahead In technology in some 
areas, but not significantly .i,.hea.d in such 
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products as radios, TV sets, typewriters and 
some household appliances. 

A great m any consumer items, and some 
industrial products-including machine 
tools-are made as efficiently and as well in 
other countries as they are here, and often 
other countries have the advantage of lower 
wage costs. 

There are only a few industries in which 
our technology is so far ahead of that of 
other nations that we can still outdistance 
them in world trade. Those fields include 
aircraft, oom.pu.ters, some chemical products. 
But on the broad range of m anufactured 
goods, exporters in other countries have the 
edge on us, not only because of lower wages 
but because of tax and credit advantages. 

Q. What about farm products-can we still 
compete on those? 

A. Yes, to a great extent--but competition 
is getting stiffer. Agricultural products make 
up approximately 20 per cent of U.S. foreign 
shipments each year. That ls certa.inly i.m
portant to our farm population in terms of 
jobs and income. In recent years , the rate 
of agricultural exports has not been increas
ing. 

Q. Are we losing our over-all position in 
world markets? 

A. Yes, to some extent. It has been a slow 
downward drift . 

Over the past eight years, the U.S. share 
of world export trade has fallen from a level 
of 21 per cent of the total to abou~ 19 per 
cent. 

Q. Does this whole trade problem threaten 
to get out of hand? 

A. No, I don't see it getting to the stage 
of crisis. But we don't want it to get any 
worse. 

In the Department of Commerce, we are 
taking steps to restore our trade balance, and 
we hope that over the next four or five years 
we can rebuild it significantly. 

Q. Will that be done by boosting exports
selling more goods abroad--or by asking 
Americans to cut down on what they buy 
overseas? 

A. By increasing exports. We do not believe 
that the answer to the trade gap is to hold 
back on imports of foreign products into this 
country, except in highly unusual cases 
where special factors apply. 

We must induce more American companies 
to realize that there is profit to be made by 
exporting, and that the feared difficulties 
of language, foreign exchange and differing 
trade customs are easily surmounted. The 
Department of Commerce and the State 
Department are both able to be of real help 
in guiding our producers into foreign 
markets. 

Q . Do we have to control inflation as a first 
step? 

A. That is vitally important, of course, but 
it is only one element in the picture. If we 
can slow down the inflationary spiral, that 
will automatic.ally help to keep imports in 
check, because domestic prices will be more 
competitive. This would also help to widen 
our range of exports. 

But we need to do much, much more tha.n 
that. For example, this country needs a 
better means of financing exports. U.S. ex
porters today are not at all competitive in 
the financing terms they can offer buyers in 
other countrie&-and it is essential that they 
should be competitive. In our Department, 
we are spending a lot of time on this prob
lem, working with Henry Kearns, the presi
dent of the Export-Import Bank, and with 
the Federal Reserve Board. 

Q. What are other countries doing to help 
increase their own foreign trade? 

A. Among other things, they are proViding 
larger amounts of credit for their exporters 
for longer periOds of time, and often at lower 
interest rates than are available to exporters 
in the U.S. 

Q. Does this mean that governments of 
some countries subsidize exports? 

A. Yes, in some cases. There is a tendency 
abroad to hold down interest rates on money 
that finances exports, regardless of the move
ment of money rates in their domestic econ
omy. 

In the U.S. we don't do that. Export-financ
ing costs here follow the movement of our 
interest rates, so at a time like the present, 
when interest rates are the highest in years, 
U.S. companies that want to sell abroad are at 
a deep disadvantage. 

Q . Should we follow the pattern set by 
our competitors and subsidize interest rates 
for American firms that sell things abroad? 

A. I think we have to be more competitive 
with other countries, and if that means sub
sidizing interest rates, then we should find 
a way to do it. 

Q. Should we also provide tax credits for 
exporters? 

A. That is a matter we are studying. There 
are several ways in which our Government 
could help exporters through direct tax 
credits or tax deductions. Some of these steps 
could be taken without any new laws; others 
would require action by Congress. We are 
not prepared to say yet which might be the 
most feasible. Before the end of the year, 
however, we are hoping to find ways in which 
the tax system can be used to benefit ex
porters. 

HOW BORDER TAXES HURT 

Q. Do U.S. exporters run into problems 
from taxes in foreign countries where they 
sell goods? 

A. Yes. A particular problem is the growth 
of border taxes abroad-taxes on goods mov
ing into a country. An American company 
that wants to market its products in a coun
try with a border tax has to pay that levy if 
it wants to make the sale. 

In many European countries, these border 
taxes are a reflection of value-added taxes, 
imposed at various stages of the manufactur
ing process. There are plans now in the Com
mon Market to get those European oountries 
together on a uniform value-added tax on all 
manufactured goods, at about 15 per cent of 
the total price of the goods. That tax would 
apply to citizens of the countries involved. 
But U.S. exporters who wanted to sell within 
the Common Mar~t would have to pay the 
same 15 per cent when their goods entered 
a member country, even though they already 
were priced to include our domestic taxes. 

The disadvantage faced by an American 
producer is ev,en mor,e evident in dealing with 
a third country. A competitor in a country 
with a 15 per cent border tax receives a re
fund of that tax from his government on all 
exports to another country. The American 
company gets no such refund of the domestic 
taxes it pays. 

All of this is the result of a major differ
ence between tax systems. In the U.S., we 
collect most of the taxes by direct levies on 
corporations and individuals. In Europe, a 
high proportion of revenues is collGCted on 
merchandise, and it is troese so-called indi
rect taxes that are reflected in the border
tax rates that are assessed on imports and 
rebated on exports. 

We in the Commerce Department are com
ing to the conclusion that there should be 
serious study of a value-added tax in the 
U.S. as a partial substitute for other types 
of excises and income taxes. 

Q. Have you made such a recommenda
tion? 

A. We have not as yet. But we want to 
study this possibility further with the Treas
ury Department to be able to make a recom
mendation, pro or con, at an early date. 

OTHER HURDLES FOR THE UNITED STATES 

Q. Besides taxes, are there other things 
that cut the flow of U.S. goods into foreign 
countries? 

A. Yes, besides tariff's there are a great 
many kinds of nontariff barriers that restrict 
trade. 

Q. What are some of them? 
A. One example is the restrictions other 

countries put on the purchases of products 
by their government agencies or by national
ized industries. These tend to effectively shut 
out American goods. 

Then, in addition, many countries put 
difficult technical requirements on imports 
for the purpose of regulating health or safety. 
In some cases, foreign governments actually 
subsidize exports by one means or another. 
And there are hundreds of other nontariff' 
barriers that i.mpede our expor,ts. 

Q. Do we in the U.S. have some of these 
nontariff barriers, too? 

A. Yes, we have some restrictions on i.m
ports that are highly criticized by other na
tions. The "Buy America" law is one. But 
this Act specifies very clearly the exact meas
ure of disadvantage a foreign company has 
in selling to the U.S. Government or its agen
cies. No other country has the equivalent of 
this law, and in most countries such transac
tions are foreclosed to American producers 
by local administrative procedures. 

By and large, we do not have anywhere 
near the trade restrictions that other coun
tries have, and that makes for a lack of reci
procity in our trading relationships. 

Q. In your recent travels abroad trying to 
get trade barriers lifted, what attitudes have 
you found? 

A. Governments of most countries agree 
that these bars to trade ought to be elimi
nated, or at least considerably reduced. 

On behalf of the U.S., I have proposed what 
we call an "open-table policy"-a suggestion 
that we put all the facts about trade barriers 
and restrictions out in the open and try to 
find ways to reduce their number and their 
impact. In almost every case, this proposal 
has been welcomed, and steps are under way 
now to set up meetings at which these things 
can be explored. 

Q. What about the Japanese? Are they co
operating? 

A. The Japanese Government has not en
dorsed the principle as wholeheartedly as 
some other countries. Japan has more than 
12~ different quantitative restrictions on im
ports. Those restl'ictions are in violation of 
their commitment under the General Agree
ment on Tariffs and Trade-the so-called 
GA TT agreement. 

On the other hand, our own trade diffi
culties with Japan have been related in large 
measure to timing. We have been pressing 
them for some time to cut trade barriers and 
to m.ake it easier for our people to invest 
there. They have set up a ti.metable, but it is 
much too slow, particularly since our trade 
balance last year was a negative 1.1 billion 
dollars, and probably will rise to a negative 
1.5 billion this year. 

On the positive side, for the long term, I 
believe the Japanese are slowly coming to the 
conclusion that their position as a major 
world power requires them to assume a 
greater degree of international reciprocity, 
and thus to modify some of their trade 
restrictions. 

Q . Since a major trade worry now centers 
on textile i.mports from Japan, are you pro
posing some special kinds of voluntary im
port restraints? 

A. Yes. We have proposed that an interna
tional agreement be negotia,ted with key ex
porting countries as a solution of this prob
lem. Our concern over textile i.mports in
volves not only Japan but a number of other 
countries in the Far East and elsewhere. Pres
ident Nixon and his Administration recognize 
it as a unique type of problem that requires 
a special approach. The situation is this: 

For certain kinds of textiles and apparel, 
mostly from synthetic fibers and wool, the 
U.S. is the only open market in the world. 
Every other major nation has put restrictions 
on imports of those items. As a result, the 
producing countries all are directing their 
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output toward the U.S., and are increasing 
their capacity at an outstanding rate. This 
has brought a tidal wave of imports that 
the domestic industry simply hasn't been 
able to combat. Just on apparel from syn
thetic fibers, U.S. imports from Japan were 
up 51 per cent in the first six months of 
1969, compared with the same months last 
year. 

Q. Has this posed a critical problem for 
textile manufacturers here? 

A. Yes. The labor organizations are greatly 
exercised at the loss of employment and the 
necessity for closing plants in some commu
nities. And producing companies are finding 
their profit margins shrinking. Wage rates 
here are several times as high as those of our 
large overseas competitors. 

Q. What can be done about it? 
A. We think it can be handled by an orderly 

system of marketing. We are telling textile 
producers in Japan and elsewhere: "We do 
not ask you to reduce the level of your ship
ments ot the U.S. We are willing to accept the 
1968 level and even permit an increase, year 
by year, as our total market grows. No one in 
your country need lose a job and no one in 
the U.S. need be forced out of work." 

In other words, we are seeking to hold im
ports to a moderate rate of growth, rather 
than permitting the massive increases that 
have been taking place in the past few years. 

Q. Why not work through GATT and get 
the countries that have put barriers on im
ports of textiles across their own borders to 
reduce those barriers, so the U.S. doesn't have 
to absorb the whole flood? 

A. None of the countries we have talked to 
is willing to do that. They feel that a degree 
of protection is necessary for their own in
dustries. 

Here obviously, is a perfect example of the 
unworkability of an absolute free-trade poli
cy. There is no really free-trade country in 
the world. Every nation has some barriers to 
trade, over and above tariff walls, to protect 
what it considers its long-term interests. 

So the U.S. has to face the textile problem 
on that same basis, and find a way to mod
erate the rate of imports. This unusual situa
tion does not contradict President Nixon's 
basic belief in a freer trade policy. 

Q. Are there other products besides textiles 
where manufacturers are demanding protec
tion from foreign imports? 

A. Yes. Congress has been getting com
plaints from producers of shoes, steel, elec
tronics, flat glass and other items. In some 
of these instances, adjustments to the im
port problem might be made by the indus
tries concerned. But I believe that we need 
better legislation than now exists to help 
companies that are clearly harmed by exces
sive imports. 

Q. Isn't there an "escape clause" in exist
ing law that is supposed to help companies 
that are being hurt? 

A. Yes, but that provision is ineffective. 
The law is so tightly written that no com
pany up to now has been able to qualify for 
aid. 

Q. What changes do you propose? 
A. The President should be given more au

thority to adjust tariffs in such cases, and 
access to financial and other assistance 
should be liberalized for a company and its 
workers who are clearly being harmed by 
excessive imports. 

Q. More and more American companies are 
setting up plants in other countries to manu
facture goods for the foreign market. Doesn't 
income from those subsidiaries help offset a 
falling-off in exports from the U.S.? 

A. Yes, to a degree-and this source of in
come will grow increasingly significant as 
time goes on. 

However, many American companies with 
subsidiaries overseas that were originally cre
ated just to supply foreign markets now are 
finding it profitable to send some of their 
merchandise back to the United States. In 
the future, it may be necessary for more U.S. · 

companies, in their own interest, to move 
into the low-wage areas of the world and 
produce for the U.S. market. This is a matter 
of great concern to us, because it means 
exporting jobs to other countries. 

Q. How much has that meant so far in 
taking jobs away from American workers? 

A. There is really no way to document that 
or quantify it. We are in an expanding econ
omy with high employment, so it is difficult 
to measure this kind of loss. But, as a result 
of more and more U.S. companies moving 
into the low-wage areas of the world, we do 
know that we are suffering a definite loss of 
job opportunities-now and for the future. 

WHERE EXPORTS WILL GROW 

Q. In what fields of U.S. industry do you 
foresee the greatest growth of exports in days 
ahead? 

A. We have identified 17 categories of 
American manufacturing in which we see the 
greatest opportunity for export growth. At 
the top of this list is commercial aircraft, in 
which the U.S. has pre-eminence in the 
world. Next are computers and high-tech
nology components in electronics. Chemicals 
are high on the list, and there are others, 
such as nuclear power plants, telecommu
nications systems, instrumentation and 
measuring devices, materials-handling equip
ment, and so on. 

Q. What else is our Government doing, in 
addition to trying to increase exports, to im
prove our balance of payments with other 
countries? 

A. The Commerce Department has the re
sponsibility in two other areas which directly 
affect our payments balance. One has to do 
with travel, the other with investments by 
U.S. companies overseas. 

In the case of travel, the U.S. presently has 
a "travel gap" of about 2 billion dollars a 
year. That is the amount that Americans 
spend in other countries in excess of what 
people from other countries spend here. 

We are pushing an active campaign to in
duce more people abroad to visit the United 
States. We are expanding the program this 
year to induce travel agencies to offer fla.t
price package and group tours to foreigners 
to visit the U.S., and we are trying to get 
business and professional groups from other 
countries to hold conventions in this 
country. 

In the case of direct control over foreign 
investments, we recognize that this is not a 
desirable long-range program. We want to 
eliminate it. We are continuing it now only 
because of the current stringency in the bal
ance of payments. 

Under present controls, the amount of 
American investment that will be permitted 
overseas in 1969 is about 3.35 billion dollars. 
That is in terms of actual net investment, 
which will be augmented, of course, by 
money that can be raised by American com
panies in foreign markets. 

This limit is not a severe impediment to 
business in the present economic climate. As 
soon as the balance-of-payments situation 
permits, the Administration will want to re
move the remaining controls on overseas 
investment. 

Q. In the meantime, should measures be 
taken to restrict American travel abroad? 

A. As you know, the Johnson Administra
tion proposed some restrictive measures, and 
even taxes on spending by U.S. travelers 
abroad. President Nixon has decided against 
any proposals of this type. 

We would very much like the American 
people to see their own country first. But, 
beyond exhortations of that type, we have 
no plans to make it more difficult for Ameri
cans to travel to other countries. 

THE INTERNATIONAL EYE 
FOUNDATION 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, a unique 
charitable organization, one of the most 

valuable in the United States, is the In
ternational Eye Foundation, with head
quarters located in the Sibley Memorial 
Hospital, Washington, D.C. In the words 
of its executive director, Mr. James Jay 
Lawlor, the IEF is dedicated to the pro
motion of peace and better understand
ing through the prevention and cure of 
worldwide blindness. In its work toward 
this great end the foundation receives no 
Government funds of any sort, but de
pends entirely upon the generosity of in
dividuals. 

In order that Members of Congress 
may become newly or better acquainted 
with the activities of the IEF, I ask 
unanimous consent that a statement of 
its history and purpose and its annual 
report for 1968-69 be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

THE INTERNATIONAL EYE FOUNDATION 

HISTORY AND PURPOSE 

The International Eye Foundation is the 
result of an expanded organization of the 
International Eye-Bank, to provide training 
in the latest eye diagnostic and surgical tech
niques for young American and foreign oph
thalmologists. In answer to many requests, 
and as a result of the observations of Doctors 
Tom Dooley, Peter Commandura-s and J. H. 
King, Jr., the International Eye-Bank was 
established in 1961 to fulfill an urgent need. 
Eye tissues were becoming available in the 
United States for the treatment of the blind 
who would benefit by eye tissue transplants, 
but no tissues were available in many other 
countries. This free service to provide ocular 
tissue to foreign hospitals and eye surgeons 
has been successful in the prevention and 
treatment of blindness in areas where no 
help was formerly forthcoming. During times 
of emergencies, such as have occurred re
cently in the Near East and Viet Nam, special 
efforts are made to provide corneal tissue for 
military and civilian casualties of war. The 
international Eye Foundation recently estab
lished an eye-bank for this purpose at the 
Vinh Long Hospital near Saigon. Twenty-five 
others have been formed throughout the 
world. 

It became obvious soon after the establish
ment of the eye-bank that a much broader 
program was not only necessary, but in de
mand in practically every area of the free 
world. Many newly emerging countries do 
not have the benefit of trained medical and 
para-medical personnel, especially in the 
highly specialized fields of eye surgery and 
eye-banking. As a result, the International 
Eye Foundation program has been expanded 
to include fellowships, surgical teaching 
teams and visiting professor programs 
throughout the world. One facet of the re
organization has been the formation of a 
prominent lay boo.rd of W'hich former Presi
dent Dwight D. Eisenhower is the Honorary 
President. 

The International Eye Foundation is dedi
cated to the promotion of peace and better 
understanding through the prevention and 
cure of world-wide blindness. Of the more 
than 15 million known blind throughout the 
world, over one-fourth could be cured or 
helped to a great degree by the services of the 
International Eye Foundation; thousands 
have already returned to a useful place in 
society. This is not a "missionary" program, 
but is an effort to teach others to become self 
sufficient in proper eye care and the preven
tion and treatment of blindness. 

The general plan of the International Eye 
Foundation is to establish eye units in areas, 
including the United States, where the need 
for the prevention and treatnlent of blind
ness is of paramount importance and where 
present facilities are inadequate. Most o! 
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these areas are those of low economic status 
where there are few eye specialists, nurses, 
technicians and trained administrative per
sonnel. The "People to People" philosophy of 
assistance initiated by President Eisenhower 
is followed as closely as possible. 

Teaching is the primary aim of the Inter
national Eye Foundation, geared to the re
duction of blindness by raising the stand
ards of eye care. These programs are primarily 
to encourage self-help and are designed to 
phase out after a specified period of time. 
I .E.F. doctors go only where they are invited. 

Assistance is offered in the establishment 
of local eye-bank facilities, with new pres
ervat ion methods. In some countries, this is 
augmented by the presence of eye specialists 
from the U.S.A. in residence from periods of 
several months to a year or more. Ophthal
mologists in their last year of training, or 
those who have recently completed training, 
are assigned for a minimum of t hree months. 
These men work in a universit y eye clinic, 
in most instances, under the authorit y of the 
senior local ophthalmologist. Visiting volun
t ary senior professors supplement the pro
gram by teaching for two to four week 
assignments. 

The young men are sponsored by the Inter
national Eye Foundation fellowships for 
travel plus a small monthly stipend. The host 
country furnishes housing, local transporta
t ion and food ( or a food allowance) . 

Fellowships are assigned to countries that 
desire to send a young ophthalmologist to 
the International Eye Foundation in Wash
ington to study eye-banking methods and 
new techniques in ophthalmology. These in
dividuals are selected by their local ophthal
mological societies for a tour of three months. 
Travel, a small monthly stipend, and in some 
cases, housing, are provided. These are fi
nanced by private fellowship donations to the 
International Eye Foundation and funds 
raised through the efforts of the "Foresight" 
club. 

A research program is conducted to dis
cover the causes and treatment of blinding 
diseases and to upgrade eye-banking tech
nics and processes for the preservation of 
human ocular tissues. Clinics and confer
ences are held at the headquarters of the 
International Eye Foundation and are at
tended by local and foreign ophthalmologists, 
fellows and eye residents. A research fellow
ship is sponsored by the International Eye 
Foundation on a yearly basis. 

In cooperation with the 60 members of the 
Eye-Bank Association of America, fresh and 
preserved eye tissues are shipped to hospitals 
and eye surgeons who cannot obtain them 
locally. United States and foreign ophthal
mologists, technicians, nursing and adminis
trative personnel are offered free courses in 
eye-banking, preservation, nursing care and 
administration at the Foundation headquar
ters in Washington. 

The International Eye Foundation struc
ture consists of a Medical Director, Associate 
Medical Director, Director of Research and 
Training and Executive Director. The Medi
cal Advisory Board lists many well-known 
United States ophthalmologists interested in 
international medicine. The Board of Direc
tors is made up of prominent laymen, in
terested in the concepts of the International 
Eye Foundation, who direct its development 
and recommend measures for fund-raising. 
Reports are submitted to sponsors of fellow
ships and other contributors. 

ANNUAL REPORT, 1968-69 

Fellowships . . . 
During the past fl.seal year, renewals were 

received for the Bunker, Hermann and Car
rigan Fellowships, and a new fellowship was 
established in the name of Walter Atkinson, 
M.D. Program areas and fellows serving 
included: 

1. El Salvador: The Hermann Fellowship 
provided funds for four young American 

ophthalmologists from Washington Uni
versity, St. Louis, Missouri to teach, operate 
and continue their surgical training at the 
University Hospital in El Salvador under the 
direction of Professor Humberto Escapini. 
Each of the following men served for a period 
of three months: F. Thomas Ott, M.D., 
George Bohigian, M.D., Mitchell Shapiro, 
M.D. and Richard E. Lernor, M.D. 

2. Karachi, Pakistan: The McCormick and 
Bunker Fellowships provided funds for the 
training of two young ophthalmologists at 
the Spencer Eye Hospital, Stephen P. Shear
ing, M.D. of San Francisco and G. David 
Wiltchik, M.D. of Brooklyn. Doctor Shearing 
and Doctor Wiltchik each served in Karachi 
for a period of six months and both par
ticipated in an "eye camp" program where 
hundreds of destitute blind patients were 
operated upon. 

3. Haiti: The Fitzgerald Fellowship at 
Port de Paix, Haiti, provided training for 
Fred Slaughter, M.D. of Bristol, Tennessee 
and G. David Wiltchik, M.D. of Brooklyn, 
New York. Both men served at the Immacu
late Conception Hospital for six months. 

4. Puerto Rico: From January to April 
1969, the International Eye Foundation, 
utilizing funds from the Bunker, Hermann, 
Atkinson and Smith, Miller & Patch Fellow
ships, granted fellowships for ten Latin 
American ophthalmologists to study the 
Basic Sciences of Ophthalmology at the 
University of Puerto Rico in San Juan, 
Puerto Rico. This course was formerly 
sponsored by a grant to the I.E.F. from the 
Agency for International Development, how
ever, these funds were not available during 
the past year. As a result, it was necessary 
for the I.E.F. to provide $10,000 from its fel
lowship accounts for this purpose. The men 
who were sponsored, and their countries of 
origin are as follows: 

Dr. carlos Alberto Antonini Romero, 
Argentina. 

Dr. Oscar Blacutt Lopez, Bolivia. 
Dr. Francisco J. Vazquez Gomez, Colombia. 
Dr. Ernesto Gomez Sanchez, Dominican 

Republic. 
Dr. Jose E. Marmolejo Arache, Dominican 

Republic. 
Dra. Esperanza Munguia Salina, Nicaragua. 
Dr. Silvio Colman Romero, Paraguay. 
Dra. Renee Vlllaverde Samaniego, Peru. 
Dr. Juan H. Berrios Rivera, San Salvador. 
Dr. Juan Espinoza Camacho, Venezuela. 
Alfredo Levisohn, M.D. was provided a 

fellowship to assist in the lectures given in 
the Basic Science Course during February. 
Doctor Levisohn is a senior resident in oph
thalmology at Georgetown and was quite 
valuable to the course because of his ability 
to translate lectures into Spanish. 

Serving with the !nternational Eye Foun
dation on a fellowship from the Heed Foun
dation of Chicago was Ann Irish, M.D., a 
graduate of the Georgetown University pro
gram. Doctor Irish spent the entire year with 
the I.E.F. It was agreed that folloWing her 
fellowship, Doctor Irish would remain with 
the I.E.F. as Director of Research and Train
ing. In order to investigate locations for 
future Eye Foundation programs, Doctor 
Irish was requested to make a survey of 
several eye institutes in India, Pakistan, Cey
lon, Egypt and Tunisia. As a result of her 
trip, it is anticipated that new programs Will 
be established by the I.E.F. in India and 
Tunisia as soon as the necessary funds are 
available. 

The Carrigan Fellowship provided three 
month's training at the Foundation head
quarters in Washington and at eye centers 
in New York, Baltimore, Philadelphia., Duke 
University and the University of Florida for 
Roberto Fernandez, M.D. of Argentina. Doc
tor Fernandez spent six weeks studying eye
banking, corneal preservation methods and 
cornea transplant surgery at the I.E.F. head
quarters, and the rest of his time was de-

voted to working in the various research 
projects which are being performed at the 
above-named centers. 

This year, for the first time, a fellowship 
was granted to a social worker serving the 
blind. Mr. S. H. Siddiqui of the Spencer Eye 
Hospital in Karachi, Pakistan was sponsored 
by the Bunker Fellowship for study at the 
Columbia Lighthouse for the Blind in Wash
ington, D.C. Mr. Siddiqui spent three months 
on case work in Washington, D.C. and had 
one month's training at the Lighthouse in 
New York City. 

Juan Berrios, M.D. of El Salvador was pro
vided a partial Hermann Fellowship to sup
plement his training at Washington Uni
versity in St. Louis, Missouri. 

The Bunker Fellowship provided funds for 
the purchase of a Jenkel-Davidson Clini
Camera to be used in the Corneal Clinic at 
the Sibley-Georgetown Corneal Center for 
close-up ocular photography. The Hermann 
Fellowship and a grant from Ethicon, Inc., 
provided new eye instruments and sutures 
for use in the I.E.F. programs in El Salvador 
and Haiti. Photographic equipment to assist 
in the training of fellows at the Foundation 
headquarters was purchaseu with funds from 
the Atkinson and Carrigan Fellowships and 
several new eye texts for the I.E.F. library 
were provided through the Bunker and Her
mann Fellowships. 

Mr. Grover Hermann and Mr. George M. 
Bunker, long-time sponsors of fellowships for 
the I.E.F., were both honored by the Pan 
American Association of Ophthalmology for 
their efforts to provide better care and treat
ment for the blind throughout the world. 

Tissue shipments 
During the past year, there was a marked 

shortage of eye tissue available for cornea 
transplant surgery in the United States. For 
this reason, it was possible for the Interna
tional Eye Bank to send only 25 pairs of eyes 
for penetrating cornea grafts to foreign hos
pitals and surgeons. HoweYer, 316 preserved 
corneas, 42 preserved sclera and 18 specimens 
of vitreous were shipped. Corneas and scleral 
tissue were provided to the Vinh Long Hos
pital in Viet Nam for the treatment of both 
civilian and military casualties of the Viet
namese war. Other supplie~· and equipment 
were provided for the eye-bank there which 
was established under I.E.F. auspices in 1966. 
Supplies and equipment were also donated 
by the I.E.F. to help establish eye-banks in 
Quito, Equador; Buenos Aires, Argentina and 
Bila.spur, India.. 

A new eye shipping container was devel
oped by the I.E.F. which maintains the prop
er temperature for shipment of eye tissue 
for 72 hours. The container was thoroughly 
tested, both in the laboratory and in the 
field, and has proven completely satisfactory 
for eye shipments to any part of the world. 
This multi-use container is inexpensive 
enough to be considered disposable for over
seas use. It is felt that most eye-banks will 
begin using this "eye shipper" regularly in 
the near future. 

A detailed report of the activities of the 
International Eye-Bank since its inception 
in 1961 is attached. 

Surgical teaching teams 
A team consisting of A. B. Rizzuti, M.D. of 

Brooklyn, New York; Anthony Della Rocca, 
M.D., White Plains, New York and Trimble 
Johnson, M.D., Atlanta, Georgia, traveled 
extensively through the Far East teaching and 
operating under the auspices of the I.E.F. in 
February and March. Areas in which the 
team operated were Karachi, Pakistan; 
Djakarta, Indonesia; Denpasar, Bali and 
Singapore. These surgeons were also honored 
guest lecturers at eye conferences being held 
in Djakarta. and Singapore. An eye-bank to 
serve the South Pacific was established at 
this time in Singapore, with the support of 
the I.E.F. 
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Corneal conference 

The First annual Corneal Conference 
sponsored by the I.E.F. Corneal Center was 
held at the Foundation headquarters, Sibley 
Memorial Hospital, Washington, D.C., on 
April 9 and 10, 1969. The conference was at
tended by 45 ophthalmologists and eye 
residents from the Washington area. Among 
the eleven well-known guest lecturers were 
two outstanding South American professors, 
Enrique Malbran, M.D. and Juan Arentsen 
Sauer, M.D. The Chairman of the Confer
ence was John Harry King, Jr., M.D., Medical 
Director of the Foundation. Also attending 
the lectures, at no fee, were a number of 
ophthalmic nurses, technicians and opera
ting room assistants from the Washington 
area. 

Corneal center 
The Corneal Center, co-founded in 1968, 

by the International Eye Foundation, Sibley 
Memorial Hospital and Georgetown Uni
versity was responsible for examination 
and treatment of 62 patients under the direc
tion of A. M. Reynolds, Jr., M.D., Chairman 
of the Department of Ophthalmology at 
Sibley Memorial Hospital, J. H. King, Jr., 
M .D. and Ann Irish, M.D. 

Research 
The International Eye Foundation research 

program involving the use of collagen was 
initiated at the Veterans' Administration 
Hospital in Washington. Doctor Ann Irish 
is devoting one-half of her time to the work 
which was begun by Doctor King in 1964. A 
small research grant has been made avail
able by the Veterans' Administration to help 
support this important project. Additional 
funds have been applied for in order to ex
pand the research program during the com
ing year. 

Tissue distribution center 
Plans for an eye-bank teletype network 

have been formulated by the I.E.F. which 
would provide inst ant communication be
tween ten major regional members of the 
Eye-Bank Association of America. The net
work would grea tly increase the efficiency 
of communications regarding available tissue, 
emergency needs and methods of shipment 
of tissue throughout the United St at es. The 
system would be valuable for not only the 
distribution of eye tissue, but also other hu
man ti'5sue used for transplantation, includ
ing heart, kidney, blood vessels and inner 
ear. An application to provide funds for a 
pilot study for the "Tissue Distribution Cen
ter" was submitted to the National Insti
tutes of Health, however, the application was 
rejected and funds are still being sought for 
this most important project. 

Eye test charts provided free 
An eye test chart developed by the Pre

vention of Blindness Society, Washington, 
D.C. was sent by mail from the International 
Eye Foundation to over 35,000 families 
throughout the country during the spring of 
1969. The test charts are designed to indicate 
eye problems such as amblyopia in young 
children. Early diagnosis of such problems 
can quite often save the eyesight of a child. 
The chart is designed to be used by the 
mother in the home with the recommenda
tion that if problems are indicated, the child 
should be taken to an ophthalmologist for 
further examination. The I.E.F. brochure and 
a donation request were included in the 
mailing. A grateful response was received by 
the Foundation for this service, which will be 
continued on a larger i.cale when funds are 
available. 

Eye dance 
The 1969 Eye Dance was held at the home 

of Mr. and Mrs. George M. Bunker of Spring 
Valley, Washington, D .C. Due to the sudden 
illness of President Salazar of Portugal, the 
dance was relocated at the last moment from 
the Embassy of Portugal to the Bunker home. 
Thanks to the superlative effort put forth by 

the Ladies Committee, a profit of $4,500 was 
received to help support the I.E.F. programs. 

Christmas cards 
A profit of over $700 was realized from the 

sale of Christmas cards in 1968. The Founda
tion will have cards available for sale each 
year as a result of the success of past efforts. 

Black tie dance benefit 
A benefit dance for the I.E.F. was held in 

May of 1969 at Marwood, the Gore estate, in 
Potomac, Maryland. The dance was sponsored 
by the Black Tie Club of Washington and 
was highly successful. As a result of the 
dance, the Black Tie Club presented $5,000 to 
the I.E.F. 

Foresight luncheon 
A Ladies Committee, chaired by Mrs. John 

F. Kramer and Mrs. William D. Clark, both 
of Bethesda, was formed in April to sponsor 
the first annual Foresight Luncheon and 
Fashion Show for the benefit of the I.E.F. 
The luncheon will be held on September 10, 
1969, at the Mayflower Hotel in Washington, 
D.C. The ladies hope to sell 900 tickets for the 
luncheon to raise a minimum of $5,000 for 
the support of the Eye Foundation programs. 
Miss Anita Colby, a prominent member of the 
I.E.F. Board of Directors and well-known 
fashion consultant, ha,5 agreed to serve as 
Mistress of Ceremonies. Tickets are available 
through the I.E.F. headquarters at Sibley 
Memorial Hospital. 

Public service announcements 
The Eye Foundation owes a debt of grati

tude to Miss Anita Colby and Miss Barbara 
Walters of New York City and Mr. Al Ross of 
Washington for their generous cooperation in 
producing radio announcements for the 
Foundation. These announcements were sent 
to 300 radio stations throughout the coun
try during the past year and, a,5 a result, 
many letters of inquiry and offers of support 
were received. The announcements are played 
free of charge by the radio stations on public 
service air time. 

A T.V. announcement is being planned, and 
a script has been sent to Mr. Bob Hope with 
the request that he donate his services for 
this one-minute announcement. 

A documentary film is also being planned 
with production to begin as soon as funds 
are received for financing. The total amount 
needed for the documentary is $40,000. 

AID accreditation 
At the request of the Accreditations Com

mittee of the Agency for International De
velopment, three members of the Foundation 
appeared before their April hearing. Mrs. 
Florence S. Mahoney; Doctor King, Medical 
Director, and Mrs. James J. Lawlor, Execu
tive Director of the I.E.F. testified regarding 
the Foundation's programs in order to have 
the I.E.F. recognized as an accredited volun
tary agency providing medical services 
abroad. One of the prerequisites of the 
Committee was that the Foundation be in
corporated. This was accomplished in the 
District of Columbia on May 25, 1969. Ac
creditation was received early in July. · 

New York office 
The Foundation has rented space in New 

York City at 135 East 54th Street for an of
fice and department which will be used by 
the New York Fund Raising Committee and 
I.E.F. staff, and also to house I.E.F. fellows 
who are sent to New York to study at vari
ous eye institutes as part of their fellowship 
program. 

New quarters 
Additional spa~e has been provided to the 

Foundation on the sixth floor of Hayes Hall 
at Sibley Memorial Hospital. Approximately 
three times as much floor space as our old 
unit has been renovated for both adminis
trative offices and laboratory area.. This has 
been provided at no additional charge by 
the administrators of Sibley Hospital, and 
plans are currently under way to provide 

space for research animals in the animal 
quarters at the main hospital building. This 
will allow the Foundation to increase its re
search activities and relocate some of the 
programs which are being carried out at other 
institutions. 

New board members 
During 1969, the following new members 

were added to the International Eye Founda
tion Board of Directors: 

Mr. John H. Meier, Hughes Nevada Or
ganization, Las Vegas, Nevada. 

Mr. James F. Ryan, Georgetown Research 
and Development Corporation, Washington, 
D.C. 

DRUGS FROM THE SEA 
Mr. FONG. Mr. President, in its com

prehensive report to the President and 
Congress earlier this year, entitled "Our 
Nation and the Sea," the Commission on 
Marine Science, Engineering, and Re
sources called attention to the need for 
exploration for new food and drug re
sources from the oceans. 

Last month, a conference to discuss 
this particular subject was held at the 
University of Rhode Island. Its sponsors 
were the Marine Biology Committee of 
the Marine Technology Society, Earl 
Herron, Jr., chairman; the College of 
Pharmacy, University of Rhode Island· 
and t~e Bio-Instrumentation Advisory 
Council of the American Institute of 
Biological Sciences. 

Out of this conference came strong 
endorsement of S. 1588, introduced by 
the Senator from Washington (Mr. 
MAGNUSON) and cosponsored by the Sen
ator from Rhode Island (Mr. PELL) and 
myself. The bill would establish a Na
tional Institute of Marine Medicine and 
Pharmacology in the National Institutes 
of Health. 

The endorsement is gratifying because 
it underscores the need for enactment of 
the legislation and emphasizes the :find
ings of the Marine Science Commission 
when it stated: ' 

Practically no research is presently being 
conducted by government or industry on 
marine bioactive substances as possible 
sources of new commercial pharmaceutical 
products .. . . So far, less than one per 
cent of all the sea organisims known to 
contain biologically active materials have 
been studied. 

The Commission, therefore, specifi
cally recommended the establishment of 
a National Institute of Marine Medicine 
and Pharmacology "to effect a method
ical evaluation of the sea as a source 
of new and useful active substances." 

It is gratifying, also, that a general 
publication like Time magazine has de
voted a full page of text and illustration 
to the subject of "Drugs From the Sea." 
I ask unanimous consent that the Time 
article of September 5, 1969, be printed 
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

My State of Hawaii has a keen interest 
in marine medicine. The University of 
Hawaii has pioneered in various aspects 
of research of the sea and its products 
with a view toward advancing scientific 
knowledge which can be applied toward 
the causes, diagnosis, prevention, treat
ment, and control of physical and mental 
diseases and impairments of man. 

Several groups of investigators at the 
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University of Hawaii are studying various 
marine biomedical products in the seas 
about Hawaii and in the tropical Indo
Pacific. 

I have been advised that the many 
biomedical scientists at the University 
of Hawaii view with great satisfaction 
the proposed legislation to establish the 
National Institute of Marine Medicine 
and Pharmacology, as the institute has 
objectives which are consistent with 
those endorsed by the Hawaii State Leg
islature in setting up the Pacific Biomed
ical Research Center in 1962. 

It was recognized then that the Uni
versity of Hawaii could most usefully 
capitalize on the adjacent marine en
vironment for undertaking studies of or
ganisms which are of direct medical use
fulness to man in that they yield drugs, 
and also that many marine organisms 
provide simple models of the more com
plex systems operating in man and the 
higher vertebrates. 

In this context, for example, it is re
called that the whole range of disorders 
known as cancer involve the rapid and 
uncontrolled division and replication of 
cells. Some of the moot sophisticated 
studies of cell division in the world are 
taking place now in the Pacific Biomedi
cal Research Center where a group of 
investigators are using the sea urchin 
egg as their experimental tool; the sea 
urchins are collected right off shore from 
the Waikiki laboratory. 

In addition to the work at the Pacific 
Biomedical Research Center, the Hawaii 
Institute of Biology at the University of 
Hawaii ha-s been investigating marine 
toxins, especially of fishes, in a continu
ing program over the last decade. 

The major research effort in the 
poisonous fish program has centered on 
ciguatera, the most common and wide
spread form of blood poisoning from 
eating fish. It is found in tropical regions 
throughout the world and involves a 
great many species of reef fishes. 

More than 28 scientific publications 
have resulted from the poisonous fish in
vestigations of the University of Hawaii. 

Another group of investigators, in the 
school of medicine, is systematically 
searching for various pharmacological 
agents in the Pacific and Asian tropics, 
several of which come from the tropical 
seas. 

A professor in the department of bot
any is studying chemical products of 
biological activity produced by Philip
pine algae, while several in the depart
ment of microbiology are devoting part 
of their search efforts to the study of 
products and activity of various algae 
fungi, and bacteria. ' 

In the department of chemistry, sev
eral faculty members are working on the 
elucidation of the molecular structure of 
marine biological products. 

As an institution oriented toward the 
biologically rich tropical sea, the Uni
versity of Hawaii has a deep interest in 
the progress of S. 1588, now pendng in 
the Senate Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. If S. 1588 is enacted and 
funded, the University of Hawaii would 
be in a position to move to the forefront 
of institutional research in marine medi
cine and pharmacology. 

I am confident that other universities 
in their own marine setting, would ad~ 
vance also if given the impetus possible 
with the establishment of the proposed 
National Institute of Marine Medicine 
and Pharmacology. 

For the sake of the health and well
being of people everywhere who would 
benefit from marine medicine and phar
macology, I urge that S. 1588 be given 
early and favorable consideration. 

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

DRUGS FROM THE SEA 

Researchers will go anywhere and test 
anything in the hope of finding medicines 
to use against diseases and disorders that 
by present methods are either difficult to 
treat or incurable. One of their most for
tuitous finds was made in a Peoria (Ill.) 
market, where they scraped from an overripe 
cantaloupe the parent strain of mold that 
fathered millions of doses of penicillin. Now 
that most of the world's land surface has 
been fine-combed for microbes that might 
yield new antibiotics, the scientists are turn
ing to the sea. One useful drug, cephalothin 
(which is effective against many germs that 
are resistant to penicillin), has already been 
developed from a mold that was recovered 
near a sewer outlet in the sea off Sardinia. 
The search, recently intensified, extends 
from the Sea of Japan to the frigid waters 
of Antarctica, from the tepid shallows of 
co:ral reefs in the Caribbean to the far-west-
ern Pacific. . 

Last week 202 specialists in half a dozen 
sciences met at the University of Rhode 
Island for a roundup conference on the 
progress and problems connected with min
ing the seas for drugs. Almost to a man, they 
com?lained of lack of funds-a shortage in
tensified by recent cutbacks in governmental 
grants-and proclaimed their support of 
Senator Warren Magnuson's bill to set up a 
National Institute of Marine Medicine and 
Pharmacology. In speech after speech they 
pointed out that the vast majority of all 
known forms of anima: life are found in the 
sea, which they expect to yield a propor
tionately rich harvest of medically useful 
chemicals. Dr. Paul R . Burkholder, famed 
for his discovery of chloramphenico11 (in a 
Venezuelan soil mold) more than 20 years 
ago, prodded the pharmaceutical industry 
to speed up its testing of sea-spawned com
pounds that show antibiotic promise, a num
ber of which he himself has isolated. 

~oteric Substances. In fact, six drug com
panies were represented at the Rhode Island 
conference. Some are already active in the 
field, testing such esoteric substances as 
paol~n I, an antibacterial compound, and 
paolin II, an antiviral agent. Both were ex
tracted from the juices of the abalone by Dr. 
Chen Pien Li at the National Institutes of 
Health. Similar extracts from quahaugs 
(thick-shelled clams) have been found to be 
active against some forms of cancer in mice. 
So far, chemicals from shellfish appear to 
have only moderate potency, but the sea of
fers an almost infinite variety of other po
tential sources, such as algae, corals and 
sponges, and the bacteria that live in or on 
them. 

Marine pharmacologists have extracted al
ginic acid from algae and seaweeds, and have 
made salts (alginates) with a wide variety of 
medicinal properties. Some help tablets to 
disintegrate more rapidly in the stomach. 
Others form the basis of anti-clotting drugs 
and of preparations to control surface bleed-

1 The most effective drug against typhoid 
fever, psittacosis and Rocky Mountain spot
ted fever, but commonly misused for minor 
infections. 

Ing. Sodium alginate has the exciting ability 
to reduce man's absorption of radioactive 
strontium by about 90 % . 

The most biologically potent chemica ls so 
far extracted from marine life are the poisons 
that primitive creatures use for self-protec
tl.on. 1:hat does not discourage the sea-going 
biologists. After all, they point out, the vege
table poison curare has proved invaluable as 
a muscle relaxant that is used with general 
anesthesia for surgery. The Japanese are 
already using molecular modifications of ma
rine venoms as medicines. 

Paul Burkholder, 66, who is now at the 
University of Puerto Rico and works in a 
laboratory at Mayagtiez, also serves as senior 
marine scientist for Lederle Laboratories. 
Some of his antibacterial finds have come 
from sponges collected from as far away as 
Australia's Great Barrier Reef and Palau in 
the Caroline Islands. When he arrived in 
R~ode Island last week, he had scarcely 
dried off from a scuba-diving, sponge-hunt
ing expedition on the outermost edge of the 
Caribbean, between the British islands of 
Virgin Gorda and Anegada. Burkholder made 
his dives with an assistant, Robert Brody, 
who is completing his doctoral work on the 
gorgonians, or "soft corals." Together they 
snipped off specimens of the most familiar 
g?rgonian, the purplish fan coral, and a va
riety of sponges ( of which about 5,000 species 
are known). 

Semisynthesis. In the boat from which they 
worked, Dr. John Webb put the specimens 
into jars filled with alcohol. Ashore, within a 
few hours, some were quick-frozen, others 
were dried, and all were flown to Lederle's 
labs at Pearl River, N.Y. There the tedious 
and time-consuming process of searching 
for medicinally useful compounds began with 
the preparation of crude extracts. It will 
continue through a variety of screening tests 
that will determine whether the extract is 
active against such familiar microbes as the 
staphylococcus and other causes of human 
disease. 

If an extract proves to be active, the next 
stage of testing will be more difficult: iso
lating the individual ingredient responsible 
for the activity. Even more difficult is the 
task of determining the chemical identity of 
the isolated substance. Once that is done it 
must be tested in animals to find out whether 
its germ-killing powers outweigh whatever 
undesirable side effects it may have. If the 
compound proves both safe and effective 
enough to be tested in man, the laboratory 
chemists will face the task of either synthe
sizing it or using the natural product as the 
base for a semisynthetic drug, the technique 
that is used in producing cephalothin. 

In the search for drugs from the sea, from 
five to seven years may well elapse from the 
underwater snipping of a sponge specimen 
to the marketing of an antibiotic. But the 
seafaring scientists are confident that even
tually the seas will yield a whole new phar
macopoeia of valuable drugs. 

PROJECT SANGUINE 
Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President the 

Navy is at present involved in dev~lop
ing in northern Wisconsin a massive 
communications system called Sanguine. 
This multibillion-dollar project will even
tually dig up miles of Wisconsin farm 
and forest land to bury thousands of 
miles of wire. 

My eminent colleague from Wisconsin 
(Mr. NELSON) has been expressing grave 
concern about the project which is now 
in a testing phase in our State. With 
some $50 million appropriated for ini
tial work, Senator NELSON fears that the 
electrical currents given off by the grid 
could cause irreparable damage to the 
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natural ecology of the north country. He 
is also concerned that the electrical cur
rents could be a threat to human safety. 

On August 31, the Washington Eve
ning Star published an excellent article 
entitled "Pentagon at War in Wiscon
sin," wrttten by Roberta Hornig. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle be prtnted in the RECORD. 

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

as follows: 
PENTAGON AT WAR IN WISCONSIN 

(By Roberta Hornig) 
A "secret" Pentagon project called San

guine is sparking a new kind of warfare 1n 
Wisconsin. 

Project Sanguine calls ultimately for a 
massive underground electrical field covering 
parts of 26 counties in northern Wisconsin. 
The grid system would then serve as the 
military communications network for the 
United States. 

But almost everyone, including the Pen
tagon, is worried that Project Sanguine wm 
harm northern Wisconsin's natural environ
ment. 

And a.t a time of lncrea.s.ing concern over 
ma.n's plundering of his environment, a state 
committee has been formed to try to halt 
the project. 

The critics say they are worried because: 
The massive electrical field could be harm

ful to living creatures in the area, upsetting 
fertility and natural cycles. Long-term ef
fects .:ould be fatal. 

Any metallic object in the area would be 
electrified, unless first grounded or insu
lated. 

The state's telephone system could be ad
versely affected. 

Plant life within the area,-which is mostly 
scenic woodlands-could be hurt. 

The Pentagon is spending $1.6 million just 
to investigate those problems, and to soothe 
public fears in the state. 

Sources say Project Sanguine eventually 
will cost more than $1 b1llion. Thus far, con
gress has appropriated between $25 million 
and $50 mllllon for initial work. 

The Navy is coordinating construction, 
and a Navy spokesman says: 

"Sanguine is big. It would give worldwide 
coverage for a single transmitter complex in 
the United States." No relays wlll be neces
sary, the Navy said, and no nuclear attack 
could knock it out. 

Why Wisconsin? That state was chosen 
because it has "good bedrock, is an area. with 
low conductivity and has insignificant 
faults" that are not likely to cause earth
quakes. 

Although the Navy is willing to talk about 
Sanguine, to tell what the goal is and all the 
things, the military is doing to make certain 
it won't hurt the environment of northern 
Wisconsin, the most specific information 
about it is coming from the Wisconsinites 
fighting it. 

Democratic Sen. Gaylord Nelson and Prof. 
Ken Shifford of Northland College, who 
heads the "State Committee to Stop San
guine," report that the huge mmtary com
munications antenna will be made up of 
approximately 6,000 miles of underground, 
high voltage wire. 

TO BE 240 SITES 

In addition to the miles of cable, requir
ing 30-foot rights-of-way, they say, there 
will be 240 transmitter sites each requiring 
10 fenced-off" acres. 

Presumably the information ls coming 
from briefings the military is conducting 
both in Washington and in Wisconsin for the 
state's congressional delegation, governor, 
heads of. state agencies and worried property 
owners. 

Shifford, who teaches European history, 
and others putting together a statewide 
anti-Sanguine organization will hold a meet
ing at Stevens Point on September 21. 

"I'm against it for a half-dozen categories 
of reasons," Shifford said yesterday in a tele
phone interview. 

His big concern-and the Navy apparent
ly agrees to this-is that no one knows 
what the ultimate environmental effects will 
be. 

"At any time," Shlfford said, "an electrical 
field could be harmful to any living crea
ture in it. 

"It could affect fertmty ... then there's 
fish and earthworms." 

Shifford said that even simple shocks can 
drive earthworms from the ground. "An 
earthworm is an essential link in the chain 
of nature," he said, suggesting the electrical 
shock therefore could upset all plant life 
in the area. 

"We don't know what this will do to the 
deer and the ducks and the geese. It could 
possibly cause a change in flyways-the fly
ing patterns of waterfowl," he said. 

TO CONVINCE THE NAVY 

Shifford, who owns 60 acres of land around 
Ashland, said the group he has formed ls 
against Sanguine "because we think it's 
bad for the ecology, the economy and the 
people. We hope to convince the Navy of 
these three points." 

The committee has about 100 workers and, 
he said, is attracting people "from all polit
ical persuasions from all walks of life." 

Sanguine involves electrical current in all 
metallic objects, meaning ·for example, that 
wire fences will carry voltage, Shifford said. 

"Every doorknob, every fenceline will be 
electrified. The Navy calls it a 'mild electric 
shock'. 

"I just don't want to live in a mild electric 
shock area." 

QUOTES NAVY 

Senator Nelson said that in his briefing, 
the Navy admitted that powerful currents 
will be running through the ground but 
argued that the problem can be "mitigated" 
by a massive insulating process. 

"The Navy actually plans to insulate every 
strand of wire fence, metal guardrail, rail
road track and any other type of running 
strip of metal that runs near the com
munications wire," Nelson said. 

For example, Nelson said, the Navy predicts 
that 1,000 feet of wire, 100 feet from an 
underground wire, will carry 52 volts. At 
two miles from an underground wire, the 
same fence would carry 22 volts, he said. 

He added that the normal voltage in an 
electrified cow fence is 12 ·vults and "a cow 
fence has been knowr to be extremely dan
gerous to small children or to persons with 
bad hearts, especiary on wet days." 

Nelson said that the Navy has been send
ing representatives to ·10rthern Wisconsin 
cities and towns telling concerned citizens 
that the voltage will be no problem because 
each fence will be cut at varying intervals, 
determined by a computer, and lnsulators 
will be installed. 

"It seems unbelievable when one considers 
the problems a farmer will have to go 
through to put in new fencing or change a 
fence line," Nelson said. 

THE DANGER 

"The most frightening thing, however, is 
what happens in the case of old, abandoned 
fence lines the Navy hasn't found because 
they are rusting away and half buried in 
the forests. The chance of a hunter or a small 
child on a rainy day touching one of these 
unmitigated lines could bring a real trag
edy," Nelson added. 

One of these things the Navy is doing to 
mitigate the fears of the Wisconsonites is to 
spend $150,000 on tests both in the field and 
in the lab by the Hazleton Laboratories of 
Falls Church, Va. 

Shifford and others say they would feel 
more comfortable about the tests, which are 
just beginning, if the Navy had picked a 
laboratory it had not worked with before. 

They are citing language from Hazleton 's 
research proposal, made before it won the 
contract last spring. 

At one point the research lab reported: 
"The antenna will be enormous, and there

fore, many people, domestic and fa.rm ani
mals, fish, insects, earthworms, birds and 
indigenous plant life will be exposed to its 
field for very long periods of time, unless 
they are killed by it, are removed, or in the 
case of free ranging animals, are driven out 
by noxious effects." 

At another point the research proposal 
said: 

"The potential hazard from temperature 
increases associated with antenna elements 
after power is on, will similarly be investi~ 
gated only to a limited extent using plants. 

"It is our opinion that such animals as 
groundhogs are not of sufficient economic 
value to be of concern." 

In its testing, mostly at the Fa!!.; Church 
lab, Hazleton plans mostly to use cows, bulls, 
geese, and then, "smaller animals," presum
ably mice or rats. 

The Navy also is having tests conducted 
out in the field. 

THE BEGINNING 

The testing is one of the ways Wisconsin 
citizens found out something was up. They 
became curious when one day, in the middle 
of the resort woods, teams of servicemen be
gan building fences and a laboratory. 

The test contracts, besides Hazleton's, that 
have gone out include: 

$500,000 to the Radio Corporation of Amer
ica to study fences and railroa-ds, presum
ably to assure that no one gets electrocuted. 

$400,000 to the Illinois Technical Research 
Institute "to pull together" and oversee the 
"mitiga,tion on interference" program. 

$200,000 to the Bell Telephone Company 
Laboratory, to assure no interference with 
telephone calls. The Wisconsin Public Utili
ties Commission has been promised that in
stead of hurting the state's telephone sys
tem, Sanguine wm upgrade it. 

$100,000 to the Battelle Institute, which is 
a part of Ohio State University, to make cer
tain that underground pipelines won't cor
rode. 

$250,000 to the Great Lakes Shore Elec
tronics Activity, for a "mitigation" study. 

AIRPLANES, TOO 

The Navy also is conducting studies to 
make certain that the hot lines won't inter
fere with the equipment of any airplanes 
flying overhead. 

It is also promised that as part of its 
"mitigation" program, it will "break long 
meta.I things (such as railroad tracks) and 
insulate every 1,000 feet." 

The military also says it has several proj
ect "watchdogs," Including the President's 
Science Advisory Council, the National 
Academy of Sciences, the U.S. Public Health 
Service and a. governmental advisory council 
on electro-magnetic radiation. 

At present, Sanguine is small, consisting 
of a 28-mile grid system in the form of a 
cross-to see what happens when the elec
tricity goes on-and a transmitter building 
with an "interference mitigation" laboratory. 

The Navy insists the voltage it plans to use 
will ~e quite small--some 64 volts per meter, 
or, 1f very near the transmission line, 
about 100,000 volts per meter. And it prom
ises to use the electricity at "extremely low 
frequency." 

Currently, for testing purposes, Sanguine 
looks like a bunch of fenced-in telephone 
lines. These will go underground if the proj
ect wins final approval. 

Navy spokesmen also insist that testing 
is just beginning and that there is no design 
for a Sanguine system at this time. It's at 
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least a couple of years away from reality, 
they say. 

The project's environmental effects "are 
an honest question at DOD," a Navy spokes
man said. 

There will be at least one year of testing, 
and that proves the military's good inten
tions, he said. And, he added, the govern
ment understands that "the mood of the 
country now ls the environment." 

THE INTERNATIONAL JOINT COM
MISSION-UNITED STATES AND 
f:ANADA 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, a distin
guished former Governor of Indiana, the 
Honorable Matthew E. Welsh, has been 
serving since 1965 as chairman of the 
U.S. section of the International Joint 
Commission, United States and Canada. 
The work of this significant body is not 
so widely known as it should be. To 
remedy that deficiency, Chairman Welsh 
wrote an unusually interesting article 
describing its structure and activities for 
the Department of State Bulletin. I ask 
unanimous consent that the article be 
printed in the REf!CRD. 

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

THE WORK OF THE INTERNATIONAL JOINT 
COMMISSION 

(By Matthew E. Welsh) 
The five Great Lakes form a chain of in

land seas whose vast size staggered the early 
explorers. They could not believe these were 
lakes. They kept testing for salt water, think
ing surely the chain would lead them to 
Asia. 

These lakes are truly one of the wonders of 
the world and are a precious asset to the 
United States and to Canada. Over 60 per
cent of Canada's population and economy, 
as well as some 15 percent of ours, is concen
trated around the rim of the Great Lakes and 
in the St. Lawrence Basin. The area presently 
supports over 40 million people, and a popu
lation of 60 mil11on is projected for the year 
2000. 

Not only are the Great Lakes the busiest 
waters in the world, but they constitute al
most one-third of the earth's total supply of 
fresh surface water. And four of them are 
boundary waters. 

For some reason, these sea-sized waters 
have been so taken for granted that their im
portance and their beauty have been barely 
comprehended. This attitude appears to be 
changing, however, because of the dangers to 
the lakes which have now become apparent 
to even the most indifferent. As a result, there 
is considerable interest in the agency which 
has been given wide-ranging responsibilities 
with respect to these and other boundary 
waters-the International Joint Commis
sion-and in the methods used by this 
unique international institution. 

The Commission was formed to carry out 
the purposes of the Boundary Waters Treaty 
of 1909,1 which are: " ... to prevent disputes 
regarding the use of boundary waters and to 
settle all questions which are now pending 
between the United States and the Dominion 
of Canada involving the rights, obligations, 
or interests of either ... along their common 
frontier, and to make provision for the ad
justment and settlement of all such ques
tions as may hereafter arise." 

The Commission consists of six members, 
three from each country. The United States 
Commissioners a.re appointed by and serve a.t 
the plea.sure of the President. The Canadian 
Commissioners are appointed by Order in 
Council of the Canadian Government and 
serve at the pleasure of the Government. 

1 36 Stat. 2448. 

The treaty gives the IJC responsibilities in 
two general categories. 

The first of these responsibilities is to ap
prove or disapprove all proposals for use, 
obstruction, or diversion of boundary waters 
on either side of the boundary which would 
affect the natural level or flow of the bound
ary waters on the other side. Examples in 
the Great Lakes system include the regulat
ing works at Sault Ste. Marie and those on 
the St. Lawrence, a.s well as the numerous 
small dams constructed by water, timber, 
and paper companies that might affect the 
natural state of the boundary waters. These 
projects are brought before the IJC by what 
are termed "applications," filed by interested 
persons-either public agencies or private 
corporations or individuals. 

The second general responsibility of the 
IJC-which is becoming the major work of 
the Commission-ls to investigate and make 
recommendations on specific problems re
ferred to it by either or both Governments. It 
is under this provision of the treaty that 
requests-or ''references"-by the two Gov
ernments have been made on such varied 
subjects as water pollution, air pollution, 
regulation of the levels of the Great Lakes, 
and preservation of the American Falls at · 
Niagara. 
HANDLING OF APPLICATIONS AND REFERENCES 

In the case of an application for Commis
sion approval, the burden is on the applicant 
to furnish all necessary information and 
data. required. Interested persons may inter
vene in support of or in opposition to the 
application. This is followed by public hear
ings, usually on both sides of the boundary, 
after which the Commission hands down its 
order concerning the project, which is final. 

In the case of references, the procedure 
ls somewhat different. The Commission ap
points an international technical board 
which ls directed to make a thorough in
vestigation of the facts involved and file 
written report with the Commission. The 
IJC then publishes the board report and 
schedules full-dress public hearings, nor
mally one in each country in the areas 
affected, at which any person, even the hum
blest, is given an opportunity to comment 
on the board's finding and recommendations. 
The Commission then prepares its report to 
the two Governments. 

I emphasize "even the humblest," for I 
believe these hearings have been invaluable 
as a sounding board and safety valve. We 
are continuously reminded that just because 
the experts agree on a program it is not au
tomatically acceptable to the public. 

Any controversy involving water has a high 
emotional content. One of the principal rea
sons for the creation of the Commission was 
to establish a permanent institution to deal 
with these problems, an institution that 
would be free of local or sectional prejudice 
and would be able to act more expeditiously 
on matters arising along the boundary than 
was-or is-possible through usual pro
cedures. On controversial subjects every gov
ernment tends to move slowly at best, and 
when the complicating factor of the many 
interests of a.IWther sovereign power ls 
thrown in, movement can become very slow 
indeed. It was hoped that the IJC could pro
vide a mechanism which would permit 
prompt as well as equitable resolution of 
these ni.a tters of common concern to both 
Governments before they festered into seri
ous disagreement. 

I believe the IJC has lived up to this ex
pectation. The matters brought to it have 
been resolved, and resolved, I am sure, with 
much more dispatch than would have been 
possible otherwise. It ls true that some mat
ters have taken many years from inception 
to final report to the Governments, but this 
was because the problem itself could not be 
quickly or easily solved. 

When circumstances require, the IJC moves 
with dispatch. One recent application, for 
instance, was acted upon only 17 days after 

it was received by the Coinmisslon; and this 
included a board investigation and report, 
two hearings, and the preparation and issu
ance of an order of approval. In this situa
tion prompt action was necessary if the 
seasonal spring waters were to be maintained 
at higher than normal levels for availabillty 
during a period of exceptional drought an
ticipated in the swnmer and fall. While this 
speed was unusual, it does sharply point up 
the flexibility which the IJC has achieved 
in its procedures. 

A TRADITION OF IMPARTIALITY 

Another reason for establishing the Com
mission was to lift questions involving 
boundary waters out of the hands of a 
series of temporary bodies charged with re
solving only one particular problem or con
troversy. A permanent commission, with 
equal representation from each country 
would, it was hoped, develop a tradition of 
impartiality and a body of precedent, which 
would encourage the use of reason in re
solving what might otherwise easily become 
very difficult international disputes. 

Here, too, I believe the record is little short 
of remarkable. Since the formation of the 
IJC, the Commissioners have divided along 
national lines or failed to reach unanimous 
agreement in only three decisions I Of course 
this search for a common ground, for agree
ment, has not been easy and frequently has 
taken much time. Discussions in executive 
sessions of the Commission are open, frank, 
and spirited as well as deliberate. The im
portant fact, however, is that a decision is 
reached, but only after thorough and care
ful investigation, public hearings in both 
countries, and careful deliberation by a per
manent body interested in principles rather 
than short-term expediency. 

When the Commission ls charged with a 
mission by the Governments, just how does 
it go about this business of determining the 
facts? In every case the problem area is, by 
definition, intersected by an international 
boundary; and within each country there are 
numerous overlapping jurisdictions, Federal, 
Provincial, and State, each of which in turn 
has an interest, frequently one which is very 
jealously defended. The energies and talent.a 
of all these agencies must be harnessed so 
that they are all working together toward 
an agreed solution rather than at cross pur
poses, since it is not possible to regulate only 
one side of a river or control pollution of only 
part of a lake. Unless there is general agree
ment by all concerned, the mere obtaining of 
accurate and complete data for an entire river 
basin, for example, would be very difficult, 
and the attainment of a solution even morA 
so. 

INTERNATIONAL TECHNICAL BOARDS 

The IJC achieves this coordination by crea
tion of an international technical board to 
assist it with each of its dockets. As a mat
ter of policy, an effort is made to see that 
each board contains so far as is practicable a 
member from the agencies in each country 
which have the primary administrative re
sponsibilities for the matter involved. This 
board, then, becomes an official forum where 
information and ideas may be freely ex
changed by those most knowledgeable a.bout 
the problem, with the full sanction of both 
Governments, having the end in view of de
veloping a technical report which all of them 
will support. The members of each board are 
charged by the IJO to act as professional ex
perts rather than as representatives of the 
point of view of their respective agencies, and 
in the discussion of their frequent progress 
reports to the Commission this aspect of their 
mission is emphasized. 

As a result, the IJC provides a vehicle 
which encourages frank and constructive dis
cussion on a continuing basis between the 
best technical experts in both countries who 
have been charged by their governments
Federal, State, and Provincial-with admin
istrative responsibility for the particular 
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matter at issue. Appointment to an IJC in
ternational boo.rd is regarded as a mark of 
professional recognition, a.nd the record of 
accomplishment of the IJC rests to a con
siderable extent upon the very high level of 
competence and dedication of those who pro
vide the technical expertise and data upon 
which the commission bases its decisions. 

Another result of this procedure is that 
the IJC has remained a very small agency, 
not having found it necessary to build a 
large technical staff of its own. By drawing 
on experts from existing agencies in both 
countries and releasing them when the Job 
is finished, the commission avoids the rigid
ities that frequently accompany a large per
manent organization. 

When the Commission approves an appli
cation for works, it usually appoints an in
ternational board of control to insure com
pliance with the conditions specified in the 
order of approval. Similarly, when reporting 
to the Governments on completion of its 
investigation folloWing a reference, it may 
recommend a course of action that will re
quire continuing supervision on a.n interna
tional basis to insure satisfactory results. In 
such cases the two Governments may author
ize appointment of an advisory board to es
tablish and maintain such surveillance under 
the direction of the Commission. This fol
low-through procedure has been used suc
cessfully in connection with regulation of 
water levels-where international boards of 
~ontrol answerable to the IJC were created, 
such as the Kootenay Lake, Niagara River, 
and St. Lawrence River Boards,--.-and with 
pollution references, where the advisory 
boards watch over the progess being made 
in pollution control and inform the Commis
sion. 

An additional device or technique has re
cently been developed by the IJC in dis
charge of its growing responsibilites in the 
field of transboundary water and air pollu
tion, namely, the calling of public interna
tional meetings to inquire into the progress 
being made. The first such meeting was held 
last January with regard to pollution of t:fie 
Niagara River. It was felt to be quite success
ful in bolstering the efforts of the loca.l agen
cies concerned with the problem, and this 
procedure will see further use in the future. 

The role of the IJC a.ppea.rs to be chang
ing. It its :first 20 years it docketed 23 appli
cations and a references. From 1933 through 
1952 it received 23 applica.tions and 14 ref
erences. In the last 15 years, however, it has 
received more references than applications, 
11 versus 9. 

While the number of new dockets of the 
Commission is small, the scope and magni
tude of each of the more recent tasks re
ferred to it by the two Governments can 
only be described as enormous. Regulation of 
the levels of the entire Great Lake system, 
investigation into causes of and means of 
control of pollution of Lakes Erle and On
tario, and investigation of air pollution along 
the entire boundary are examples. Well over 
1,000 engineers, scientists, a.nd specialists and 
their supporting personnel, all drawn from 
the public service of both countries, are in
volved in studies of the Grea,t Lakes under 
supervision of the IJC on these three refer
ences alone. 

In addition, over the years a totai of 27 
boards of control and advisory boards an
swering to the Commission have been 
created. -

Thus, the Governments are increasingly 
making use of the IJC to investigate and 
make recommendations concerning prob
lems of mutual concern along the boundary 
and entrusting it with the responsib111ty of 
supervising efforts at solution. The Com
mission looks forward to a busy a.nd chal
lenging future. 

CXV--1577-Part 18 

NEEDED CHANGES IN EVALUATION 
OF WATER RESOURCES PROJECTS 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the neglect 

of our precious water resources has be
come a national shame and disgrace. 
Erosion, :flooding, siltation, and, more 
recently, :pollution are taking a stagger
ing annual toll which cannot be accu
rately calculated. 

Though Congress has given much at
tention to these problems over the years 
and private organizations have per
formed yeoman service in promoting cor
rective measures, much remains to be 
done. 

One private organization which has 
long been in the forefront of water re
source development is the Mississippi 
Valley Association. Mr. Grant Barcus, of 
Kansas City, Kans., who is presently 
serving as president of MV A, presented 
a statement to the Water Resources 
Council on September 9, 1969, setting 
forth the views of his organization con
cerning the role of the Bureau of the 
Budget in evaluating water resource 
projects. I comm.end the statement of 
Mr. Barcus to the attention of the Senate 
and ask nnanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF MISSISSIPPI VALLEY AssocIA

TION, BEFORE THE WATER RESOURCES CouN
CIL, WASHINGTON, D.C., SEPTEMBER 1969, 
PRESENTED BY GRANT BARCUS, PRESIDENT 

My name is Grant Barcus. I am president of 
L. G. Barcus and Sons, Inc., K81D.S8S Oity, 
Kansas, a heavy construction firm. I a.m also 
president of the Mississippi Valley Associa
tion and appear here as a representative of 
that Association and its members. 

The Miss1ssippi Valley Association, now in 
its 50th year, is the Nation's largest wa.ter 
resource development organi.ZJa.tion With 
membership extending into 42 stwtes and 
including nearly 200 local a.nd regional re
source and economic development associa-
tions. -

Continued dedication to the full develop
ment and the proper use of this Country's 
water and sou resources has put the Mis
sissippi Valley Association in the forefront 
of resource development organizations and 
has attracted the support of incLividuals, 
corporations and organizations with an un
derlying membership numbering in the 
millions. 

The value to this Nation of the develoP
ment of our water and related land resources 
which has taken place in recent years ls 
obvious to anyone who will look. Actual 
benefits have been far greater than anyone 
ima.gined or projeoted art the time these 
projects were authorized and constructed. 
The record ls open 81lld the results prove 
conclusively that these investments are 
among the very best capita.I expenditures our 
Federal G<>ve:?nment has ever made. The 
benefits of water resource projects compare 
most favorably with the benefits derived from 
some of the "social" programs of recent years 
which were prosecuted without the bother of 
a benefit-cost ratio. 

Last November, former President Johnson 
sent to congress a first assessment of the Na
tion's water resources under the Water Re
sources Planning Act of 1965. The second 
paragraph of the former President's letter of 
transmittal said and r quote, "A Nation that 
falls to plan Intelligently for the development 
and protection of its precious waters w1ll be 
condemned to wither because of its short
sightedness. The ha.rd lessons of history are 

clear, written on the deserted sands and ruins 
of once proud civilizations.'' 

The letter then pointed out a number of 
problems relating to all aspects of water and 
stated, "These problems only illustrate the 
need to analyze a.nd then to take positive ac
tion to assure water resources adequate to the 
demands of America's future." 

The former President concludes with a 
final paragraph, "Responsible government 
cannot overlook the importance of water 
management to the Nation's economy and 
health. This assessment merits your close 
attention." 

Thus we find a federal program that has 
clearly demonstrated its value and the na
tional assessment which repeatedly suggests 
that this work should not only be continued, 
but expedited. However, instead of getting on 
with the job, we find ourselves enmeshed in 
a web of economic Jargon attempting to prove 
the obvious in searching for more terms 
which ca.n be equated into dollar signs, al
most totally ignoring obvious developmental 
aspects of resource development simply be
cause they cannot be expressed in dollars. 

On August 26, 1969, Senator Allen J. Ellen
der, Chairman, Subcommittee on Public 
Works, Senate Committee on Appropriations, 
wrote President Nlxon a letter which deals 
with water resources development. We com
mend this letter to your attention and attach 
a copy of it as a part of this statement. 

Senator Ellender stated, "In spite of the 
fact that next to the air we breathe, water is 
our most precious resource, it seems the Bu
reau of the Budget first looks to the water 
resources program for a disproportionate 
share of a.ny contemplated cuts whenever 
there is a need to reduce federal expenditures. 

"If we are to meet the water needs of the 
300 million people that you recently esti
mated will occupy our land by the year 2000, 
we must not only support adequate annual 
appropriations for the orderly development 
of these resources, but it ls also essential 
that the unrea.llstic and arbitrary restric
tions placed upon project evaluations be 
removed." 

In commenting on the Flood Control Act 
of 1936, Senator Ellender said, "The terms, 
'benefits' and 'costs,' have no meaning in the 
abstract. They must be related to objectives 
in order to give these terms meaning. Since 
the passage of that Act, the technicians have 
chosen national economic efficiency as the 
sole criteria for project evaluation and have 
disregarded the phrases, 'in the interest of 
the general welfare' and 'if the lives and so
cial security of the people are otherwise ad
versely affected.' 

"The result of such an interpretation has 
been that as far as flood control and hur
ricane protection projects are concerned, we 
have become a 'cow society.' If, for instance, 
a thousand cows were lost in a flood or hur
ricane, we could consider the economic loss 
involved since a cow has an economic value 
in the market, and the monetary losses sus
tained can be used in the justification of pro
tective works. On the other hand, if a thou
sand human lives were lost, it would not 
add one dollar to the a.II-important economic 
evaluation of the project. The loss of life and 
human suffering associated with the havoc 
wrecked on the Gulf Coast by Hurricane 
Camille transcends the imagination." 

As Senator Ellender pointed out, water 
resources project evaluation now has a long 
history, dating at least in its formal aspects, 
from the Flood Control Act of 1936, which 
required that navigation and flood control 
projects could be authorized only "if the 
benefits to whomsoever they may accrue are 
in excess of estimated costs .... " From that 
date the benefit-cost project evaluation sys
tem was established. Each year since 1936, 
it seems, it has grown ever more difficult with 
each new statement on the subject or re
statement of the scoring rules for project 
validity and as each new academic economist 
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comes to hear about projects in some schol
arly seminar. One may well wonder at the 
insistence from the academics, from the 
"high-church" economists of the Ivory 
Tower, and from the obscure but potent 
bureaucrats in the Bureau of the Budget that 
water projects survive an especially rigorous 
test since no other Federal projects or pro
grams suffer such heavy scrutiny and out
right doubt. Surely the historic economic 
success of the water projects is well-docu
mented and water resource development con
stitutes only a small portion of the annual 
budgets. Still, the doubts are not dispelled 
and the scrutiny continues and ls intensi
fied. Yet the water development agencies 
lead the field in economic analysis and in 
description of project effects! 

Though the Task Force Report and this 
series of hearings have aroused the hopes 
and expectations of many of us that :finally 
an evaluation system is being devised that 
will record and account for all the effeots of 
projects to their fullest, including regional 
effects and social welfare effects on commu
nities and groups, the peril that the objec
tive may be thwarted continues. The thwart
ing may come at the hands of the Bureau of 
the Budget, that obscure-to-the-public in
stitution has prevailed in this respect before, 
notably since 1962, when the previous rules 
known as Senate Document 97 were promul
gated. Those rules were supposed to apply to 
the Bureaus review of projects as well as to 
the agencies formulation of projects. Yet it is 
evident that the B-0-B did not regard the 
Senate Document 97 rules as binding on the 
Bureau. The evidence is most conspicuous 
in regard to "secondary benefits" which were 
acknowledged by Senate Document 97 to be 
valid project benefits. The B-0-B ignores 
such benefits in its project review. How do 
we know that it will regard any new docu
ment any more highly? Can there be reser
vations in whole or in part? 

The concern and the responsibility for pub
lic policy and action do not reside entirely or 
exclusively in the Executive Branch of Gov
ernment. The Congress ha'S at least an equal 
role, and this role should not be thwarted 
by the Bureau of the Budget either by per
mitting that formidable agency to be um
pire and judge or by allowing it to compose 
its own rules of the game and its own project 
evaluation principle as though it were some 
sort of self-appointed collection of philoso
pher kings. One wonders whether any agency 
so far removed from political responsibility 
and one that remains so much unchanged by 
elections should exercise such power in a 
democratic society. 

The'refore, to offset the reservations and 
exclusiveness and to assure some measure 
of responsibility while retalning the proper 
role of overseer, critic, and commentator, the 
Bureau of the Budget should be required to 
use the same set of evaluation principles 
that are developed through the Water Re
sources Council, or by the Congress in the 
event the Water Resources Council fails to 
act, am.d not to keep a private set of its own. 

Furthermore, the B-0-B should be required 
to forward all project reports to the Con
gress within ninety days of their receipt from 
the Executive Branch departments, just as 
other Federal and State agencies are required 
to do. The oomments of the B-0-B, of course, 
with its dissents and objections as well as its 
praises, should go along with the reports to 
the Congress. This practice would establish a 
more forthright process and would permit the 
congress to know which features of projects 
incur particular critical comment. This prac
tice would also bring the B-0-B within the 
system of overt responsibility. Anything short 
of this practice will mean continuing a 
serious deficiency in project evaluation 
features with a consequent loss for sound 
water resources development. 

The new discount rate h as been discussed 
by others at this series of hearings but it 
should be pointed out that the new dis-

count rate has adversely affected many of 
the longer range benefits considered in the 
evaluation of both new and currently au
thorized projects. This may result in only 
partial development of many projects which 
would otherwise have been developed to their 
fullest potential. Projects constructed on 
this basis can probably never be corrected, 
and the under-development can only result 
in a disservice to future generations. 

Another aspect of the new methods and 
procedures for project evaluation now being 
developed that compels comment involves 
the environmental objective and the en
vironmental account recommended in the 
Task Force Report. One should note that the 
Task Force expects that the environmental 
objective for each project be carefully de
scribed and the physical dimensions of the 
situation specified thoroughly and carefully. 
The intention here is that the environmental 
factors and considerations be made as clear 
and specific as possible in at least physical 
terms and other dimensions in recognition 
of the fact that the economic benefits and 
costs for the environment necessarily are 
much less susceptible to enumeration and 
measurement than are the development fac
tors of a project. The specific and clear de
scription that is urged and required by the 
Task Force will permit the public and the 
governmental decision-makers to know what 
they are getting for their money if environ
mental investments are to be made or what 
is being retained, preserved or enhanced if 
a recommendation is made that a project 
not be constructed or that it be significantly 
modified as to scale, location, or operation. 
In other words, it is apparent that emotional 
and frivolous objections to projects cannot 
substitute for sound evaluation. The advo
cates and proponents of the environmental 
objective must accept the responsibility for 
stating clearly and cogently the dimensions 
and significance of that objective in each case 
as noted on pages 113 through 117 in the Ta.Bk 
Force Report. 

The Mississippi Valley Association testi
fied before the Water Resources Council on 
January 13, 1969. Following that testimony, 
we submitted a supplemental statement on 
January 20, 1969 entitled, "Additional Bene
fits Which Should Be Oonsidered in Evalu
ating Water Resources Projects". In the in
terest of time, I will not discuss these bene
fits but have attached this list as a part of 
my statement. 

The Mississippi Valley Association, for more 
than fifty years, has advocated the full de
velopment and proper use of the Nation's 
water and soil resources as the best capital 
investment which the Federal Government 
can make. We believe the results of the proj
ects which have been constructed as a result 
of this philosophy prove conclusively the 
wisdom of this approach. This is a program 
for all America and not for protectionists, 
preservationists or other special interest 
groups. 

The Mississippi Valley Association has been 
consistent in its approach, as have other re
source groups who are dedicated to the prin
ciple of "the greatest good for the greatest 
number." 

The preservationists, who insist on mis
labeling themselves "conservationists", have 
also been consistent in advocating that the 
Nation's resources be dedicated to "perpetual 
non-use." Fortunately, or unfortunately, as 
some see it, the United States has progressed 
beyond the "bow and arrow" society and we 
must seek to meet the needs of our great 
grandchildren, not our great grandfathers. 

This Country's railroads too have played 
the part of dinosaurs in the area of water 
resources development but, unlike the Mis
sissippi Valley Association and the preserva
tionists, t hey have failed to be consistent. 
They have been, and are, for water resources 
development when it benefits their selfish, 
self-interest but they oppose these same de-

velopments when the lines of beneficiaries 
are not so clearly drawn. 

Railroads have been in the forefront in 
pushing irrigation projects because they are 
probably the greatest single beneficiaries. In
creased agricultural production, and the 
equipment needed to produce it, must be 
transported. 

Railroads have also been among the 
greatest beneficiaries of flood oontrol because 
their tracks parallel the great rivers and they 
serve the cities which have grown along these 
rivers. 

Railroads are among the chief beneficiaries 
of navigation projects, although they con
sistently oppose all of these water projects. 
The record will show that tonnage hauled 
by railroads serving areas with improved 
waterways has been consistently greater than 
the industry average, as have been the 
revenues. 

What this Nation needs is a program to 
assure the full and rapid development of its 
water resources to meet its future needs. 
What the Task Force must do is develop an 
evaluation technique which will expedite, not 
curtail, this development. If the Water Re
sources Council is unable to do the job which 
Congress assigned it then the Nation must 
again look to its elected representatives who 
are not hamstrung with the phrase "with 
policy guidance from the Bureau of the 
Budget." 

The Mississippi Valley Association wishes 
to thank you for this opportunity to present 
the views of its membership and to commend 
to you for what appears to be a step in the 
right direction. We look forward to seeing 
the fruits of your labor. 

ADDITIONAL BENEFITS WHICH SHOULD BE 
CONSIDERED IN EVALUATING WAT'ER RE

SOURCE PROJECTS 

1. The value of resources, both human and 
physical, that would be used for project 
construction and ma.tntenance which, in the 
absence of a project, would be unemployed or 
underemployed resources. 

2. Employment effects as a result of the 
goods and services produ<:ed by a project, and 
especially those which take place in areas or 
regions where there has been a past history of 
unemployment or underemployment, is: 

a. Through expansion of capacity of pro
ductive resources located in an area. 

b. Through better utilization of existing 
productive capacity in a region. 

c. Through location of new productive 
capacity in a region induced by the water 
resource project. 

d. Through the general response of the 
business community as a result of increased 
income flows arising from higher employment 
levels. 

e. Provision of opportunities for resource 
development occasioned through reduced 
production costs arising from a water re
sources project. 

3. Contributions to regional development 
objectives. 

a . Increase in total regional income as a 
result of the effects of projects. 

b . Diversification of economic base of a 
region. 

c. Improved redistribution of income with
in a region resulting in lifting the average 
per capita incom.e. 

d. Enhan<:ing the growth potentials of key 
areas within a region that serve as focus of 
improved regional services. 

4. Contributions to a more orderly and 
rational development of urban areas and 
rural areas. 

a. Improved use and management of urban 
flood plains. 

b. Reduction in overall costs of public 
services (water supply, sewage, recreation) 
through development of water resource 
projects as part of overall plans for urban 
and rural development. 

c. Improved linkages between rural · and 
urban areas. 
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U.S. SENATE, COMMITTEE ON AGRI
CULTURE AND FORESTRY, 

Washington, D.C., August 26, 1969. 
Hon. RICHARD M. NIXON, 
The President, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT; During the past sev
eral weeks, the nation has witnessed sev
eral natural disasters and near-disasters 
which have worked extreme hardship on 
our people. For example, note the following: 

The brutal hurricane Camille that 
wrecked the Gulf Coast and resulted in 
more than 250 known deaths and perhaps 
half a billion dollars of property damage 
in Mississippi and Louisiana alone. 

The water shortage that threatened our 
Capitol City in midsummer, followed im
mediately by severe flooding in the Wash
ington metropolitan area.. 

The current floods on the James River in 
Virginia which may result in as many as 
200 lives lost and missing and $150 million 
in property damage. 

Although we do not have the means to
tally to prevent such natural disasters, this 
great and wealthy nation certainly does pos
sess the means to fortify our most vulner
able areas against these ravages of nature 
and to minimize their toll of damage and 
human suffering. 

We do have the know-how to minimize 
the effects of severe drought on our munici
pal and industrial water supplies. We do 
have the ability to prevent flooding of our 
great river valleys. We do know how to mini
mize the impact of the tidal waves which 
accompany coastal storms. 

The fact is, however, that we are doing 
far too little either of a preventive or of a de
velopmental nature and are in fact annu
ally decreasing, rather than increasing, our 
actual effort in the field of water resources 
and flood control projects. 

This unfortunate situation seems to me to 
call for a reevaluation of our priorities in 
the allocation of Federal funds. In effect, the 
Congress and the Administration must be
come as generous and as urgently concerned 
in our efforts to guard against damage re
sulting from hurricanes and floods as you 
yourself have been in your recent efforts 
to bring relief and rehab111tation to those 
who have suffered so gravely on the Gulf 
Coast and in Virginia. 

Appropriations for water resource develop
ment has been a matter of concern to me 
for a number of years. On April fourteenth 
of this year, the senior Senator from West 
Virginia, Senator Randolph, discussed on the 
floor of the Senate a statement which Budget 
Director Robert P. Mayo had made before the 
Senate Cammi ttee on Finance, indicating 
that he was considering a freeze on public 
works construction. I joined in the colloquy 
that followed Senator Randolph's statement, 
at which time I discussed my growing con
cern over the delays in the completion sched
ule on most of the going public works proj
ects which had been revealed to our Com
mittee during the hearings on the Public 
Works appropriation bill. I concluded my 
remarks by restating my belief that we 
must do what we can to protect our two 
most important resources, land and water. 
If we failed to do that, our country will sus
tain great losses. 

Subsequently, in May, I addressed the Na
tional Rivers and Harbors Convention, at 
which time I pointed out that in 1964 the 
construction program of the Corps of Engi
neers and the Bureau of Reclamation was 
$1,188,428,700, or about 1.09% of the 1964 
budget. I noted that for fiscal year 1970, the 
original budget request for these two agen
cies was $1,038,920,000, or about .49% of the 
budget. 

The request for the Corps of Engineers and 
the Bureau of Reclamation was subsequently 
cut by your Administration by $181 Inillion. 
The revised budget represents a dollar re
duction in the past six years of about 15.39%. 
When you take into account the rise in the 
cost of construction, the level of appropria
tions in the revised budget for these agencies 
represents a drop in construction capability 
of about 50% since 1964! 

Similarly, the efforts being made by the 
Federal Government to control air and water 
pollution are completely inadequate to cope 
with the severe damage these problems are 
working on our environment and, in fact, on 
the very health of our citizens. For in
stance, in the last few years that the Federal 
Water Pollution Control program has been 
under the Jurisdiction of the Subcommittee 
on Public Works, I have noticed an increased 
disparity between the authorization for con
struction grants "for sewerage treatment fa
cilities and the appropriations requested, as 
indicated below. · 

Fiscal year Authorization 

1968________ 450, 000, 000 
1969 __ ------ 700, 000, 000 
1970________ 1, 000, 000, 000 

Appropriation 
request in 

the budget 

200, 000, 000 
203, 000, 000 
214, 000, 000 

Percent of 
authorization 

request in 
budget 

44. 4 
29. 0 
21. 4 

I have received well over 1,000 letters from 
individuals and organizations urging the 
Committee on Appropriations to provide the 
full amount authorized for construction 
grants for fl.seal year 1970. Most of these let
ters point out the extent to which the states 
and their political subdivisions have approved 
bond issues to finance the non-federal costs, 
relying on the Federal Government's ability 
to meet its share of the cost. 

In spite of the fact that next to the air we 
breathe, water is our most precious resource, 
it seems the Bureau of the Budget first looks 
to the water resource program for a dispro
portionate share of any contemplated cuts 
whenever there is a need to reduce Federal 
exp en di tures. 

If we are to meet the water needs of the 
300 million people that you recently esti
mated will occupy our land by the year 2000, 
we must not only support adequate annual 
appropriatons for the orderly development 
of these resources, but it is also essential that 
the unrealistic and arbitrary restrictions 
placed on project evaluations be removed. 

For instance, the basis for the benefit-to
cost ratio for water resource projects had its 
origin in the 1936 Flood Control Act, where 
the policy was established that the Federal 
Government should improve or participate in 
the improvement of rivers and other water
ways for flood control purposes in the inter
est of the general welfare if the benefits to 
whomsoever they may accrue are in excess of 
the estimated cost and if the lives and social 
security of people are otherwise adversely 
affected. 

The terms, "benefits" and "costs," have no 
meaning in the abstract. They must be re
lated to objectives in order to give these term 
meaning. Since the passage of that Act, the 
technicians have chosen national economic 
efficiency as the sole criteria for project eval
uation and have disregarded the phrases, "in 
the interest of the general welfare" and "if 
the lives and social security of the people are 
otherwise adversely affected." 

The result of such an interpretation has 
been that as far as flood control and hurri
cane protection projects are concerned, we 
have become a "cow society." If, for instance, 
a thousand cows were lost in a flood or hur
ricane, we could consider the economic loss 
involved since a cow has an economic value 
in the market, and the monetary losses sus
tained can be used in the justifioation of 

protective works. On the other hand, if a 
thousand human lives were loot, it would 
not add one dollar to the all-important eco
nomic evaluation of the project. The loss of 
life and human suffering associated with the 
havoc wrecked on the Gulf Coast by Hurri
cane Camille transcends the imagination. 

Fortunately, the Water Resources Council 
is attempting to find a way to deal with this 
problem of recognizing loss oi life and misery 
associated with disastrous floods, by setting 
up four separate accounts which recognize 
national objectives other than economic effi
ciency such as regional development, en
vironmental benefits, and the well being of 
man. The Council's efforts along these lines 
are to be commended and they deserve and 
need your personal encouragement. 

Had the center of Camille been 50 miles 
east, the damage to New Orleans in terms of 
lives loot and property damaged would have 
been incalculable. Yet, despite this near miss 
and in spite of the constant threat of hurri
cane damage to the New Orleans area, the 
hurricane protection project for Lake Pont
chartrain will continue to drag along with 
inadequate aippropriations, unless the Ad
ministration loosens the purse strings and 
cooperates with the Congress in revamping 
the national priorities vis-a-vis such projects. 

The budget estimate for this project for 
fiscal year 1967 was $450,000 for planning, at 
a time when•the Corps of Engineers had a 
capability of $1,600,000, which would have 
pennitted the initiation of construction. Rec
ognizing the potential danger to New Orleans, 
the Congress provided the full capability of 
the Corps of Engineers. 

For fl.seal year 1968, the original budget 
was $2,300,000, which was subsequently re
vised to $3,260,000, at a time when the Corps' 
capability was $4,5-00,000. Again, recognizing 
the potential loss of life and property, the 
Congress approved the $4,500,000. 

For fl.seal year 1969, the budget estimate 
was $7,800,000, compared with &. Corps capa
bility of $10,800,000. But in view of the ex
penditure ceiling contained in the Revenue 
and Expenditure Control Act of 1968, the 
Committee, although recognizing the risk in
volved in not moving forward expeditiously 
on this project, did not increase the budgeted 
amount for this project or any other project 
in the bill. 

For fiscal year 1970, the budget estimate is 
only $6 million, compared with the Corps 
capability of $8,500,000. Neither New Orleans 
nor the nation can afford the gamble of pro
crastination on this project. 

Similarly, the hurricane protection project, 
New Orleans to Venice, proceeds at an alarm
ingly slow ·rate. Since 1967, the estimated 
completion date for this project has slipped 
from June 1975 to December 1977. 

Two years ago, I secured authorization for 
a study of the Louisiana coastal area, look
ing toward hurricane protection, the protec
tion of the physical features of the coastline, 
and reestablishment of the former ecology of 
the area which contributed so much not only 
to the wildlife but to the marine resources 
of the entire Gulf Coast. Naturally, I was dis
appointed this year to find that the budget 
provided only $60,000 for the continuation of 
this study in fiscal year 1970. At least double 
that amount will be required for satisfactory 
progress on the study, and I intend to urge 
my subcommittee and .the Congress to ex
pedite the project to this extent, at a mini
mum. 

A few weeks ago, this nation-indeed, the 
whole world-was thrilled when man first set 
foot on the moon. In reflecting on this ac
complishment, I had occasion to recall the 
hearings which I had recently completed on 
the Public Works appropriation bill, where 
the effect of the budget cuts which your Ad
ministration made in an already austere 
budget submitted by President Johnson 
were graphically revealed to the committee. 

Among the most serious cuts that I recall 
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were those affecting the Southern Nevada 
Water District, the Folsom South Canal in 
Southern Oalifornia, the Bonneville unit of 
Central Utah Project, the Chatfield Reservoir 
in Colorado, the Newark Bay, Hackensack 
and Passaic Rivers Project in New Jersey, 
the Wynoochee Reservoir in Washington, the 
New Melones Reservoir in California, the 
Lake Kemp Reservoir in Texas, and many 
more. 

In a number of cases, we are finding that 
the expenditure ceilings imposed on the 
Corps wm not permit contractors to pursue 
their work in accordance with the terms of 
the existing contracts, even though in many 
cases the funds are available or requested. 
Failure to provide funds and expenditure 
ceilings adequate to permit accomplishment 
of existing contracts inevitably will increase 
costs on all Government contracts and could 
even result in legal actions being taken by 
the contractor against the Government. I 
cannot help but feel that our priorities are 
out of balance. 

These thoughts led me to a review of the 
requests for research and development ap
propriations requested by President John
son for the NASA program, and I found that 
he had requested $3,051,427,000. Further re
search revealed that in the review of the 1970 
budget, your Administration recommended 
a reduction of $45 mlllion in this program, 
of about 1% %. In contra.st, the "Construc
tion, General" appropriation request of $769,-
420,000 for the Corps of Engineers was cut 
$142,415,000, or about 18% %. I realize that 
our space program 1s based on a national ob
Jective--but so is our water resource pro
gram. 

It would require a good deal of imagina
tion to attempt to identify the tangible bene
fits that will result from man's flight to the 
moon. Any attempt at a monetary evaluation 
of those benefits would be almost impossible. 
If, however, these benefits could be identi
fied and evaluated, the realization of most 
of the benefits would be projected far into 
the future. 

If we applied the same economic prin
ciples to the benefit-cost evaluation of our 
space program as are required in our water 
resource program (where future benefits are 
discounted at a rate of 4% percent) the ben
efits expected to result from the space pro
gram would shrink drastically. For instance, 
benefits evaluated at $1 million to be real
ized 25 years from now would be worth only 
$304,200 in terms of economic Justification 
for a project under today's regulations. A $1 
million benefl. t to be realized 50 years from 
now would provide justlfl.cation for the ex
penditure of only $92,600 today. Such a sys
tem would probably kill the space program, 
just as it is now strangling our vital water 
resources, flood control and hurricane pro
tection programs. 

I am enclosing a list of selected hurricanes 
and their d.a.ma.ges, compiled from informa
tion provided by the Office of Emergency 
Preparedness. It should be recognized that 
many hurricanes of earlier years a.re not 
listed. In fact, during the recorded history 
of Louisiana alone at least 150 hurricanes or 
tropical storms have battered or thr~tened 
the ooast of my state. 

I think it 1s interesting to note that, based 
only on the partial statistics available to us, 
the average damage from hurricanes since 
the turn of the century ls over $85 m1111on 
per year. During the last 30 years, the dam
age averaged $185 mllllon. During the last 
20 years, the damage averaged $200 mllllon 
and during the 10-yea.r period from 1958 to 
1968, the damage averaged about $320 mil
lion. If this progression continues, we can 
expect average damages of $500 m1lllon a 
year ( or a. total of $5 bllllon) over the next 
decade. 

Such damage tabulations a.re always on 

the conservative side because, by their na
ture, they tend to exclude many categories 
of physical and economic loss. As I have al
ready mentioned, the los.s of human life lS 
a factor that 1s incalculable in monetary 
terms. In addition, there are the ins.ccuracy 
of complete inventory estimates, the im
poseiblllty of fl.xing replacement costs, the 
loss of business and trade to local enter
prises and to the local economy in general, 
the loss of employment income, the loss of 
earning a.blli ty by those who are too old to 
"get started" .again and who instead become 
public charges. All of these factors and many 
others add substantially to the damage es
timates th,a.t are ascribed to various hurri
canes. 

Yet even these staggering figures tell only 
pa.rt of the story of the "cost" of hurricanes, 
for they generally do not include the multi
million dollar rehabilitation expenditures by 
Federal, State and local governments follow
ing the disaster. In the case of Camille, the 
Army, Navy, Air Force, NASA, SBA, HUD, 
HEW, GSA, USDA, OEP, and numerous other 
federal agencies are spending large sums to 
assist in the recovery effort. Also, in terms 
of the federal costs, over the next several 
years both lndd'rtduaJ and corporate tax pay
ers wlll be deducting from their income taxes 
considerable sums to which they are eligible 

as a result of the hurricane damages suf
fered. 

All things considered, we might properly 
double the so-called "damage estimates." In 
order that you might see the disparity be
tween the.se enormous damages and the 
feeble efforts being made to provide pro
tection, I am also enclosing a status report 
of the authorized hurricane protection proj
ects for your review. 

In view of the magn1 tude of the floods that 
this nation has experlenceq. this year, the 
recent hurricane, and the Ja.ck of .adequate 
progress being made in meeting the water 
resource needs of our expanding population, 
I expect that our Committee will re.spend to 
the needs of the Country. I cannot help but 
feel that you also will want to take another 
look at your recommendations for water re
source development projects, particularly 
those rel·ating to health, safety and the pro
tection of human life, prior to the time the 
Congress acts on the Public Works appropri
ation requests you have submitted, and I 
urge that you do so. 

I would welcome the opportunity to dis
cuss this ma.tter with you person.ally, or with 
a smaJI bipartlsa.n group of concerned mem
bers of the Congress. 

Respectfully yours, 
ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works. 

AUTHORIZED HURRICANE PROTECTION PROJECTS 

Project Year Total cost 
authorized (estimated) 

Federal Appropria
cost tion to date 

1970 Capability 
bud&et of Corps 

f ~1trinf~1~~~========================: Lake Pontchartrain, La ___________________ :: 
Morgan City and vicinity, Louisiana ...•....•• 
New Orleans to Venice, La ••. ......•...•.•• 
Grand Isle and vicinity, Louisiana .....••.••• 
Hillsborough Bay, Fla ............•...•..•.• 
North River dike, North Carolina ..•..••...• 
Top Sail Beach and Surf City, N.C ...•.••..• 
Brunswick County beaches, North Carolina .• 
Hyde County dike, North Carolina ••.•••.••• 
seuse River barrier, North Carolina •••••••• 

cracoke Island, N.C •.•••....•..•••••••.• 
Bodie Island, N.C •.•••••. _ ..••..•.•.••..• 
Fire Island lnletto Montauk Point, N.Y •.••.. 

t Awaiting action by local interests. 

1962 
1962 

1958, 1968 
1965 
1965 
1962 
1965 
1968 
1966 
1966 
1966 
1966 
1965 
1965 
1966 
1960 

$19, 000, 000 
59,900,000 
44, 714,000 

166, 000, 000 
6,067,000 

43,400,000 
11,310,000 
13,088,200 

500,000 
2,500, 000 

24,400,000 
3,272,000 

15,900,000 
2, 150, 000 

16,400, 000 
68,600, 000 

$13, 300, 000 $4, 637, 000 $2, 200, 000 
41, 600, 000 8, 557, 000 5, 000, 000 
31, 200, 000 15, 132, 000 1, 100, 000 

113, 562, 000 12, 498, 000 6, 000, 000 
4, 180, 000 347, 000 150, 000 

25, 885, 000 1, 654, 000 950, 000 
3, 393, 000 408, 000 ...•....••.• 
9, 163, 200 .•...•... ···········•··· 

358, 000 ••·•••·•·•·····•·••••·•• 
1, 430, 000 •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

14, 400, 000 ····••·•·•·•·•········•• 
2, 290, 000 ······•··•••··•··••··••• 

11,100,000 ······••···•···••··•·••• 
~· :~· ~gg 109, 000 •·••••·••••• 

33: 900: ooo ·Ts1fooa·····so<i;ooo· 

RECENT HURRICANES AND TROPICAL STORMS 

Name Date Areas affected 

Carol.. •.•.•.....••••.....•••.•. August 1954 ...••••.•••• North Carolina to Maine ....•..••....• 
Edna •••••••••••••.•••.....••..• September 1954 ••••••••• New Jersey to Maine .•..•..••..•••••• 
Hazel_ .•.•...•••••....••••.•••••• October 1954 ..•.••••.••• South Carolina to New York 
C~nme ..•..•••...••....••...•••. August 1955 •••••••.••.• North Carolina to New York·-·-······ 
D1anne ...••••.....••••.••••••.••...•. do ••..••..••.•..•.• North Carolina to New EnglancC:::::: 
lone ..•...•• ·-------···-········ September 1955 •...•...• North Carolina 

~~~~~~ ~ ~= ::::::: :::::::::: :: :: : iuung~!m6o::: :: ::::::: iroxr1~aar: }~~isJ~~~-nd · •.. ·••···• .. · 
Carla •..••. , ...•••••......••.••• September 1961. .••••••• Texas and Louisiana 
Great Atlantic coast storm ..•.•.... March 1962 .••.•••••...• Florida to New Engla·n·c1······--······ 

i~t;;;;;11;~11;;=;1;;1111~1 Jji;~ ---------~i·;;~:~::::: ~~~;;:;;;;:;;; 

Deaths 

60 
21 
95 
25 

184 
7 

390 
50 
46 
33 
3 

38 
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EASTLAND-HRUSKA MEMORANDUM 
JUSTICE DEPARTMENT FILE, AND 
HRUSKA-REHNQUIST CORRE- ·-
SPONDENCE REGARDING THE 
NOMINATION OF CLEMENT F. 
HAYNSWORTH, JR., TO BE AN AS
SOCIATE JUSTICE OF THE SU
PREME COURT 

the investigation made concerning the 
conduct of Judge Clement F. Hayns
worth, Jr., of the U.S. Court of Appeals 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, yester
day I released to the members of the 
Judiciary Committee and to the press, 
copies of the Justice Department file on 

for the Fourth Circuit in participating in 
the decision of that court in the case of 
Darlington Manufacturing Company v. 
National Labor Relations Board, 325 F. 
2d 682. Simultaneously, Senator HRUSKA 
and I issued a memorandum pertaln.1ng 
to the facts as shown by this file. 

On September 2, 1969, Senator HRUSKA 
requested the Attorney General of the 
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United States to review this matter, and 
in response to that letter Hon. William 
H. Rehnquist, Assistant Attorney Gen
eral, Office of Legal Counsel, wrote a let
ter to Senator HRUSKA. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
memorandum, the copy of the file, and 
a copy of the exchange of letters between 
Senator HRUSKA and Mr. Rehnquist be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 
MEMORANDUM OF SENATORS EASTLAND AND 

HRUSKA RELATING TO THE DEPARTMENT OF 
JUSTICE FILE ON JUDGE CLEMENT F. HAYNS• 
WORTH, JR. 

Certain questions have been raised as to 
the propriety of the participation by Judge 
Clement F. Haynsworth, Jr., of the U.S. Court 
of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit, in the 
decision of the case of Darlington Manufac
turing Company vs. National Labor Relations 
Board, 325 F. 2d 682. 

We have made a thorough review of all 
of the charges, allegations, and insinuations 
pertaining to these questions, and, in our 
considered judgment, a study of the facts 
clearly shows that these charges, allegations, 
and insinuations are utterly baseless. 

In our judgment, it ls clear that Judge 
Haynsworth owned no stock in any of the 
companies or corporations that were liti
gants in that case, that he had no financial 
interest or stake in the outcome of the 
litigation, and that he could not have been 
actuated or motivated by any hope of pe
cuniary gain in deciding the case. 

With the permission of the Department 
of Justice we are today releasing copies of 
the entire file of the Department's investi
gation of this matter, and we are also re
leasing as a separate package copies of the 
eight most pertinent letters in that file. 

A reading of these documents reveals the 
following facts: 

That the Judges of the Fourth Circuit 
Court of Appeals carefully and painstakingly 
investigated all aspects of the conduct of 
Judge Haynsworth in participating in the 
decision of the Darlington case, including all 
surrounding circumstances, and complet.ely 
exonerated him of any improper or unethical 
conduct; 

That these findings of the Judges, along 
with the files, were submitted to the At
torney General of the United States, Honor
able Robert F. Kennedy, who unqualifiedly 
approved the findings; 

And that after the true facts had been es
tablished, the person who originally made 
the charges against Judge Haynsworth to 
Judge Simon E. Sobeloff, then Chief Judge 
of the Oourt of Appeals, Miss Patricia Eames, 
Assistant General Counsel of the Textile 
Workers Union of America, acknowledged 
that the charges made against Judge Hayns
worth were unfounded. 

It has been suggested by some persons that 
the thorough investigation conducted by the 
Judges of the Fourth Circuit Court of Ap
peals, led by Judge Sobeloff, and of the Jus
tice Department only considered charges of 
bribery against Judge Haynsworth, and did 
not consider his conduct in the light of the 
Issues of judicial ethics and confllct-of
lnterest. Thus, such persons contend that the 
question of propriety of Judge Haynsworth's 
conduct has never been resolved. 

A study of these documents compels the 
conclusion that there is no basis for this 
contention. Rather, there is an abundance of 
evidence to show that the Judges and the 
Justice Department considered all aspects 
of Judge Haynsworth's conduct, including 
the questions of judlclal ethics and con:flict
of-interest, and that Judge Haynsworth was 
absolved of any misconduct. 

The text of the letter of December 17, 1963, 
from Miss Eames to Chief Judge Sobeloff, 
which first made the charges and which 
initiated the investigation by the Judges of 
the Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals shows 
that questions were raised not only as to 
possible bribery, but also as to propriety and 
ethical conduct. We quote from portions of 
Miss Eames' lett.er found on page 3 thereof: 

"Depending on a number of facts which we 
do not know but which could be discovered 
by an investigation with subpoena powers, 
there may or may not be violations of 18 
U.S.C. sections 201 and 202. It would appear, 
however, that only one fact which is now 
unknown-namely whether or not the Deer
ing Milliken contract was thrown to Caro
lina Vend-A-Matte needs to be known in 
order to conclude that Judge Haynsworth 
should have disqualified himself from par
ticipating in this decision. 

"Whether or not a criminal violation has 
occurred, we certainly believe that 1f the 
Deering Milliken contract was thrown to 
Carolina Vend-A-Matic, Judge Haynsworth 
should be disqualified from participating in 
the decision in this case, and that the re
sulting two-to-two decision should lead to 
the sustaining of the NLRB decision below." 

After referring to the bribery statutes, 18 
U.S.C. sections 201 and 202, Miss Eames 
stated that whether or not a violation of the 
bribery statutes had occurred that Judge 
Haynsworth should have disqualified himself 
and that his vote should not have been 
counted in the decision of the case. Ob
viously, this raised the questions of ethical 
conduct and conflict-of-interest. 

It is just as obvious that Judge Sobeloff 
and the other Judges of the Fourth Circuit 
in their thorough investigation did not re
strict themselves to implications or insinua
tions as to alleged bribery, but rather, thor
oughly examined the ethical aspects of the 
conduct of Judge Haynsworth. The conclud
ing paragraph of Judge Sobeloff's letter of 
February 18, 1964, to Miss Eames illuminates 
this point: 

"It thus appears that the information re
ceived, anonymously, by you was complet.ely 
unfounded, and it ls gratifying that after 
mature consideration you are convinced of 
this. However unwarranted the allegation, 
since the propriety of the conduct of a mem
ber of this court has been questioned, I am 
today, at Judge Haynsworth's request and 
with the concurrence of the entire court, 
sending the file to the Department of Justice, 
together with an expression of our full con
fidence in Judge Haynsworth." ( emphasis 
added). Judge Sobeloff made the following 
statement in his lett.er of February 18, 1964, 
to Attorney General Kennedy: 

"Enclosed is the file of correspondence 
passing between our court and counsel for 
the Textile Workers Union of America and 
Deering Milliken Corporation following the 
argument of an appeal in our court. Inas
much a.s this relates to alleged conduct of 
one of our colleagues, we think it appropriat.e 
to pass the file on to the Department of 
Justice." 

The "alleged conduct" to which Judge 
Sobeloff referred clearly relates to "the pro
priety of the conduct of a member of this 
court" mentioned by him in his letter of the 
same date to Miss Eames. 

Judge Sobeloff concluded his letter to At
torney General Kennedy as follows: 

"I wish to add on behalf of the members of 
the court that our independent investigation 
has convinced us that there is no warrant 
whatever for these assertions and insinua
tions, and we express our complete confidence 
in Judge Haynsworth." 

After a review of the file by the Justice 
Department, Attorney General Kennedy re
plied to Judge Sobeloff on February 28, 1964, 
as follows: 

"This wm acknowledge receipt of your 

letter dated February 18, 1964, enclosing the 
file that reflects your investigation of cer
tain assertions and lnslnuations about Judge 
Clement F. Haynsworth, Jr. 

"Your thorough and complete investigation 
reflects that the charges were without foun
dation. I share your expression of complet.e 
confidence in Judge Haynsworth. 

"Thanks for bringing this matter to my 
attention." 

Such a ringing endorsement of the conduct 
of Judge Haynsworth, such broad and spa
cious language, cannot be reasonably taken 
to be restricted to charges of alleged bribery, 
but certainly must include all facets o! 
Judge Haynsworth's official conduct, includ
ing the questions o! ethics and propriety. 

If the Justice Department review of the 
file had lndlcated that Judge Haynsworth 
was innocent of any violations of the crimi
nal law, but that his ethical conduct was 
questionable, then surely Attorney General 
Kennedy would have spoken in more guarded 
language and would have hedged his "ex
pression of complete confidence in Judge 
Haynsworth." 

Senator Hruska. has recently requested the 
Department of Justice to reexam.tne the 
conduct of Judge Haynsworth in this mat
ter as it relates to the standards of judicial 
ethics. 

Honorable William. H. Rehnquist, Assist
ant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, 
has submitted a thorough and well-reasoned 
reply to the inquiry of Senator Hruska. This 
Opinion of the Justice Department closely 
exam.tnes all of the pertinent facts and cir
cumstances relating to the conduct of Judge 
Haynsworth taking part in the Darlington 
decision, and comes to the conclusion that 
his conduct in that case comported with the 
laws of the United Stat.es, the Canons of Ju
dicial Ethics, and the Canons of Judicial 
Ethics of the American Bar Association. 

The Opinion concludes that Judge Hayns
worth should not have recused himself or 
been disqualified from participating in the 
decision of the Darlington case, and that in 
light of the !acts he was under a duty to 
take part in that decision. 

The Opinion further states that the opin
ions of the American Bar Association Com
mittee on Professional Ethics and the deci
sions of state and federal courts confirm the 
conolusion that Judge Haynsworth acted 
properly, and that this conclusion 1s sup
ported by common sense ethical consid
erations. 

Two members of the Senate Judiciary Com
Inittee have requested additional informa
tion pertaining to certain additional facts 
and circumstances relating to Judge Hayns
worth's participation in the Darlington deci
sion. J.t is our understanding that this addi
tional requested information is in the proc
ess of being furnished. 

We firmly believe that a review of the 
presently known undisputed facts pertain
ing to this matter will lead to the inescapable 
conclusion that it affords no basis for op
posing the nomination of Judge Haynsworth 
to be an Associate Justice of the Supreme 
Court of the United States. 

'TEXTILE WORKERS UNION OF AMERICA, 
New York, N.Y., December 17, 1963. 

Hon. SIMON E. SoBELOFF, 
Chief Judge, U.S. Court of Appeals for the 

Fourth Circuit, Richmond, Va. 
DEAR JUDGE SoBELOFF: I have taken the 

liberty of marking this letter as "personal" 
because I believe that you should be the first 
person to see it. It 1s written to you in your 
capacity as Ohle! Judge or the Court of Ap
peals. 

The consolidated Deering Milliken cases 
were decided by the Fourth C1rcu1t on Fri
day, Novem,ber 16, 1963. On the morning of 
Wednesday, November 20th, our Union re-
ceived a telephone ca.II in which the caller, 
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who said that he would not identify him
self, stated substantially the following: 

I believe that you should know that Judge 
Haynsworth, who voted against your Union 
in the Deering Milliken case is the First Vice 
President of Carolina Vend-A-Matic Com
pany, and that two days after the decision 
in the Deering Milliken case, Deering Milli
ken cancelled its contracts with the company 
or companies which previously supplied vend
ing machines to all of the numerous Deer
ing Milliken mills in the Carolinas, and pro
ceeded to sign a new contract with the Caro
lina vend-A-Matic Company pursuant to 
which that Oom.pany would supply vending 
machines to all Deering Milliken mills. 

We immediately proceeded to do what we 
could to check the accuracy of this allega
tion. The first element checked out readily; 
there is no doubt that Judge Haynsworth is 
or was until very recently the First Vice 
President of Carolina Vend-A-Matic Com
pany. (We do not know the extent, if any, of 
his shareholding in the corporation, but we 
are informed that he has been the First Vice 
President since the company was founded, 
and that the Judge's former partner in the 
law firm of Haynsworth, Perry, Bryant, Mar
ion and Johnston, in Greenville, Mr. W. Fran
cis Marion, is and has been the President 
of Carolina Vend-A-Matic Company.) As to 
the second element of the allegation-that 
regarding the throwing of the Deering Milli
ken vending machine contracts to Carolina 
Vend-A-Matic-we were first informed that a 
notice was posted in the Drayton Mill of the 
Deering Milliken chain at some time prior to 
December 11th of this year stating that as of 
January 1st, a complete new set of vending 
machines would be installed in the mill; we 
were later informed that the most recent 
story was that as of January 1, Deering Milli
ken would take bids from vending machine 
companies. 

We have seen two credit reports on Caro
lina.Vend-A-Ma.tic Company. (These reports 
are not our property.) The first of these 
reports was dated October 18, 1963. The re
port stated that it was based upon an inter
view on October 8, 1963 with the general 
manager of Carolina Vend-A-Matic, Mr. Wade 
Dennis. (The interview could not have been 
held any earlier than October 1, 1963, since it 
includes the statement that volume for the 
first nine months of 1963 had increased about 
25 % over that for the corresponding period 
of 1962.) This report stated that the First 
Vice President of the corporation was 
Clement F. Haynsworth, Jr. It further stated 
that annual estimated sales were $2,000,000. 
It happened that there was a typographical 
discrepancy in the report: On the first page 
the report stated that the company had been 
founded in 1960; on the second page the 
founding date was stated as 1950. 

A second report had been sought to recon
cile this typographical discrepancy. The dis
crepancy was corrected (the proper date was 
1950) in a report sent out on December 3rd 
entitled "substitute Report of Even Date 
[presumably October 18]: Correcting Errors 
in Composition." This report, still stating 
that it was based upon the October 8th inter
view, claimed that "C. F . Haynsworth, Jr., 
formerly shown as First Vice President re
signed about September 1, 1963 and no one 
has been elected to that office." (The correct
ed report further states that annual sales 
were estimated at $3,000,000, an increase of 
a million dollars-which could represent the 
Deering Milliken contract.) This is apparent
ly an attempt retroactively t o create a Sep
tember, 1963 resignation from corporate 
office for Judge Haynsworth, since the first 
report of the October 8th interview (which 
had to have been written later than Septem
ber 30th) stated that Judge Haynsworth was 
the First Vice President. 

I am sure you can imagine that our union 
is gravely disturbed. After having lost a case 
of the most serious importance by one vote, 
we have been informed that the party which 

won the case awarded a significant contract 
to a firm in which one of the judges was 
interested. The allegations have checked out: 
(1) In fact, the Judge was (at least until 
recently) an officer of the corporation, and 
there has been an effort to hide that fact, 
and (2) in fact, a notice was posted in the 
mill at Drayton that the vending machines 
were to be changed. 

Thus far, the allegations are clear and 
definite-the kind of thing that clearly 
means something if it is true. Because we 
see these allegations checking out as ap
parently true, then we begin to wonder about 
the import of facts whose significance is less 
clear. For example, we are informed that 
Judge Haynsworth ls extremely close to 
former Senator Charles Daniels, who in turn 
is extremely close to Roger Milliken. If this 
fact stood alone, we would endeavor not to 
to be perturbed by it, but it does not. Know
ing these facts, we cannot help but suspect 
that the reason why Deering Milliken moved 
for a hearing en bane was to be sure to 
have Judge Haynsworth on the panel. We 
cannot help but wonder whether the 
sentence in the decision regarding print 
cloth, which was evidently not a part of 
Judge Bryan's original text (since · it was 
added in handwriting to the typed manu
script) and which the Court has subsequent
ly, on its own motion, omitted from the 
decision, was not introduced at Judge 
Haynsworth's suggestion and then with
drawn at his suggestion because Deering 
Milllken had pointed out to him that by 
going this far, he had ca.used the opinion 
flatly to contradict the record in the case. 

We of course have no subpoena power. We 
cannot examine the officers and look into the 
books of the vending machine corporation 
or corporations which previously had the 
Deering Mllliken contract (the chief among 
which corporations we believe to be the 
Spartamatic Corporation of Spartanburg, 
South Carolina) , the records of which should 
presumably reflect any contract cancellation 
which may have occurred and the date of 
such a cancellation. Depending on a number 
of facts which we do not know but which 
could be discovered by an investigation with 
subpoena. powers, there may or may not be 
violations of 18 U.S.C. sections 201 and 202. 
It would appear, however, that only one fact 
which is now unknown-namely whether or 
not the Deering Milliken contract was thrown 
to Carolina Vend-A-Matic-needs to be 
known in order to conclude that Judge 
Haynsworth should have disqualified himself 
from participating in this decision. 

We had intended to wait until January 1st 
to see whether Carolina Vend-A-Ma.tic ma
chines were installed on that date as the 
notice at Drayton suggested. But the making 
of the changes in the financial report and 
the story regarding a taking of bids suggest 
that Carolina Vend-A-Ma tic may already fear 
discovery and consequently have begun an 
effort to cover its tracks. 

We believe that an investigation should be 
made immediately. We do not know whether 
we ourselves should ask the Justice Depart
ment to investigate or whether we should 
leave the handling of this matter entirely up 
to you. It is clear to us that you are the first 
person to whom the matter should be re
f erred. Whether or not a criminal violation 
has occurred, we certainly believe that if the 
Deering Milliken contract was thrown to 
Carolina Vend-A-Ma.tic, Judge Haynsworth 
should be disqualified from participating in 
the decision in this case, and that the result
ing two-to-two decision should lead to the 
sustaining of the NLRB decision below. 

If you have any questions to ask of our 
Union, either I or anyone else in this orga
nization to whom you may wish to speak will 
make himself immediately available to you. 

Very truly yours, 
PATRICIA EAMES, 

Attorney for Textile Workers Union of 
America, AFL-010. 

RICHMOND, VA., January 7, 1964. 
THORNTON W. BROOKS, Esq., 
McLendon, Brim, Holderness & Brooks, 
Greensboro, N.C. 
STUART N. UPDIKE, Esq., 
Townley, Updike, Carter & Rodgers, 
New York, N.Y. 

GENTLEMEN: Enclosed to each of you is a 
copy of a letter I have this day written to 
Miss Patricia Eames, counsel for Textile 
Workers Union of America, together with a 
copy of a letter addressed to me by her on 
December 17, 1963. 

The court will be glad to receive any com
ment from you or your clients. It ls suggested 
that a copy of any communication to the 
court should be sent to opposing counsel. 

Sincerely, 
SIMON E. SOBELOFF. 

RICHMOND, VA., January 7, 1964. 
Miss PATRICIA EAMES, 
Textile Workers Union of America, 
New York, N.Y. 

DEAR MISS EAMES: Your letter of December 
17, 1963, addressed to me at Richmond, was 
forwarded to my Baltimore office but an 
answer was delayed because I was out of the 
city, recuperating from a recent illness. When 
our term opened yesterday your letter was 
placed before the court. An inquiry will be 
made into the subject matter about which 
you wrote me, and I will communicate with 
you further. 

Sincerely, 
SIMON E. 8oBELOFF, 

TOWNLEY, UPDIKE, CARTER & ROGERS, 
New York, N.Y., December 10, 1964. 

Re Darlington Mfg. Co. et al. v. NLRB. 
Hon. SIMON E. SOBELOFF, 
Chief Judge, U.S. Court of Appeals, Fourth 

Circuit, Richmond, Va. 
DEAR JUDGE SOBELOFF: We acknowledge 

your letter of January 7, 1964, together with 
the enclosures mentioned. It would have 
been sooner acknowledged but for my ab
sence, because of illness, on the day of its 
arrival. 

Our preliminary inquires indicate that, so 
far as the facts are within the knowledge 
of ourselves and of our client, Deering Milli
ken, Inc., the innuendoes and charges by 
TWUA counsel against our client and Judge 
Haynsworth with regard to vending machines 
in the Drayton Mill are utterly without 
foundation in fact. 

We have already begun a thorough in
vestigation of the facts to enable us 
promptly to accept the Court's invitation 
to submit comments. We shall of course 
comply with the Court's direction that cop
ies of all communications be supplied to 
opposing counsel. In doing so, however, we 
would assume that all correspondence be
tween the Court and counsel on this 
subject is to be considered sealed and not 
available for public inspection or distribu
tion, pending fm-ther directions from the 
Court. 

Respectfully, 
STUART N. UPDIKE. 

MCLENDON BRIM, HOLDERNESS & 
BROOKS, 

Greensboro, N.C., January 13, 1964. 
Hon. SIMON E. SoBELOFF, 
Chief Judge, U.S. Court of Appeals, Rich

mond, Va. 
DEAR JUDGE SOBELOFF: Your letter of Jan

uary 7, with enclosures, was received by my 
offioe during my abt.ence. The serious allega 
tions and inferences contained in the letter 
of Miss Ea.mes compel me to promptly reply 
to the extent possible at this time. The Court 
has solicited the comment of counsel or their 
clients, and I am replying on behalf of my 
client, Darlington Manufacturing Company, 
although lt is no longer in existence. I under
stand that counsel for Deering Milliken, Inc., 
will communicate with the Court in due 
course as to Carolina. Vend-A-Matte Com-
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pany, about which I have no knowledge 
whatsoever. 

My comm.en ts on the other points are as 
follows: 

1. En bane court. Miss Eames states at page 
2, paragraph 5, "we cannot help but suspect 
that the reason why Deering Milliken moved 
for a hea.ring en bane was to be sure to have 
Judge Haynesworth (sic] on the panel." Miss 
Eames' suspicion is totally unwarranted in
sofar as my client or myself are ooncerned. 
The reason why Darlington petitioned for an 
en bane hearing is set forth in its petition of 
30 May. In brief, the reason there stated was: 

"This Oourt wisely utilized the power to 
initiate an en bane hearing sua sponte in 
Docket No. 8908, Simkins, et al. v. Moses H. 
Cone Memorial Hospital, et al., argued on 1 
April 1963. Counsel for the parties in that 
cruse, including counsel for the Petitioner 
herein, were unanimous in the view that it 
wa.$ helpful to utilize the power of the Court 
to have an en bane hearing. This Court has 
wisely heeded the admonition of the Supreme 
Court that the en bane power convened by 
§ 46 ( c) is too useful for a court ever 'to 
ignore the possibilities of its use in cases 
where its use might be appropriate.' In less 
than one year's time, this Court has heard 
the following casEIB en bane:" (Nine cases 
listed.) 

I sincerely considered at the time that if 
it was wise for the Court to initiate an en 
bane hearing sua sponte in the Simkins case, 
certainly the importance of the present case 
warranted the invocation of an en bane 
court, particularly considering the fact that 
the National Labor Relations Board had de
cided the case by a three to two decision. 
Furthermore, my position for an en bane 
court noted that as four of the five judges of 
this Court were already familiar with some 
aspects of the case, it was particularly ap
propriate that "all members of the Court 
pool their wisdom in the hearing and the 
ultimate determination of these complex 
proceedings." Interestingly enough, the opin
ion of the majority was written by Judge 
Bryan who was the only member of the Court 
who had not previously participated in some 
of the proceedings related to the case. 

Subs~quently, both the National Labor 
Relations Board and the Union, through 
their counsel, responded to the petition by 
notifying the Court that they had no objec
tion to the motion for a hearing and deter
mination of the proceedings en blanc. 

2. Deletion of sentence in order. Miss 
Eames states at page 2, paragraph 5, that 
"We cannot help but wonder whether the 
sentence in the decision regarding print 
cloth . . . was not introduced at Judge 
Haynsworth's suggestion and then with
drawn at his suggestion because Deering 
Milliken had pointed out to him that by go
ing this far, he had caused the opinion flatly 
to contradict the record in the case." I do 
not know who introduced the sentence in 
question into the decision, but I do know 
who suggested that it be modified or with
drawn. The Clerk mailed to counsel for the 
parties a photocopy of the decision when it 
was entered and filed. I am enclosing the 
photocopy of page 9 of the decision as sent 
to me and this shows that my copy did not 
contain the sentence in question. On 20 
November Mr. Schoemer called me over long 
distance telephone from his law office in New 
York, after he had received his photocopy of 
the opinion, and in the course of our con
versation I learned for the first time that my 
copy did not contain the inserted sentence. 
Thereafter I telephoned the Clerk to ascer
tain if the sentence had been inadvertently 
omitted from my copy, a.nd as to the exact 
language in the official copy. The Clerk then 
examined the record and advised that the 
sentence should have been written into my 
copy as well. I then advised the Clerk that 
in my opinion the statement was not entirely 
correct and I requested him to call my views 

to Judge Bryan's attention so that changes, 
if any, that might be made by the Court in 
the opinion could be handled before the 
opinion was sent to the printer; I also asked 
the Clerk to advise me if it was necessary for 
me to officially call the matter to the Court's 
attention by means of a formal document. I 
did not hear further from the Clerk, nor 
from any member of the Court, until I re
ceived the order of December 9, 1963, where
in the sentence was ordered deleted. The 
suggestion to Judge Bryan that the added 
sentence in his written opinion was not en
tirely supported by the record originated 
solely with me, and was transmitted by me 
to Judge Bryan through the Clerk, as 
indicated. 

With respect and esteem, I remain 
Sincerely yours, 

THORNTON H. BROOKS. 

(Enclosure] 
"There is no decided case", the Board can

didly states, "directly dispositive of Darling
ton's claim that it had an absolute right to 
close its mill, irrespective of motive". While a 
number Of the decisions on the point men
tion the presence of a legitimate economic 
reason in oonnect;lon with the right to close, 
an analysis of them discloses that they do 
not declare the existence of such a reason to 
be indispensible to the validity of the clos
ing. See e.g., NLRB v. Preston Food Corp., 
309 F.2d 946, 352 (4 Cir. 1962); NLRB v. New 
England Web, Inc., 309 F.2d 696, 700 (1 Cir. 
1962); NLRB v. Rapid Bindery, Inc., 293 F.2d 
170, 173 (2 Cir. 1961); Union Drawn Steel Co. 
v. NLRB, 109 F.2d 587, 592 (3 Cir. 1940). Nor 
are there precedents for the proposition that 
an owner or operator cannot go out of busi
ness at his option if the closure is intended 
to be, and is in truth, absolute and perma
nent. These authorities, we think, support 
the view that if the termination is without 
intent to resume the business elsewhere-
as a runaway-the power to close, even if 
spurred by unionization, is not precluded by 
the act. 

RICHMOND, VA., 
January 13, 1969. 

Re Darlington Mfg. Co., et al., v. NLRB. 
STUART N. UPDIKE, Esq., 
Townley, Updike, Carter & Rodgers, New 

York, N.Y. 
DEAR MR. UPDIKE: Thank you for your let

ter of January 10. The court will await your 
further communication. 

Your suggestion that all correspondence 
between the court and counsel on this sub
ject should not be available for public in
spection or distribution pending further di
rection from the court, is, of course, correct. 

Sincerely, 
SIMON E. SOBELOFF. 

TOWNLEY, UPDIKE, CARTER & RODGERS, 
New York, N.Y., January 13, 1964. 

Re Darlington Mfg. Co. et al. v. NLRB. 
Hon. SIMON E. SoBELOFF, 
Chief Judge, U.S. Court of Appeals, Fourth 

Circuit, Richmond, Va. 
DEAR JUDGE SoBELOFF: I regret that I must 

call to the Court's attention that the date 
"December 10, 1964" on my letter sent to 
you last Friday should read "January 10, 
1964". Please accept my apologies for the 
error. 

Respectfully, 
STUART N. UPDIKE. 

TOWNLEY, UPDIKE, CARTER & RODGERS, 
New York, N.Y., January 17, 1964. 

Hon. SIMON E. SOBELOFF, 
Chief Judge, U.S. Court of Appeals, FO'Urlh 

Circuit, Richmond, Va. 
DEAR JUDGE SOBELOFF: This wm supple

ment our letter of January 10, 1964, ac
knowledged by your letter of January 13, 
1964, for which we thank you. 

On January 12, a member of our staff was 

dispatched to Spartanburg, South Carolina, 
to make a full investigation of the relevant 
facts concerning vending machine opera
tions in Deering Milliken mills. (We are 
using that term in this letter generically to 
identify the mills which sell their products 
through Deering Milliken, Inc.) The investi
gation was made by John P. Reiner, Esq., 
who joined the staff of this firm on Janu
ary 2, 1964 after service as law secretary to 
Chief Judge Sylvester J. Ryan, followed by 
service as an Assistant United States Attor
ney, both of the Southern Distriot of New 
York. He has submitted to us a written re
port, backed up by copies of the relevant 
documents. This letter is based thereon. 

The investigation was conducted primarily 
through two sources: ( 1) Deering Milliken 
Service Corporation, the purchasing depart
ment of which, where requested by a plant 
manager, advised in obtaining proposals 
from in-plant feeding contractors at the 
Deering Milliken mills; and (2) Pacolet In
dustries, Inc., of which the Drayton Mill is 
a division. Deering Milliken, Inc., as such, 
was not involved in the investigation. 

By way of preface, we observe that the 
letter to you from union counsel of Decem
ber 17, 1963, makes two broad charges with 
respect to vending machine operations a.t 
these mills: 

(1) On November 17, 1963, two days after 
the Court's decision in the Darlington case, 
"Deering Milliken" cancelled its contracts 
with the suppliers of vending machines "to 
all of the numerous Deering Milliken mills 
in the Carolinas" and transferred or "threw" 
the business to Carolina Vend-A-Ma.tic Co., 
Inc. (page 1 of Miss Eames' letter). 

(2) While the union has been unable to 
verify the correctness of the foregoing hear
say report supposedly given it by an anony
mous telephone caller, it has established 
that Drayton Mill has transferred, or as of 
January 1 would transfer, its vending ma.
chine contract to Carolina. Vend-A-Ma.tic Co., 
Inc. (hereafter "Carolina Vend-A-Ma.tic") 
(page 2 of Miss Ea.mes' letter). 

Both these statements are absolutely and 
unqualifiedly false, as we shall now demon
strate, first dealing with the specific instance 
of Drayton Mill and then with the other 
Deering M1lliken mills. 

As to Drayton Mill: For a number of years, 
food and beverages at Drayton Mill were sup
plied in part by an outside independent con
tractor and in part by the services of mm 
personnel. Early in 1963, the mill manager 
questioned whether these operations might 
not be more efficiently carried out by a single 
outside independent vending contractor. 
After investigation of the subject and in 
late October 1963, the manager decided to 
transfer these operations to such an outside 
fl.rm, and enlisted the aid of the purchasing 
department of Deering Milliken Service Cor
poration in obtaining proposals. At about this 
time, a notice was posted on the m111's bul
letin board indicating that in the future, 
but at an unspecified date, vending machine 
operations would be placed in the hands of 
an independent contractor. 

With the assistance of the purchasing de
partment, five vending companies thought to 
be interested in supplying food and equip
ment to the Drayton Mill were invited* to 
submit proposals to Mr. Rogers, the plant 
manager. Included in the list of invitees 
were Carolina Vend-A-Matic and Automatic 
Food Service, Inc. of Spartanburg, the com
pany which had been supplying beverage 
vending machines at Drayton Mill for some 
years. Proposals were received; most, if not 
all, of the invitees inspected the fac1lities 
available at the plant and the plant man-

*Each of the invitees, including Carolina 
Vend-A-Matic, was then supplying food and 
beverage vending operations to one or more 
Deering Milllken mills. 
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ager persona.Uy visited the facilities of each 
of the invitees in order to satisfy himself a.s 
to which was likely to supply the best quality 
food. 

On or about December 10, 1963, the plant 
manager made his determination. To a.id in 
the formulation of his judgment, he prepared 
a. chart on which he tabulated what he re
garded :tS the principal criteria by which each 
of the invitees was to be judged, and then 
awarded points to indicate his own evalua
tion of the invitees' qualifications. By this 
method. Automatic Food Service, Inc. of 
Spartanburg, the existing contractor at the 
mill, emerged with the highest rating; Caro
lina Vend-A-Ma.tic was second, with a. rating 
about 25% below the first company. Accord
ingly, Automatic Food Service, Inc. was noti
fied that the contract would be awarded to 
it, and the four other bidders (including, of 
course, Carolina Vend-A-Matic) on Decem
ber 16, 1963 were notified that they had lost 
out. The contract was signed on December 
19, 1963. 

Examples of the documentary evidence 
available in support of the foregoing are: 
proposals to Drayton Mill from each of the 
vending companies: the chart prepared by 
Drayton's manager during the process of ar
riving at his decislon; and the correspond
ence with the various bidding concerns. 

As to Other Deering Milltken Mills: During 
the latter part of 1963, there were approxi
mately 40 textile mills (including related 
companies) which sold their production 
through Deering Milliken. These include the 
mills acquired by Deering Milliken, Inc. 
from Textron, Inc. in the Spring of 1963. Of 
these, 27 were served by 10 different inde
pendent vending machine companies, of 
which Carolina Vend-A-Ma.tic was one, serv
ing 5 different plants. (Another vending ma.
chine company served 6 plants: the rest 
served less than 5.) It appears that of Caro
lina. Vend-A-Ma.tic's 5 contracts, 4 h11.d been 
in existence since 1958. The remaining one 
was a.warded in July 1963, on the basis of an 
invitation for proposals, followed by an 
a.ward of the contra.ct, as has been described 
above in the case of Drayton Mill. In this in
stance, however, the mill management de
cided on Carolina. Vend-A-Ma.tic (out of 
eight competitive proposals) as the prefera
ble bidder. The contra.ct was a.warded ac
cordingly. The plant in question has only 
a.bout 250 employees. 

Needless to say, there is not the slightest 
evidence that any Deering Milliken mill has 
ever cancelled a vending machine contract 
with the intention of transferring or "throw
ing" the contra.ct to Carolina. Vend-A-Ma.tic, 
nor has any such mill ever done so. In short, 
the charge which union counsel says was 
anonymously relayed by telephone on No
vember 17, 1963, to tha.t'effect ls utterly with
out foundation. 

We a.re, of course, in no position to deal 
with the allegations concerning Judge 
Ha.ynsworth's ownership in Carolina. Vend
A-Ma.tic, or what the union portrays as a 
clumsy attempt to divest himself of any 
public connection with that company on the 
eve of the Darlington decision. It would, we 
feel, be both presumptuous and unneces
sary for us to assay any defense of Judge 
Haynsworth against the irresponsible charges 
in the letter from Miss Ea.mes. From the 
standpoint of Deering Mllllken, Inc., how
ever, as a party to the litigation in which 
the innuendoes have been raised, and a com
pany which ls implicitly if not primarily 
charged with bribing, or attempting to bribe, 
a member of the Federal Judiciary we ca.n 
only voice the hope that if and when there 
should issue from the Court a vindication 
of Judge Haynsworth and a flat rejection of 
the union's suggestion that he should be 
disqualified from the Darlington decision, 
the Court's determination should make 
clear that Deering M1lliken, Inc. ls likewise 
free from any possible guilt in this situation. 

In view of the length which this letter 

has already reached, we shall refrain from 
oommenting on the peripheral charges by 
Miss Ea.mes that are dealt with in Mr. 
Brooks' letter to the Court of January 16. 
Needless to say, we adopt Mr. Brooks' state
ment of the facts, so far as they are known 
to us. 

We stand ready to meet with the Court, 
or to supply to the Court any information 
desired concerning any particulars of the 
matters under inquiry. We shall be happy 
to make Mr. Reiner, and his report, avail
able to the Court; or if the court wishes, 
either Mr. SChoemer or I wm be glad to at
tend before it for further substantiation of 
these statements. 

Respectfully, 
STUART N. UPDIKE. 

RICHMOND, VA., 
January 23, 1964. 

Re Darlington Mfg. Co., et al. v. NLRB. 
STUART N. UPDIKE, Esq., 
Townley, Updike, Carter & Rodgers, 
New York, N.Y. 

DEAR MR. UPDIKE: Thank you for your let
ter of January 17. The court would like to be 
advised of the identity of the five plants re
ferred to by you as being served by Carolina 
Vend-A-Ma.tic, the dates on which such serv
ice began, the number of machines and the 
approximate volume of business transacted 
in each of these plants. 

Sincerely, 
SIMON E. SOBELOFF. 

TOWNLEY, UPDIKE, CARTER & RoDGERS, 
New York, N.Y., January 27, 1964. 

Re Darlington Mfg. Co. et al. v. NLRB. 
Hon. SIMON E. SOBELOFF, 
Chief Judge, U.S. Court of Appeals, Fourth 

Circuit, Richmond, Va. 
DEAR JUDGE SOBELOFF: I acknowledge with 

thanks your letter of January 23, 1964. I re
spond to your inquiry as follows: 

THE FIVE PLANTS SERVED BY CAROLIN A 
VEND-A-MATIC CO., INC. 

At Marietta, South Carolina. on the prem
ises of Gayley Mill are located three separate 
operations. The first of these is the Ga.yley 
Mill itself; the other two are Clemson In
dustries and Mayco Yarns. Ea.ch of these ls 
a separate manufacturing operation, al
though all three are located in the same 
plant premises at Gayley Mill. These opera
tions constitute three of the total of five 
served by Carolina Vend-A-Ma.tic Co., Inc. 
(hereafter "Carolina Vend-A-Ma.tic"), as 
stated in my letter of January 17th. 

The fourth plant is Jonesville Products, 

located at Jonesville, South Carolina.. The 
fifth is Magnolia Finishing Plant, located at 
Blacksburg, South Carolina. 

THE DATES ON WHICH SUCH SERVICE BEGAN 
While the initial installation of two coffee 

machines by Carolina Vend-A-Matic at Gay
ley began in 1952, the more substantial oper
ation as presently constituted began in March 
1958. The servicing at Jonesville began in 
October 1958. The servicing at Magnolia be
gan in August, 1963. 
THE NUMBER OF MACHINES AND APPROXIMATE 

VOLUME 
At Gayley there are six vending ma.chines, 

as follows: 
1 Coffee ma.chine; 
1 Cold Drink machine; 
1 Candy machine; 
1 Cigarette machine: 
1 Hot Soup machine; 
1 Sandwich machine. 
The employees at Gayley Mill, Clemson 

Industries 8.Ild Ma.yco Yarns a.re all served 
by the same machines. They total approxi
mately 380 people. The average gross weekly 
sales is approximately $950. 

At Jonesville Products there are two vend
ing machines: 1 COffee machine, 1 Candy 
machine. The plant employs approximately 
50 people. The average gross weekly sales is 
approximately $24. 

At Magnolia Finishing Plant there are two 
banks of machines, each consisting of eight 
vending machines, as follows: 

1 Coffee machine; 
1 Cold Drink Ma.chine; 
1 Candy machine: 
1 Cigarette machine; 
1 Sandwich machine; 
1 Milk machine; 
1 Ice Cream machine; 
1 Pastry machine. 
There are three other service areas in the 

plant, each with three vending ma.chines, as 
follows: 

1 coffee machine. 
1 cold drink machine; 
1 candy machine. 
The Magnolla plant employs approximate

ly 250 people. The average gross weekly sales 
is approximately $1,000. 

For the convenience of the Court, we have 
prepared and enclose herewith a table set
ting forth the above information. As stated 
in concluding our letter of January 17th, 
we stand ready to meet the further requests 
of the Court. 

Respectfully, 
STUART N. UPDIKE. 

CHART SHOWING DATES, NUMBER OF MACHINES, AND VOLUME BY PLANT 

Approximate volume 

Plants 
Date service 
began 

Number of Number of 
machines employees 

Average 
weekly 

gross safes 

Clemson lndustrie.,;, Marietta S.C_____ _____ ______________ (coffee only) 
Gayley M, Marietta, s.c _______________________________ }March 1952 } 

Mayco Yarns, Marietta, s.c ______________________________ March 1958 __________ _ 
Jonesville Products Jonesville, s.c _______________________ October 1958 _________ _ 2 

8X2=16} 
3X3=9 

380 

50 
250 

$950 

24 
1,000 Magnolia Finishing Plant, Blacksburg, s.c _________________ August 1963 •• --------{ 

TOWNLEY, UPDIKE, CARTER & RODGERS, 
New York, N.Y., February 11, 1964. 

Re Darlington Mfg. Co. et al v. NLRB. 
Hon. SIMON E. SOBELOFF, 
Chief Judge, U.S. Court of Appeals; 
Fourth Circuit, 
Richmond, Va. 

DEAR JUDGE SOBELOFF: In Mr. Updike's 
absence, I acknowledge receipt of a copy of 
Miss Eames' letter of February 6th to the 
Oourt. 

As a comment by us or our client would 
seem to be superfluous under the circum
stances, we shall await further instructions or 
advice from the court. 

Respectfully, 
JOHN R. ScHOEMER, Jr. 

'I'EXTU.E WORKERS UNION OF AMERICA, 
February 6, 1964. 

Hon. SIMONE. SoBELOFF, 
Chief Judge, U.S. Court of Appeals for the 

Fourth Circuit, Hichmond, Va. 
DEAR JUDGE SOBELOFF: Having read and re

read Mr. Updike's letter to you of January 
17, I believe tha.t the facts therein set forth 
establish that Deering Milliken did not throw 
its vending machine contracts to carolina 
Ven<l-A-Matic as was alleged to our Union 
on November 20. With that basic ta.ct es
tablished, it becomes clear that my collateral 
concerns, as expressed to you in the last 
paragraph on the second page of my letter 
to you ot December 17, become inappropriate. 

I regret that Mr. Updike feels that my letter 
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to you was irresponsible. At the time when 
the telephoned message to our Union had 
been passed on to me, and I had noted the 
officerships in Carolina. Vend-A-Matic and 
had heard what reports were available to me 
regarding Deering Milliken's southern plants, 
frankly I was sorely troubled as to what I 
should, do about a half-knowledge which it 
would clearly be irresponsible to keep silent 
about. It appeared to me that the most re
sponsible course was to write to the Chief 
Judge. 

My letter to you has caused trouble. I am 
genuinely sorry for that. Since we nqw know 
that the allegation made to our Union was in
accurate, we know that that trouble was 
unnecessary. Thus I am the more regretful of 
the trouble caused. 

Sincerely yours, 
PATRICIA EAMES, 

Assistant General Counsel. 

U.S. COURT OF APPEALS, 
FOURTH JUDICIAL Cmcurr. 

February 18, 1964. 

Miss PATRICIA EAMES, 
Assistant General Counsel, 
Textile Workers Union of America, 
New York, N.Y. 

DEAR Miss EAMES: Thank you for your let
ter of February 6. Your frank recognition 
that the statements made to you in the 
anonymous telephone call were in error, and 
that your acknowledgment that the con
cerns expressed by you on the basis of that 
call were unwarranted, should terminate this 
matter satisfactorily to all concerned. 

For your further information, to complete 
the record, and in simple justice to Judge 
Haynsworth, I think I should inform you of 
some additional facts which our inquiry dis
closed. 

Information which the court has obtained 
from officials of Carolina Vend-A-Matte ls 
entirely consistent with that which it has 
received through attorneys for Deering Mil
liken, copies of which were sent you. There 
was one slight discrepancy which calls for 
an explanatory word. Carolina Vend-A-Matte 
Co. had reported that it had vending ma
chines in three identified plants related to 
Deering MilUken, Gayley Mlll being one of 
them. Though Gayley Mill ls one plant under 
one roof and there ls only one vending lnstal
la·tion there, Deering Milliken classed it as 
three operations; but they both meant the 
same thing. 

Your anonymous informer said that Deer
ing Milllken had cancelled all of its contracts 
with other vending machine companies and 
was throwing all of its many plants as vend
ing machine locations to Carolina Vend-A
Matic. Some apparent corroboration of this 
might be inferred from the fact that a notice 
of a new vending operation had been posted 
at Drayton Mill. 

Our inquiry produces no confirmation of 
the cancellation by Derring Mill1ken of any 
vendor's contract. A vending machine com
pany had coffee vending machines in Dray
ton Mills, but all other food services were 
supplied by employees of the company op
erating "dope wagons." As Mr. Updike has re
ported, officials of Deering Milliken decided to 
replace the dope wagons with vending ma
chines and sought proposals for complete 
vending from five companies, including the 
one which already had the coffee vending 
machines in the plant. Mr. Dennis and Mr. 
League, of Carolina Vend-A-Ma.tic, conferred 
with Mr. Rogers of Drayton Mills on Decem
ber 4, 1968, and, in response to his request 
on that date, submitted a proposal to him on 
December 9. Mr. Dennis, of Carolina Vend-A
Matic, received a letter from Mr. Foster, Per
sonnel Manager of D:r,ayton Mills, dated De
cember 16, informing him that it had been 
decided to have Automatic Food Service, Inc. 
provide this service. Automatic Food Service, 
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Inc. is the company which previously had 
the coffee machines in the plant. 

As we also have learned, Carolina Vend
A-Matic was one of a number of vending 
machine companies which sought the busi
ness of the new Magnolia Finishing plant in 
1963. On the basis of competitive bidding, 
Carolina Vend-A-Ma.tic obtained that busi
ness. At about the same time, however, in 
the summer of 1968, it was one of several 
competitive bidders for the vending busi
ness of another Deering M1111ken related 
plant, which, like Drayton Mills, was moving 
to complete food vending. It did not get that 
business. Thus, in 1963, Carolina Vend-A
Matic sought through competitive bidding 
the business of three Deering Milliken re
lated plants, obtained that of one and lost 
that of the other two. 

The actual facts do not warrant any in
ference that Deering Milliken related mills 
have preferred Carolina Vend-A-Matte in 
any way over other vendors. 

The circumstances of Judge Haynsworth's 
resignation as a director of Carolina Vend-A
Matic are also well known to us, and it was 
prompted by a resolution of the Judicial 
Conference of the United States and was in 
no way related to Deering Milliken contracts. 

When Judge Haynsworth came on this 
court in 1957, he was a member of the 
boa.rd of directors of a number of corpora
tions. He resigned from the boa.rd of each 
of those corporations which was publicly 
owned. He did this in order to avoid any 
chance that someone might undertake to 
influence him indirectly through a corpora
tion of which he was known to be a direc
tor. He did not resign from the boards of 
two corporations. One of those two ls a 
small, passive corporation in which members 
of his family have an interest. It owns real 
estate under long term leases and engages in 
no active business. He also remained on the 
board of Carolina Vend-A-Matte, which ls 
not publicly owned, for he thought that the 
considerations which led him to resign from 
the boards of the other corporations were 
inapplicable to it and the small, passive cor
poration. 

Some months ago it became known that 
judges in other sections of the country were 
serving on the boards of large, active, pub
licly owned corporations. They had not done 
what Judge Haynsworth had done in the 
first instance. Their service on the boards of 
such corporations led to criticism, with the 
result that last fall the Judicial Conference 
of the United States adopted a resolution 
that 

"No justice or judge of the United States 
shall serve in the capacity of an officer, 
director or employee of a. corporation orga
nized for profit." 

In obedience to this resolution Judge 
Haynsworth severed official relations with 
Carolina Vend-A-Matte and the small, pas
sive corporation. Judge Haynsworth's col
leagues knew of these matters at the time 
and discussed them with him. Clearly his 
resignation has no sinister implication; it 
was a prompt, natural and expected response 
to the resolution adopted by the Judicial 
Conference. 

Incidentally, we are assured that Judge 
Haynsworth has had no active participation 
in the affairs of Carolina Vend-A-Ma.tic, has 
never sought business for it or discussed 
procurement of locations for it with the 
officials or employees of any other company. 

It thus appears that the information re
ceived anonymously, by you was completely 
unfounded, and it is gratifying that after 
mature consideration you are convinced of 
this. However, unwarranted the allegation, 
since the propriety of the conduct of a mem
ber of this court has been questioned, I am 
today, at Judge Haynsworth's request and 
with the concurrence of the entire court, 
sending the file to the Department of Justice, 

together with an expression of our full con
fidence in Judge Haynsworth. 

Sincerely, 
SIMON E. SOBELOFF. 

U.S. COURT OF APPEALS, 
FOURTH JUDICIAL CmCUIT, 

February 18, 1964. 
Hon. RoBERT F. '.KENNEDY, 
Attorney General, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. ATI'ORNEY GENERAL: Enclosed ls 
the file of correspondence passing between 
our court and counsel for the Textile Work
ers Union of America and Deering Mllliken 
Corporation following the argument of an 
appeal in our court. Inasmuch as this relates 
to alleged conduct of one of our colleagues, 
we think it appropriate to pass the file on 
to the Department of Justice. 

Happily, Miss Eames, who wrote the initial 
letter to the court on December 17, 1968, 
has herself acknowledged that the assertions 
and insinuations about Judge Haynsworth, 
made to her by some anonymous person in 
a telephone call, are without foundaitlon; 
but I wish to add on behalf of the members 
of the court that our independent investi
gation has convinced us that there ls no 
warrant whatever for these assertions and 
insinuaitlons, and we express our compete 
confidence in Judge Haynsworth. 

Sincerely, 
SIMONE. SoBELOFJ". 

February 28, 1964. 
Hon. SIMON E. SOBELOFF, 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit 

Baltimore, Md. ' 
DEAR MR. CHIEF JUDGE: This will acknowl

edge receipt of your letter dated February 
18, 1964, enclosing the file that reflects your 
investigation of certain assertions and in
sinuations about Judge Clement F. Hayns
worth, Jr. 

Your thorough and complete investigation 
reflects that the charges were without foun
dation. I share your expression of complete 
confidence in Judge Haynsworth. 

Thanks for bringing this matter to my a,t
ten tton. 

Sincerely, 
RoBERT F. KENNEDY, 

Attorney General. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE RoUTING SLIP 
To: John Du:ffener, Bldg. 4212. 

JoHN: As I began at the beginning and 
read this-I thought--"Shades of Bobby 
Baker" with the vending machine aspects. 

Having read it all I agree the matter has 
been fully and satisfactory by Judge Sobeloff. 

A. GILCHEN. 
FEBRUARY 26. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE RoUTING SLIP 
To Criminal Division. 

Prepare reply for the signature of RFK. 
CARL: I intend to prepare an acknowledge

ment from A.G. making reference to Sobel
off thorough & satisfactory handling of this 
allegation. Any comment? 

FEBRUARY 26, 1964. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE RoUTING SLIP 
To:A.G. 

O.K. to sign. 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 

Washington, D.C., September 2, 1969. 
Hon. JOHN N. MrrcHELL, 
The Attorney General, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. ATTORNEY GENERAL: The Senate 
Judiciary Committee ls scheduled to begin 
hearings soon on the President's noinination 
of Judge Clement F. Haynsworth to be an 
Associate Justice of the Supreme Court of 
the United States. 

Shortly after the President submitted 
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Judge Haynsworth's name to the Senate, 
statements in the public press have charged 
that Judge Haynsworth should have dis
qualified himself from a labor case that was 
decided several years ago by the Court of 
Appeals for the Fourth Circuit. 

Because these same charges indicate that 
the Justice Department has a file on this 
matter, and because the Justice Department 
has been called upon in prior confirmation 
hearings to assist this Committee in analyses 
of legal points, I would very much appreciate 
having the views of the Department as to 
whether Judge Haynsworth should have dis
qualified himself in this case. 

I would propose to share your reply with 
the Chairman and my fellow members of the 
Judiciary Committee. 

Yours very truly, 
ROMAN L. HRUSKA, 

U.S. Senator. 

DEPARTMENT OP JUSTICE, 
Washington, D.C., September 5, 1969. 

Hon. ROMAN L. HRUSKA, 
U .S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HRUSKA: The Attorney Gen
era.I has asked me to reply to your letter to 
him dated September 2, requesting that the 
Justice Department comment on certain 
charges that have been made against Judge 
Clement F. Haynsworth. These charges, as I 
understand them, are that since Deering
Milliken, Inc., was a party to the case of 
Darlington Mfg. Co. v. National Labor Rela
tions Board, 325 F. 2d 682, decided by the 
Court cxf Appeals for the Fourth Circuit in 
1963, and since Judge Haynsworth owned 
stock in a corporation which did business 
with Deering-Milliken, he had ar. "interest" 
in the Darlington case and should have dis
qualified himself from sitting. I understand 
from your letter that the Department's views 
will be circulated to the Chairman and other 
members of the Judiciary Committee, which 
will shortly consider the President's nomina
tion of Judge Haynsworth to be an Associate 
Justice of the Supreme Court of the United 
States. 

We have received from Judge Haynsworth 
a copy of a statement which he has prepared 
in response to a request from Senator East
land, the Chairman of the Judici1itry Commit
tee, and have used that statement, together 
with the file forwarded to the Justice Depart
ment in 1964 by Chief Judge Sobeloff,1 

as the factual basis for our reply to your 
question. 

The Darlington case was orally argued be
fore the Court of Appeals for the Fourth 
Circuit on June 13, 1963, and was decided by 
that court on November 15, 1963.2 Judge 
Haynsworth had been appointed to the Court 
of Appeals six years earlier, in 1957. During 
all of the time that the Darlington case was 
pending before the Court of Appeals in 1963, 
Judge Haynsworth held one-seventh of the 
stock of a South Carolina corporation known 
as Carolina Vend-A-Matic Company, which 
he had helped organize in 1950. 

During 1963 Vend-A-Matic obtained 
slightly more than three percent of its gross 
sales from various plants of the Deering
Milliken combine, plants in which some 700 
out of a total of 19,000 Deering-Milliken em
ployees worked. Deering-Milliken granted 
space to vending machine companies on the 
basis of competitive bidding. During 1963 

1 The file compiled by Chief Judge Sobeloff 
was the result of an investigation by the 
Court itself into a similar, though not iden
tical, accusation against Judge Haynsworth. 
I have assumed from your letter that you 
wished to have the views of t h e Department 
without regard to the findings of the Court, 
and this letter has been prepared accordingly. 

2 Though not strictly relevant to your in
quiry, an accurate procedural description of 
this litigation is attached to this letter with 
the thought that it may be of interest to you 
and to other Committee members. 

Vend-A-Matic competed for three such 
awards, obtaining one and losing two. None 
of the Deering-Milliken officials who awarded 
vending machine rights knew that Judge 
Haynsworth was associated with Vend-A
Matic. Judge Haynsworth in turn played no 
part ·at any time in Vend-A-Ma.tic's site ac
quisition program, and was largely unfamil
iar with information regarding its site loca
tions at the time the Darlington case was 
before his Court. 

Prior to 1957 Judge Haynsworth t.ook some 
part in obtaining financing for Vend-A
Matic; after his appointment to the Court of 
Appeals, he took no active part in the busi
ness at all. Prior to his appointment to the 
Court of Appeals, he was both a director and 
a Vice President of Vend-A-Matic; he orally 
resigned as Vice President in 1957, although 
the minute book of the corporation con
tinued to show him as holding that office in 
subsequent years. He continued as a director 
until October, 1963, when he resigned in 
compliance with a resolution of the United 
States Judicial Conference adopted shortly 
before that date. 

I regard the dates of resignation by Judge 
Haynsworth as an officer and director of 
Vend-A-Matic as immaterial for purposes of 
this analysis. Since he remained a holder of 
stock in the company of substantial value 
after he had resigned his official posit.lions, he 
was in spite of these resignations unquestion
ably "interested" in Vend-A-Matte. Since he 
was not active in the conduct of its business, 
and was unfamiliar with the details of the 
location of its machines, the fact that he was 
a director does not change the situation from 
what it would have been had h~ been simply 
a stockholder. The legal and ethical ques
tion raised by these facts is whether a judge, 
who owns stock in one corporation, which in 
turn does business with a second corpora
tion, should disqualify himself when the 
second corporation is a party litigant in his 
court. 

Those statutes and canons of ethic.s which 
regulate judicial conduct are basically of two 
kinds: those which govern the extra-judicial 
activities of a judge, and those which govern 
his judicial activity. 

18 U.S.C. 205 prohibits judges from acting 
as attorneys or agents for any party in a 
proceeding to which the United States is a 
party; 28 U.S.C. 454 prohibits the practice o! 
law by a judge appointed under the authority 
of the United States; several of the canons 
o! judicial ethics likewise restrict the sort of 
extra-judicial conduct in whi.oh a judge may 
engage. The recent action of the Judicial 
Oonference of -the United States, requiring 
that permission of the Conference be ob
tained for judges to engage in extra-judicial 
employment, and that judges report to the 
Conference outside income from personal 
services, was addressed to extra-judicial con
duct. The charges made against Judge Hayns
worth, on the other hand, are directed to 
the second kind of judicial conduct which is 
regulated by statute and by canons of judi
cial ethics--the conduct of the judge in the 
discharge of his judicial duties. 

Both a statute and one of the Canons of 
Judicial Ethics are relevant in assessing these 
charges.3 28 U.S.C. 455 provides that: 

"Any justice or judge of the United States 
shall disqualify himself in any case in which 
he has a substantial interest, has been of 
counsel, is or has been a material witness, 
or ls so related to or connected with any party 
or his attorney as to render it improper, in 

3 Canon 26, ABA Canons of Judicial Ethics, 
states: 

"A judge should abstain from making per
sonal investments in enterprises which are 
apt to be involved in litigation in the courts; 
and, after his accession to the bench, he 
should not retain such investment previously 
made, longer than a period sufficient to en
able him to dispose of them without serious 
loss." 

his opinion, for him to sit on the trial, ap
peal, or other proceedings therein." 

Canon 29 states: 
"A judge should abstain from performing 

or taking part in any judicial act in which 
his personal interests are involved. If he has 
personal litigation in the court of which he 
is a judge, he need not resign his judgeship 
on that account, but he should, of course, 
refrain from any judicial act in such a con
troversy." 

Though this Canon has been mentioned in 
connection with the charges made against 
Judge Haynsworth, I do not believe that it is 
applicable. None of the information about the 
Vend-A-Matic suggests that it was an enter
prise " .•. apt to be involved in litigation 
in the courts", and it was not in fact ln
violved in the Darlington case. 

In addition to the federal disqualification 
statute, numerous states have disqualification 
statutes cast in somewhat similar terms, and 
precedents from those jurisdictions are help. 
ful in the absence of authoritative decisions 
construing the federal statute. Under the 
statute, the question is quite clearly whether 
Judge Haynsworth had a "substant.lie.l" in
terest in the Darlington case; under Canon 
29, the question is whether Judge Hayns
worth's "personal interests" were involved in 
that litigation. 

Quite obviously, when we are dealing with 
a concept which has both a legal and an 
ethical content, it is not desirable to parse 
the language in a manner which might 
sacrifice ethical substance to legal form. At 
first blush, indeed, it might appear to be an 
easy solution to the question of disqualifica
tion for the judge to "bend over backwards" 
and recuse himself if there be even the most 
tenuous claim that he ought to do so. More 
careful consideration, I believe, suggests that 
this is not the case, and requires that a quite 
precise determination be made in each case 
on the basis of the statute, the canons and 
the facts. This is because of the generally 
accepted principle stated as follows by two 
different federal courts of appeals: 

"There is as much obligation upon a judge 
not to recuse himself when there is no 
occasion as there is for him to do so when 
there is." In re Union Leader Corp., 1st Cir., 
292 F. 2d 381, 391 (1961). quoted with ap
proval in Wolfson v. Palmieri, 2nd Cir., 396 
F. 2d 121 (1968). 

The delays and procedural snarls which 
not infrequently result from the disqualifica
tion of a trial judge are serious enough to 
suggest that such action should be resorted 
to only when justified. Additional complica
tions occur when the judge recusing himself 
sits on an appellate court, since there is not 
the freedom to transfer a case from one ap
pellate court to another as there is from one 
trial judge to another. John P. Frank, in an 
article entitled, "Disqualification of Judges", 
56 Yale Law Journal 605 (1947), points out 
that from 1941 to 1946 three cases pending 
before the Supreme Court of the United 
States had to be either dismissed for lack of 
a quorum, Chrysler Corporation v. United 
States, 314 U.S. 483 (1941), continued for 
lack of a quorum, North American Company 
v. Securities & Exchange Commission, 327 
U.S. 686 (1946), or transferred for final deci
sion to a court of appeals pursuant to special 
statute, United States v. Aluminum Company 
of America, 322 U.S. 716 (1944). On more than 
one occasion since the date of that article, the 
Supreme Court of the United States has been 
obliged to affirm the judgment of the lower 
court by an equally divided vote and without 
opinion, because of disqualification. Bailey v. 
Richardson, 341 U.S. 918 (1951); Alitalia
Linee Aeree Italiane, S.p.A. v. Lisi, 390 U.S. 
455 (1968); Anderson v. Johnson, 390 U.S. 
456 (1968); World Airways, Inc. v. Pan 
American World Airways, Inc., 391 U.S. 461 
( 1968). One of the leading antitrust cases of 
the 1950s, United States v. E. I. du Pont de 
Nemours & Co., 353 U.S. 586 (1957), was 
decided by a Court consisting of only six 
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justices, who divided 4 to 2 on the issue before 
them. 

While disqualifications in the courts of 
a.ppeals do not have the same significance 
with respect to final decision of important 
points of law as do disqualifications in the 
Supreme Court of the United States, they 
nonetheless create more akwardness than do 
disqualifications at the trial court level. In
deed, a serious procedural snarl would have 
resulted in the Darlington case had one of 
the five judges of the Court of Appeals dis
qualified himself. Had Judge Haynsworth 
disqualified himself, the Court would pre
sumably have been evenly divided, Judges 
Bryan and Boreman voting to set aside the 
Board's order, Chief Judge Sobeloff and 
Judge Bell voting to enforce the order. While 
in the case of a direct appeal of a judg
ment of a district court, the result of such 
a division is affirma.nce, it is by no means 
clear that this would be the result in an 
agency proceeding where both the agency 
and the respondent are petitioning the ap
pellate court for relief. 

Disqua11fication where required by staitute 
or by the Canons of Ethics is a judge's un
doubted duty. But the disruptive conse
quences of disqualification, which may be 
readily borne in order to insure fairness 
where the judge does have a "substantial 
interest" in the litigation, should not be 
borne in order to gratify the desire on the 
part of either a litigant or of the judge 
himself that the judge not sit when he does 
not have such a substantial interest. 

There is thus no escape from -a careful 
analysis of ea.ch fa.ct situation. The "substan
tial interest" referred to in the statute and 
the "personal interest" referred to in the 
canon is a pecuniary, material intei-est in the 
outcome of the litigation. The clearest case is 
one in which the judge is a party to the law
suit; obviously he may not sit in such a case. 
Little different is the case in which the judge 
owns a significant amount of stock in a cor
poration which is a party to a lawsuit before 
him; he, too, must rescue himself. Parties 
to lawsuits either win or lose them, in whole 
or in part, and it is difficult to conceive of 
a lawsuit in which a party, or the stock
holder of a corporate party, does not have 
a material, pecuniary interest in the way in 
which the lawsuit is decided. 

These clear cases quite obviously do not 
decide the question relating to Judge Hayns
worth in the Darlington case. Vend-A-Matic 
had some business dealings with Deering
Mllliken, but it was in no sense a party to 
the Darlington litigation. One question is 
presented when a judge holds stock in a 
corporation which is a party to litigation 
before him. A quite different question is 
posed when the judge merely owns stock in 
a corporation which "does business" with a 
party to litigation before him. A general rule 
of disqualification in the second situation 
is neither administratively workable nor 
ethically desirable. The judge who owns stock 
in American Telephone and Telegraph Com
pany must simply seek other employment i! 
such a rule be applied, since that corpora
tion presumably does business with virtually 
every party to every lawsuit in the nation. 
On a smallei- scale, the same would be true 
of a judge owning stock in a local public 
utility . Yet surely no one would seriously 
contend that a judge, by reason of his stock
holding in such corporations, would be in
fluenced in favor of parties who were their 
customers. 

A slightly different case is that of a judge 
who owns stock in a local bank, which in 
turn has loans outstanding to various in
dividuals and businesses in the community. 
Where a solvent debtor of the bank is a party 
to a lawsuit, the interests of the bank in 
seeing its debtor prevail in order to increase 
the probabilities of repayment of its loan 
is theoretically present, but is remote indeed. 
On the other hand, a judge owning a stgnifi-

cant amount of stock in a bank which in turn 
has a large unsecured loan outstanding to 
Company X, a company in financial difficul
ties, should disqualify h!imself in a treble 
damage action brought by Company X 
against a thoroughly solvent defendant. 

It therefore seems clear that no categori
cal rule may be laid down in the case of 
a judge owning stock in a corporation which 
does business with a party litigant in the 
judge's court. Not only is disqualification in 
all such cases not required ethically, but 
the adoption of such a principle would make 
it impossible in many cases to even as
semble the facts necessary to pass on a 
question of disqualification. A corporation 
need not be listed in Poor's in order to 
have a number of customers buying from 
it, and a number of sellers selling to it. 
The great majority of each are likely to be 
unknown to a stockholder who takes no 
active part in the conduct of the corpora
tion's business. 

Instead of a broad rule of disqualifica
tion in such cases, the principle behind 
the provision for disqualification suggests 
that the facts of each case must be analyzed 
in order to see whether the judge can fairly 
be said to have a "substantial interest" in 
the litigaton. It ls clear from the examples 
cited that the characterization of a cor
poraition as "doing business" with a party 
litigant is far too imprecise to enable one 
to determine whether the corporation has 
a "substantial interest" in the litigation. 
The type and amount of business done, and 
the effect that various alternative outcomes 
of the litigation would have on the corpora
tion which ls "doing" the "business" must 
all be considered. A corporation, and there
fore those owning substantial stock in the 
corporation, would seem to have a "sub
stantial interest" in the litigation if it would 
be probably affected in some defineable, ma
terial way by one outcome of the litigation 
as opposed to another. 

Applying this test to Judge Haynsworth's 
position in the Darlington case, I am in
escapably led to the conclusion that he 
should not have disqualified himself. Vend
A-Matic was one of many suppliers of food 
services to the various Deering-Milliken 
plants, and Deering-Milliken was one of 
many owners of installations in which 
Vend-A-Matte food dispensing machines 
were placed. It is clear from the facts pre
sented that the Deering-Milliken officials 
who dealt with vending machine suppliers 
had no idea that Judge Haynsworth had any 
connection with any of these companies. As 
a matter of common sense, as well as of 
law, it is not possible to identify any con
ceivable effect that a decision one way or 
another in the Darlington case would have 
had on the fortunes of Vend-A-Matte. 

The opinions of the American Bar Associa
tion Committee on Professional Ethics and 
the decisions of state and federal courts con
firm our conclusion that Judge Haynsworth 
acted properly; disqualification has not been 
regarded as proper in circumstances such as 
those surrounding the Darlington decision. 

In attempting to delineate the scope of the 
"substantial interest" referred to in the 
statute and the "personal interest" referred 
to in the Canon, virtually all of the decisions 
speak in terms of a "direct" or "immediate" 
interest as opposed to a "remote" or con
tingent" interest in the outcome of the liti
gation. A New York appellate court made this 
statement in connection with the general 
problem: 

"The interest which will disqualify a judge 
to sit in a ca.use need not be large, but it 
must be real. It must be certain, and not 
merely possible or contingent; it must be one 
which is visible, demonstrable, and capable 
of precise proof." People v. Whitri dge, 129 
N.Y. Supp. 300, 304 (App. Div. 1911). 

Similarly, The American Bar Association 
Committee on Professional Ethics decided 

in Formal Opinion 170 (1937) that a judge 
should disqualify himself from a case if he 
owned stock in a corporation that was a party 
to the litigation. In response to a question
naire, virtually all state and federal appel
late judges indicated that their practice was 
in conformity with the opinion of the ABA. 
Frank, op. cit. 

At the other extreme, judges, recognizing 
their duty to sit, have properly refused to 
disqualify themselves when their interest 
was remote and insubstantial. For example, 
it has been held that disqualification was not 
required under the federal statute when the 
judge's stockholding in one of the litigants 
was a minuscule fraction of the issued, and 
outstanding stock. Lampert v. Hollis Music, 
Inc., 105 F.Supp. 3(E.D.N.Y. 1952). 

Attempts to extend disqualification to 
cases where a judge holds stock, not in a 
party litigant, but in a corporation which 
had some sort of dealings with a party liti
gant, have been rebuffed by courts except 
under unusual circumstances where that 
interest was not remote. Several cases have 
arisen in which a judge owned stock in a 
credtior of one of the parties to the litigation 
before him, and his disqualification was 
sought, presumably on the theory that the 
creditor necessarily had a pecuniary interest 
in seeing its debtor prevail in litigation with 
a third party. The decided cases have with
out exception rejected this contention. Webb 
v. Town of Eutaw, 63 So. 687 (Ala. 1913); 
In re Farber, 260 Mich. 652, 245 N.W. 793 
(1932). 

Related efforts to expand disqualification 
beyond stockholding in an actual party liti
gant have met with no success. In Board of 
Educatic.,n of City of Detroit v. Getz, 321 
Mich. 676, 33 N.W. 2d 113 (1948), the court 
held that the fa.ct that the judge was a mem
ber of the faculty of the institution for 
which land was being sought by condemna
tion did not disquali!y him. The Supreme 
Court of Texas held that ownership of stock 
by a judge's brother-in-law in a. corporation 
which was a party to the litigation was not 
grounds for disqualification. Texas Farm 
Bureau Cotton Ass•n v. Williams, 300 s.w. 44 
(Tex. 1927). The fact that a judge is a tax
payer of a municipality does not disqualify 
him to hear the municipality's claim of own
ership to certain lands, City of Oakland v. 
Oakland Waterfront Co., 50 Pac. 268 (Calif. 
1897) , or an action brought against the city 
for some other sort of relief, Prawdzik v. 
City of Grand Rapids, 313 Mich. 376, 21 N.W. 
2d 168 (1946). 

The Supreme Court of California rejected 
an attempted disqualification even though 
the judge had a definite, if indirect, interest 
in the pending litigation. The judge there 
owned stock in a title insurance company 
which had insured the title of many trust 
beneficiaries whose interests would fail in 
the event that the plaintiff in litigation be
fore the judge was successful. Central Sav
ings Bank of Oakland v. Lake, 257 Pac. 521 
(Calif. 1927). 

I have found only two cases in which the 
courts required disqualification even though 
the judge did not own stock directly in the 
party litigant. In re Honolulu Consol. Oil Co., 
9th Cir., 243 F. 348 (1917), the sitting trial 
judge had earlier disposed of stock in cor
porations which had been named defendants 
in other actions brought by the United States 
to quiet title to certain oil lands. 

The pending action was similar to the 
other actions, all of them being part of a 
"unitary plan" on the part of the United 
States to bring such actions against all Cali
fornia. Oil Companies. The issue of damage 
was identical in all, and the litigation before 
the judge could have served as a precedent 
for the remaining ones. Under California law, 
as it then existed, stockholders rem.ained 
personally liable for corporate debts even 
after their stock had been sold. The Court 
of Appeals held that under these circum-
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stances the judge was disqualified. In City 
of Vallejo v. Superior Court, 249 Pac. 1084 
(1926), it was held that a judge who was a 
stockholder in a bank which in turn held 
the mortgage on property that was the sub
ject of a pending condemnation action in 
his court was disqualified, even though the 
bank was not technically a party to the ac
tion. It is apparent from the facts of these 
cases that they have no bearing on Judge 
Haynsworth's situation in the Darlington 
case. 

There is no doubt in my mind that these 
precedents support the conclusion, equally 
readily reached on common sense ethical 
considerations, tha,t Judge Haynsworth ought 
not to have disqualified himself in the Dar
lington case. While the spirit as well as the 
letter of the statute and canons must be 
faithfully applied, questions of disquallflca
tion are to be decided in exactly the same 
manner as a judge decides substantive legal 
questions which _ regularly come before him. 
He must exercise a careful and informed 
judgment leading him to disqualify himself 
in those cases in which he has a "substan
tial interest", and to sit in those cases in 
which he does not. I am satisfied that Judge 
Haynsworth adhered to this standard. 

Yours very truly, 
WILLIAM H. REHNQUIST, 

Assistant Attorney General, Office of 
Legal Counsel. 

DARLINGTON VERSUS NLRB: SEQUENCE OF 
PROCEEDINGS 

The case arose out of the action of Darling
ton Manufacturing Company in closing and 
liquidating its only plant following the vic
tory of the Textile Workers Union of America 
in a representation election at that plant in 
1966. The Board found that both Darlington 
and Deering-Milliken, Inc., which owned 
some 40 percent of Darlington's stock, were 
thereby guilty of an unfair labor practice, 
and directed that Darlington's employees re
ceive back pay or preferential hiring at other 
Deering-Milliken mills. 

The Court of Appeals, in an opinion by 
Judge Bryan, refused to enforce the order of 
the Board, holding that Darlington had an 
unquallfied right to shut down its only 
plant, regardless of its motive in so doing. 
The Court further held that even 1f the 
Darlington plant be treated as a part of the 
Deering-Milliken operation, the order none
theless could not be enforced because an em.
player had a right to shut down a portion of 
his business for whatever reason he chose. 
Judges Haynsworth and Boreman concurred 
in Judge Bryan's opinion. Chief Judge Sobe
loff concurred in a dissenting opinion writ
ten by Judge Bell. 

Both the union and the Boa.rd successfully 
sought certiorari from the Supreme Court 
of the United States, which vacated the 
judgment of the Court of Appeals in Textile 
Workers v. Darlington Co., 380 U.S. 263 
(1965). The Supreme Court agreed with the 
position of the majority of the Fourth Cir
cuit that an employer had a right to com
pletely cease business even if motivated by 
anti-union animus in so doing, but held that 
an unfair labor practice could be found to 
exist 1f Darlington were regarded "as an in
tegral part of the Deertng-MilUken enter
prise". The Supreme Court went on to hold 
that the Board's findings were insufficient to 
support such a conclusion, and sent the mat
ter back to the Board for further findings. 

The Board proceeded to find all of the nec
essary elements to support the sort of un
fair labor practice that the Supreme Court 
had held could be found under the circum
stances, and again sought enforcement of 
its order in the Court of Appeals. The case 
was again heard en bane by the court. This 
time a. majority of the court, in an opinion 
written by Judge Butzner, directed tha.t the 
Board's order be enforced. Judges Bryan and 
Boreman dissented, but Judge Haynsworth 
concurred specially with the majority. 

VIETNAM POLICY: STALLED ON 
BOTH TRACKS 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the blunt 
fact facing the President and the Nation 
is that the administration's "two track" 
Vietnam policy-negotiations in Paris 
and political evolution in Saigon-is 
badly stalled on both tracks; and that 
renewed progress on both tracks is both 
necessary and possible. I come away 
with this view after detailed discussions 
I had with Ambassador Lodge and his 
principal assistants in Paris less than 
2 weeks ago, detailing the absence of 
any meaningful progress in the negotia
tions there. This has convinced me of 
the urgent need for a rethinking of the 
U.S. negotiating position in Paris-one 
of our tracks-and for shedding the op
timism which still seems to be enter
tained in high quarters concerning the 
progress that could be made in Paris 
under present policy assumptions and 
objectives, which are largely inherited 
from the Johnson administration. 

The "two track" policy of the Nixon 
administration is conceptually creative 
and I have expressed my support of this 
approach. But it has always necessarily 
been based on a policy of phased U.S. 
troop withdrawal. 

It is vital that the President recap
ture the momentum of his earlier an
nouncements. He can do this by setting 
a timetable for the withdrawal of 200,000 
more U.S. troops by the end of 1970. 

The overriding objective of a with
drawal policy should be to place the 
combat responsibility where it now 
clearly belongs-with the South Viet
namese. Uncertainty as to whether North 
Vietnam has reduced its forces in a re
ciprocal way must not be allowed to ?b
struct or vitiate the process of phasmg 
U.S. forces out of the main combat role 
in a reasonable and orderly way. 

The President's decision to suspend 
further troop withdrawals at this time 
has created a sense of uneasiness in many 
quarters which could lead to a serious 
erosion of public confidence in the way 
the administration is seeking to end the 
Vietnam war. 

The failure of the North Vietnamese 
and NLF negotiators to respond mean
ingfully to U.S. offers, which our offi
cials believe to be real overtures toward 
giving them an opportunity to partici
pate 1n the Government of South Viet
nam has caused some understandable 
feellilgs of frustration and bitterness 
within the administration. Natural as 
these emotions may seem under the cir
cumstances, they are no substitute for 
Policy. And, there is renewed danger 
that U.S. Vietnam policy will again fall 
captive to the false optimism and lack 
of realism which continues t.c> pervade 
the thinking of some top U.S. officials in 
Vietnam, both civilian and military. 

Perhaps drawing sustenance from the 
-perennial overoptimism of U.S. mili
tary commanders in Vietnam-for whom 
"victory" seems always just around the 
corner-President Thieu has precipitated 
a political showdown with the Nixon ad
ministration on the question of the com
position of his government. It is essen
tial that the United States respond. A 
timetable for the withdrawal of 200,000 

troops is a necessary element of the 
U.S. respanse, in my judgment. 

For many months, the Nixon admin
istration has been urging President 
Thieu to broaden the base of his govern
ment by including civilian leaders who 
could help it compete politically with the 
Communists in an open election. Presi
dent Nix.on himself is reported to have 
raised the matter twice with President 
Thieu, first at the Midway Conference 
on June 8 and again in Saigon on July 
30. 

However, as reported in the New York 
Times: 

When the long-awaited new Cabinet was 
finally unveiled last week, even the bound
lessly optimistic United States Mission here 
was hardpressed to conceal its disappoint
ment . . . For, rather than broaden the 
political base of his Government, President 
Thieu effectively narrowed it ... Not a sin
gle political leader of any consequence is in
cluded in the new group, nor is there any 
representative of the responsible, non-Com
munist opposition in the South. 

The conclusions drawn by the New 
York Times repart are far from reassur
ing. The reported stated: 

The effect of this seemingly self-defeating, 
exercise was to raise serious doubts about 
President Thieu's motives. . . . he evi
dently felt free to disregard the American 
desires for more political participation in the 
Government, apparently confident that he 
would incur only mild criticism from the 
embassy here. As it turned out, he incurred 
none at all. 

The "moment of truth" with the Sai
gon government cannot be postponed 
much longer; for. it is clear that Presi
dent Thieu and his military associates 
regard as in their highest self-interest 
a continuation of the status quo in South 
Vietnam. The stark implications of this 
status quo a.re unacceptable, I believe, to 
the Ameriean people. The Thieu govern
ment is seemingly committed to the Po
litical repression of all possible rival non
Comm unist Political groups; to pressing 
offensive combat operations against the 
Communist forces by a large U.S. expedi
tionary force as well as by the ARVN; 
and to the maintenance of large ARVN 
forces equipped and subsidized by the 
United States-but with a major func
tion to provide Political and administra
tive support for the Saigon government. 

Only when it is unmistakably clear to 
the Saigon government-and to the U.S. 
officials in Saigon-that the United 
States will no longer support the status 
quo, can there be any expectation of the 
kind of Political evolution which may as
sure the survival of an independent gov
ernment in South Vietnam. A timetable 
for the withdrawal of 200,000 U.S. troops 
could provide the needed catalyst. 

The question of the orderly phasing out 
of major numbers of U.S. troops from 
combat also poses an impartant issue for 
the U.S. military command. In the great 
U.S. tradition of civilian paramountcy in 
the control of the Armed Forces, it is now 
their duty to tell the country how best, 
most securely and most efficiently to 
withdraw these forces. And, how best to 
use the forces which remain, as well as 
how to phase them out in their turn. Also, 
how best to aid South Vietnam consist
ently with these policy decisions on troop 
withdrawal. 
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The United States has accomplished 

its one legitimate mission in Vietnam. It 
has prevented the military conquest of 
the South by the armed forces of the 
North. We have no commitment to "make 
it good" for the Saigon government in 
any political settlement or contest which 
follows the end of the U.S. combat 
involvement. 

Fortuitously, the inescapable "moment 
of truth" with Saigon has coincided with 
the death of Ho Chi Minh. Undoubtedly, 
Ho's death marks the end of an era in 
Vietnamese affairs. It is an event which 
makes it particularly timely for the 
United States to place its relationship 
with the Saigon government on a new 
footing and to regain control over our 
policies and level of involvement. 

In my judgment, President Nixon 
should endeavor to extend the present 
cease-fire initiated by North Vietnam in 
connection with Ho Chi Minh's funeral 
into a permanent, inplace cease-fire. 

It is significant that oppasition to a 
cease-fire on our side is centered in the 
Thieu government and in the U.S. mili
tary command in Saigon. Cheered on by 
the GVN and ARVN commanders, our 
military commanders-with irrepressible 
optimism-seem again to have convinced 
themselves that the Communist forces 
are about to collapse and that "victory"
once again-is just around the comer. 
Consequently, they oppase a cease-fire 
on the grounds that it would concede too 
much residual political influence and ter
ritorial control to Communist forces 
within alleged cease-fire "sanctuaries." 
The Saigon government, and our military 
people, believe that "keeping up the pres
sure" will reduce and :finally eliminate 
all areas of Communist strength and 
influence. 

It is the same "threshold of victory" 
which General Westmoreland assured us 
we had attained just before the Tet of
fensive in February 1968. 

There has been no progress whatso
ever at the Paris peace talks, at least 
since the departure from Paris last July 
of Le Due Tho, an important North Viet
namese :figure in his own right. In retro
spect it now appears to be Possible that 
Due Tho's return to Hanoi-and the en
suing freeze in the Paris talks-may have 
been related to the imminent death of 
Ho Chi Minh. It is plausible, if not prob
able, that Ho's death was a prolonged 
deathbed vigil during which no innova
tions in North Vietnamese Policy was 
possible. If this proves to have been the 
case, renewed progress may again be pos
sible when the new lines of political au
thority have been sorted out in Hanoi. 

In addition to these moves, the United 
States should make a major effort to in
duce Hanoi to take a more humanitarian 
and forthcoming position with regard to 
U.S. prisoners of war. This is a task in 
which our traditional friends in Europe 
and elsewhere can play an important 
role. Their support of the United States 
With respect to the prisoners of war could 
mark a new rapprochement since the 
freeze of the Vietnam war beginning in 
1965. If Hanoi would provide a list of 
prisoners it holds, and indicate a pro
gram for their release and repatriation, 
suspicion of Hanoi's motives in this 

country would be signi:flcantly allayed. 
This would make it easier for President 
Nixon to provide more :flexible and ac
commodating negotiating instructions to 
Ambassador Lodge. 

The alternatives to further adminis
tration efforts to break the stalemate on 
both tracks of the two-track approach 
are ominous indeed. In the United States 
tensions are bound to increase dramat
ically if antiwar activists again take to 
the streets and campuses and if public 
confidence in the capacity of the Nixon 
administration to carry out its over
whelming electoral mandate of 1968-an 
end to the Vietnam war-wanes. 

For President Thieu and other non
Communists in South Vietnam, the pros
pects are equally ominous. Continued 
bickering and jockeying among the dis
parate non-Communist groups, and con
tinued foot dragging by the Thieu gov
ernment in the all-important task of 
seeking to create a broadbased non
Communist coalition, would leave the 
non-Communist majority of South Viet
nam totally unprepared for the day when 
most U.S. troops have been withdrawn 
from combat. Only such a coalition could 
provide a viable Political alternative in 
open competition with the NLF. 

Accordingly, the Thieu government 
especially, but also all the other non
Communists in South Vietnam, should 
be given unmistakable notice that 200,000 
U.S. troops will be withdrawn according 
to a timetable by the end of 1970. If this 
does not galvanize the South Vietnamese 
into Political reform and rapprochement, 
then it will be clear that our Policy of 
seeking a viable non-Communist govern
ment in South Vietnam was never based 
on a sense of realism. Under these cir
cumstances the only course for the 
United States to follow will be the phas
ing out of our remaining- forces. 

However, if-as we all hope-the South 
Vietnamese can be shaken out of their 
torpor and inertia to demonstrate a ca
pacity to be master of their own destiny 
the United States can provide continued 
support and assistance. But the day is 
past when the United States can be more 
concerned-and make more sacrifices in 
blood and treasure-! or the well being 
and survival of our Vietnamese allies 
than they are doing for themselves. 

DISTRICT PLAN FAVORED FOR 
ELECTORAL REFORM 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, inasmuch 
as the House of Representatives is about 
to begin discussion and action on the 
comprehensive and controversial ques
tion of electoral college reform, it seems 
appropriate to call attention of the Con
gress and the country to a highly in
formative article on this subject appear
ing in last night's Evening Star. I ask 
therefore, that ait the end of these re
marks, this article by James J. Kilpatrick 
be printed in the body of the RECORD. 

Mr. President, I think most of us agree 
that electoral college reform is desirable 
but I wonder how many Members of 
Congress have fully considered the far
fiung ramifications of the "meat-ax pro
pasal" now before the House whereby 
through one big, unprecedented legisla-

tive action they propose by constitutional 
amendment to eliminate entirely our 
traditional electoral college procedures 
and provide instead the direct vote for 
President of the United States. Clearly, 
this is employing a pickax to do the 
work required by a scalpel. What is today 
required is a correction of certain de
monstrable inequities in our electoral 
college system rather than a major op
eration attacking the very foundations of 
our great American Federal system of 
Government. 

Before Americans commit themselves 
to undertake such a irrevocable experi
ment as abolishing our electoral col
lege and thereby drastically destroying 
for more than half our States their pres
ent influence and authority in nominat
ing and electing Presidents of the United 
States there are many questions citizens 
should ask and answer for themselves. 
Among them are the following: 

First. Is it desirable to tum over to 
the Central Government in Washington 
the full authority to regulate and con
trol the elections in our several States? 
At present, the States themselves pre
scribe the age levels for voting, the hours 
that the polls shall be open, the manner 
in which absentee votes shall be cast, the 
residence requirements essential for new
comers in a State to have the right to 
vote-and all other such considerations. 
Should the direct, popular vote for 
President be adopted as a substitute for 
our present electoral procedures, all of 
these determinations would immediately 
and necessarily be transferred to ~me 
authority in the Federal Government? 

Second. Should sheer weight of popu
lation be the only factor to be consid
ered in determining where and how a 
President is to be selected and elected 
and who among us is to be realistically 
eligible to become President of the United 
States? As of today, small- and mediwn
sized States command at least some at
tention since they get the advantage of 
a great "dividend from federalism" in 
that each State gets two electoral votes 
because it is entitled to two Members 
of the U.S. Senate. To force well over 
half our States to lose this advantage 
of federalism; to reduce for them sub
stantially their influence over national 
policies and the determination of who 
shall be President would be to surrender 
to the "sheer weight of population" the 
most impartant choice we get to make 
as free men and women-the election of 
our President. 

Third. The proposal for a direct vote 
for President as before the House pro
vides a formula for the regular election 
of "minority Presidents" since it would 
declare elected any candidate receiving 
as little as 40 percent of the popular vote. 
In this connection another very serious, 
expensive, and disruptive situation is 
created since the House direct election 
propasal provides that there should be a 
national runoff election for President 
whenever any candidate receives less 
than 40 percent of the popular vote. 
Since the direct papular vote process for 
electing a President is certain to have 
the effect of stimulating the prolifera
tion of splinter parties of all types in 
this country because each candidate will 
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have his votes reported for national pub
licity on election night, the probability 
of runoff elections being necessary will 
grow greater with each presidential 
election. Consequently, serious-minded 
Americans should reflect upon the tre
mendous :financial and physical costs of 
a second presidential election as well as 
the disruptive and disquieting impact 
upon our National well-being of a sec
ond, heated presidential race so soon 
following the earlier, indecisive contest. 

With elections coming on the first 
Tuesday following the first Monday in 
November, each 4 years, serious consid
eration should also be given to the time 
element 'll.volved as we approach our an
nual holir''ay seasons. It is only reason
able to &.How 2 or 3 weeks between 
the presidential election and the prob
able runoff second election. That w.ould 
carry us into late :Tovember as time 
must be allowed for weary candidates to 
get some rest, to arrange for the refi
nancing of national campaigns, and for 
the realinement of competing forces 
once all third party and splinter party 
candidates are out of the running. At 
best 3 weeks should be allowed for the 
runoff presidential election unless it 
is expected presidential candidates will 
ignore entirely all of rural America and 
all our smaller States to concentrate on 
getting the biggest possible majorities in 
our vast centers of population. Holding a 
presidential runoff election during the 
Christmas holidays or in the later winter 
months of November and December in 
many of our Northern States is a near 
impossibility as it is to hold them during 
the busy, pre-Christmas days of shop
ping., family reunions, and general holi
day observances. 

Mr. President, there are many other 
serious repercussions flowing from the 
hastily devised and considered proposal 
-to drop our electoral college system 
which has served this Federal Republic 
so long and so well and substituting a di
rect-vote popular election concept. This 
Senator and others will discuss them lat
er but in the meantime it is hoped the 
House of Representatives will go into 
these matters carefully and either re
ject the direct-vote experiment entirely 
or substitute for it the so-called district 
plan-Senate Joint Resolution 12-which 
will correct the deficiencies of the pres
ent electoral college system without 
abandoning our whole concept of fed
eralism and altering the historic rela
tionsip which has always existed between 
our several States and the Central Gov
ernment. 

Mr. President, I now read into the 
RECORD the article on electoral reform 
written by JamesJ. Kilpatrick: 
[From the Washington Star, Sept. 9, 1969] 

DISTRICT PLAN FAVORED FOR ELECTORAL 

REFORM 

(By James J. Kilpa,trlck) 
The House of Representative13 this week 

will debate the most important proposal for 
constitutional amendment, in terms of the 
structure of our government, since the Con
stitution itself was adopted in 1788. 

The pending resolution calls for direct 
popular electian of our Presidents. In my 
own view, the proposal ls wrong. It ought to 
be defeated in favor of a less drastic plan 
that will accompll1:;h all needed reforms. The 
better plan is the "district plan." 

Under the proposal recommended by a 
divided Judiciary Committee, the Congress 
effectively would take over the management 
of presidential elections. The states could 
still fix an age limitation for their voters
th.at ls the presumption, anyhow-but all 
other regulations would be subject to federal 
law. 

The idea is that Congress would provide 
for the qualification of presidential candi
dates, for the make-up of ballots, for the 
holding of a. national election, for a. run-off 
if none of the candlda.tel3 received 40 percent. 
congress presumably would provide for vote 
challenges, recounts, and all other aspects of 
the elections. Every vestige of the present 
electoral system would be wiped out. 

These are drastic changes. The proposal, 
if adopted, would tend to convert this Re
public from a union of States into a consoli
dated form of democracy. Overnight, we 
would abandon our structure of federa.ll!5m 
in one of its most important manifesta
tions-the election of a President. It ls a 
fundamental change that the House has be
fore it. 

No such upheaval ls required. The grea,t 
George Wallace scare of 1968 arose from the 
possibility that the Alabaman might prevent 
either Nixon or Humphrey from obtaining 
a clear majority of the 538 electoral votes. 
If this had developed, the election might 
have gone to the House, or Wallace might 
have traded off his electors in some fashion, 
and the country would have faced a con
stitutional oris1s. 

None of this ha.ppened, of course; no such 
dreadful prospects have materialized since 
1828; but the apprehensions !U'e valid. Be
sides, there are other things wrong with the 
present system of independent presidential 
elector's, chosen in each State on a basis of 
winner-take-all. The system cries out for 
reform. 

But reform ls one thing, and fundamental 
change is quite another. The House ought to 
ask: Is there a way of achieving the reforms 
without such radical surgery? The answer 
ls plainly, yes. In the district plan, or in the 
similar "proportional" plan, every procedural 
objective sought by critics of the present 
scheme could be attained. Either of the two 
plans would (1) abolish independent elec
tors, (2) abolish the last resort of one State, 
one vote, in the House, and (3) end the evil 
of winner-take-all. 

Under the district plan, a presidential 
candidate would win one electoral vote for 
each congressional district he carried, plus 
two for each State he carried. We can see 
how the plan would operate by looking back 
to 1964. Johnson polled 948,000 votes in 
Florida. He carried the State, and claimed 
all of its 14 electoral votes. Goldwater got 
nothing for the 906,000 votes he received, or 
for the seven congressional districts he car
ried. Under the district plan, Florida's elec
toral vote would have been divided 7-7. In 
the same election, Louisiana's 10 electoral 
votes went wholly to Goldwater. Under the 
district plan, Johnson would have won three 
votes for the districts he carried. 

The district plan represents the least 
change from the federalism that has served 
us well. It would apply to the presidency 
the same basic plan used to elect the Con
gress. It would avoid the philosophical 
swamps and the cumbersome obstacles of 
"natio~a.l democracy." It is fair and work
able, and it has this further politi~al ad
vantage: It is far more likely to be ratified 
by three-fourths of the State legislatures 
than a. radical plan for direct election. 

ADDRESS BY LT. GEN. JAMES L. 
. RICHARDSON TO GRADUATING 
CLASS, CALIFORNIA MILITARY 
ACADEMY 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, Lt. Gen. 
James L. Richardson, Jr., retired, re-

cently addressed the graduating class of 
the California Military Academy. Dur
ing his long and distinguished military 
career General Richardson ably com
manded the Sunburst Division-40th
of the California Army National Guard 
when that unit was called into service 
during the Korean conflict. After a se
ries of well-deserved promotions, and 
new and challenging assignments, Gen
eral Richardson assumed command of 
the Sixth U.S. Army, with headquarters 
at the Presidio of San Francisco. Though 
now retired from the Army, General 
Richardson maintains an active interest 
in military affairs and particularly the 
California units he commanded with 
such distinction. His remarks to the 
graduates of the California Military 
Academy, are timely and valuable and 
I ask unanimous consent that they be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ADDRESS OF LT. GEN. JAMES L. RICHARDSON, 

THE CALIFORNIA MILITARY ACADEMY GRAD
UATING CLASS, SAN LUIS OBISPO, AUGUST 23, 
1969 
Genera.I Ames, Mr. Meese, Col. Nimm, 

distinguished guests, members of the Cali
fornia Mllltary Academy gra<iuating class, 
la.dies and gentlemen. 

This graduation ls such an important oc
casion in the lives of so many, that I feel 
very privileged and honored to be permitted 
to share the day with you. Thank you so 
very much for inviting Mrs. Richardson and 
me to be with you. 

To you members of the graduating class 
this ls an especially important day for you. 
It ls the successful culmination of more than 
a. years hard work. It represents many extra 
hours of devotion to your duties and your 
country. While others have been at the 
beach, or just resting in the back yard, you 
have been studying, training and improv
ing your capabilities. You are far better men 
today as the result of this hard work, and 
I offer my congratulations on your success
ful completion of this course. 

For those of you who are married, I would 
like to say a word to your wives. You ladies 
are to be highly congratulated for your 
strong support and sincere assistance to your 
husbands. You have been a great help to 
him. Perhaps he hasn't expressed his appre
ciation as adequately as he would have liked, 
or as affectionately as you would have liked. 
But never forget, he is as proud of you as 
you are of him. You both deserve a world of 
credit. 

I see many parents in the audience today. 
It is especially nice that you are able to at
tend this ceremony. You too deserve a world 
of credit for your strong support of your son's 
efforts. After all, if it weren't for you, he 
wouldn't be here today. 

Some of you new 2nd lieutenants will be 
going to active duty soon. Some will be at
tending your branch service school, while 
others will be taking positions of responsi
bility in Guard units. Whatever your next 
step may be, you owe a debt of gratitude to 
your families and friends for their patience, 
loyalty and assistance. 

General Ames was very considerate when 
he invited me to speak today as he said I 
could talk on a subject of my own choosing. 
There is such a wealth of material to talk 
to you young men on because in being mem
bers of the National Guard you belong to a 
very dynamic and patriotic organization, and 
the California National Guard is the most 
dynamic of all. So I could have talked about 
the many outstanding achievements of the 
Guard, about your summer camp or about 
your week-end training sessions or many 
other subjects. I wanted though to talk for 
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a few minutes on a subject personal to you 
and so I have chosen leadership as my sub
ject. 

Those of you being commissioned today 
have heard about leadership since you first 
enlisted in the Guard. You have studied it, 
you have read about it and you have seen 
examples of it. But starting today it has a 
little different meaning to you. I really can
not tell you anything new about leadership, 
but perhaps I can tell it in a. little different 
way. Perhaps too your wives and families 
would be interested in hearing something 
about it-what it is, what are the character
istics of a. leader, how these characteristics 
will serve you and them. 

What is leadership? It can be defined very 
simply as-the ability to lead men. But then 
women are leaders too. So, perhaps a better 
definition is that leadership is the ability to 
influence, to guide, to show the way, to moti
vate, to set an example. 

What are the characteristics of leadership? 
They are many, and I will not attempt to put 
them in any order of priority-because, as 
the old cliche from the Command and Gen
era.I Staff College at Fort Leavenworth goes-
"it depends on the situation". 

In talking about the characteristics of 
leadership, now that you will be commis
sioned officers from today on, perhaps it would 
be best to look at them from the angle 
of your men-the ones you will be responsi
ble for . What do they expect of you? What 
leadership traits are indispensable to success 
as a small unit leader? 

Surely one is "professional competence". 
Another way to describe it, and perhaps a 
little more civilianized way is, "job quali
fication". It is part of what you have been 
working for by your attendance at the officer 
candidate school. "Know your job-and 
demonstrate it to the satisfaction of every
one". This is the trait that is the foundation 
of self-confidence and the one which will do 
most to gain the confidence of your men. 

Another trait is integrity. Accept the re
sponsibility for what your unit does or does 
not do; do not blame subordinates for mis
takes ·and failures; be honest and fair in be
stowing credit on your men when credit is 
due. 

I mentioned the phrase, "what your unit 
does or does not do". That should be a familiar 
phrase to you because it is in so many of 
your field manuals. The entire statement is, 
"the commander is responsible for all that 
his unit does or fails to do". I always felt 
that this was so important that in our final 
training phase in Japan before going in to 
combat in Korea, I had a large sign painted 
with this statement on it and had it put up 
in front of the regimental C.P. I wanted all 
of those who visited the C.P., to see it, read 
it and think about it. Incidentally, that was 
when I had the privilege of commanding a 
regiment in the 4oth Infantry Division, Cali
fornia National Guard. I was permitted to 
serve two years with the division and it was 
one of our finest tours of duty. 

Another important trait or characteristic is 
"concern for your men". When I first came 
into the service, back in the early thirties, the 
old "field . service regulations" repeatedly 
stated that the young platoon leader must 
look after the needs of his men before he 
considered his own needs. This was stressed 
in every officers school. Another term for this 
might be "compassion" or "loyalty". The 
latter, loyalty, is a two way street. If you look 
after your men, they will look after you. 

Moral courage is another trait. The ability 
to adhere to tough and unpopular decisions. 
Be strict, but be fair. As a platoon leader, 
or in fact as any commander or officer. you are 
not in a popularity contest. Your men will 
respect you if you demonstrate moral courage. 

Other traits are initiative, aggressiveness, 
sound judgment, common sense, resource
fulness, physical courage, devotion to duty, 

personal dignity, and willingness to accept 
responsibility. 

You often hear the term "he is a na.tural 
born leader." Th.is means, I believe, that the 
individual referred to has demonstrated cer
tain of the qualities I have just mentioned. 
He inherently does certain things, his ability 
to lead is very pronounced. All of us have 
known individuals who were great combat 
leaders. Their phys,ical courage was their 
greatest asset. Th.is, I think, is an inherent 
quality, where as professional competence is 
something that must be developed. 

"Effective leadership is the key to success 
in any endeavor, and development of this 
leadership should start at the lowest level." 
I do not know who originally made that 
statement, but it is a very true and a very 
profound statement, I think you will all 
agree. Leadership is important in all walks of 
life. In the military, in business, and in 
politics. Probably more so in the military 
than anywhere else. Perhaps I am prejudiced. 
But in whalt other profession is one man, such 
as a platoon leader, responslble for every act, 
thought, deed a.nd the lives of forty men
responsible for training, them, clothing them, 
feeding them, paying them, housing them, 
responsible for their medical care, their 
appearance, their actions both on and off 
duty, and the actions and living conditions of 
their families. It is a great responsibility and 
it demands leadership ability. 

We hear a great deal today about a genera
tion gap. Especially if you are over thirty. 
Certainly I qualify. But I do not know what 
this generation gap is. I don't think there is 
one in the military. I really don't think there 
is one anyplace. Perhaps it is because I do not 
know what is meant by the term. I do 
wonder, though, how these 18--19---or 20 year 
old hippies, yippies, or whatever they are 
called, became so s.m.art all of a sudden. 
Where have they acquired the knowledge and 
the know-how, to say what courses should 
be given in our colleges and universities, how 
our ooun try should be run, what we should 
do in Vietnam, a,nd how society should be
have? Most of them, as you see them room
ing the streets and the highways, are perfect 
examples of failure to appreciate the things 
they have, and they show an utter lack of 
respeot for authority. They do not want to 
accept any responsibility. They are not the 
future leaders of our country. Personally, I 
am a great believer that experience is a 
wonderful teacher. An 18--19---or 20 year old 
has had limited experience, at best. I will 
agree, however, that our younger generation 
today has had far more op port uni ties for 
rapid advaincement, they are better educated 
and more knowledgeable tham was my genera
tion at their age. But who made all of this 
possible? Not today's younger generation. If 
they are -smart they will take advantage of the 
marvelous opportunities created for them. 
The things that the MacArthurs, the Eisen
howers, the Dr. Sterlings, the Dr. Salks, the 
Von Braun.s, to na.me only a few, have worked 
so hard to create so we could have a better 
world in which to live. 

Speaking of those who have worked so 
hard to create a better world, I should men
tion Neil Armstrong, Buzz Aldrin and Mike 
Collins. The Apollo 11 shot to the moon 
was one of the greatest achievements of our 
time. As those of you who had an opportu
nity to see the President's State dinner in 
Los Angeles on television the other evening, 
you heard them mention many times the 
400,000 who worked to make this shot a suc
cess. All of those 400,000 accepted the re
sponsib111ty of their part in this great en
deavor. The accuracy of this shot and the 
reliability of all elements make this such a 
huge and successful feat as to be almost be
yond comprehension. This undertaking will 
certainly do a great deal to create a better 
world for all of us. 

You men graduating today are young, you 
are smart, you are well educated and well 
trained. You are taking advantage of the 
advanced technology in our world today. 
You, and the others like you who have 
worked so hard to get ahead-You are the 
future leaders of our country. You have a 
perfect opportunity to demonstrate your 
leadership abilities. In both the guard and 
in your business, you have the opportunity 
to direct into the proper channels the ener
gies and aspirations of the young men under 
you. Especially is this true in the guard. 
These young soldiers are willing to learn, 
they are eager to improve their capabilities. 
Whether they remain in the guard or not, 
they will be better citizens because you have 
been willing to accept responsibility. 

In conclusion, those of you graduating to
day have a great future ahead of you. You 
have already set a fine example for those 
following you. My heartiest congratulations 
to you and very best wishes to your wives, 
families and friends. Thank you. 

AIR POLLUTION 
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that an editorial pub
lished today in the New York Times re
garding the urgent need for high pri
ority attention to the mounting problem 
of air pollution from the automobile be 
printed in the RECORD at the end of my 
statement. 

Clearly, if we are to properly confront 
this grave problem, every alternative 
must be considered in expeditious fash
ion. There are strong indications that 
the answer will have to be finding a sub
stitute for the gasoline engine. If this 
is the case, we cannot afford any delay 
in initiating high priority efforts to find 
the most effective means of achieving 
this. 

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

SLOW CLEANING 

President Nixon's Environmental Quality 
Council has come up with all the right wor
ries about the impurity of urban air, but 
the country may choke to death before any
thing comes of its relief program. After three 
hours of discussion about the problem of 
automobile-produced air pollution, the Coun
cil decided that what was needed is a low
pollution vehicle for the 1990's. By way of 
start, the Department of Transportation will 
spend this year a modest $2.2 million to 
stimulate research on substitutes for the 
present high-pollution gasoline engines. 

One need not be a member of the "now 
generation" to question the adequacy of this 
approach, so typical of the generally lethargic 
Federal attitude toward ecological problems. 
Ironically, the President's council adopted 
this feeble program on auto pollution at a 
meeting which had before it a report criticiz
ing such lethargy-one prepared by the Citi
zens Advisory Committee on Environmental 
Quality headed by Laurance S. Rockefeller. 

A few years ago Los Angeles was almost 
alone among American cities in being plagued 
by automobile-induced smog, but that source 
of discomfort and ill health is now very 
much a national problem. The growing ala.rm 
in this city, for example, was vividly ex
pressed recently by Mayor Lindsay when he 
asked, "Can we continue to permit millions 
of automobiles, powered by internal combus
tion engines to swarm through city streets 
... spewing more and more deadly chemi
cals in our air?" And almost a year ago, the 
Commissioner of the National Air Pollution 
Control Administration, John T. Middleton, 
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warned the petroleum industry that the gains 
ma.de in reducing automobile pollution 
threatened to be wiped out by the increasing 
number of vehicles. 

The basic facts are that automobiles now 
account for over 60 per cent of all air pollu
tion in this country, while in urban areas 
that figure goes up to 85 per cent. A recent 
Senate Commerce Committee report esti
mated that ca.rs annually dump over 90 mil
lion tons of pollutants into the air Americans 
breathe; it noted that present approaches-
which focus on limiting certain types of 
exhaust emission-may permit a doubling of 
pollution levels within thirty yea.rs as the 
number of cars increases. 

That background makes it difficult to un
derstand the leisurely schedule suggested in 
sunny, smog-free San Clemente, Calif., for 
development of a low-pollution vehicle. In 
the great cities of this country, such a vehicle 
is needed now. 

If there were a rational allocation of this 
nation's priorities, an intensive program for 
developing needed alternative engines would 
long since have been under way with 
financing far more generous than anything 
the Government and private industry are 
now spending. 

MEMORIAL ADDRESS FOR THE 
HONORABLE CHARLES EDISON 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the body of the RECORD the very eloquent 
and highly appropriate funeral address 
delivered by Adm. Ben Moreen on Au
gust 4, 1969, at Madison Avenue Presby
terian Church of New York City in trib
ute to America's great and good Charles 
Edison. 

Mr. Edison served America well in a 
great many capacities, and Ben Moreell's 
address highlights some of his great serv
ices to this Republic. Charles Edison and 
Ben Moreen were steadfast friends who 
worked shoulder to shoulder for many 
years as fellow officers of Americans for 
Constitutional Aetion-ACA-and in 
other capacities. Both in ACA and in 
their respective contributions to our 
great American way of life in other areas 
of activity, Mr. Edison and Mr. Moreen 
have done much to fortify our American 
freedoms and to protect our cherished 
institutions. 

Mr. President, I hope and believe the 
tribute paid to Charles Edison by Ben 
Moreell will do much to inspire other 
Americans to follow in their footsteps. 

There being no objection, the memorial 
address was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
MEMORIAL .ADDRESS FOR THE HONORABLE 

CHARLES EDISON, BY ADM. BEN MOREELL, 
CEC, U.S. NAVY, RETIRED 
I am profoundly grateful for the honor of 

dellvering the Memorial Address for Charles 
Edison. 

It was my good fortune to be closely asso
ciated with him 1n the Navy, 1n privat.e in
dustry, 1n public affairs and in support of 
patriotic undertakings over a period of 
thirty-two years. 

Our paths first crossed in January 1937, 
when he took the oa.th of office as Assistant 
Secretary of the Navy. Prior to that, he had 
been for ten years President o! Thomas A. 
Edison, Incorporated, having previously 
served the same company in other capaci
ties for thirteen years. He received his engi
neeri.Jlg education at the Massachusetts In
stitute of Technology. 

With the advent of the Roosevelt Adminis
tration 1n 1913, Mr. Edison began his service 

with various government emergency opera
tions whose purpose was to relieve human 
distress stemming from the great depression. 
The record of his numerous assignments is 
that of a "trouble shooter,'' who moved from 
one important post to another as critical 
needs arose. 

His effective performance of those tasks 
resulted in his appointment to the office of 
Assistant secretary of the Navy by President 
Roosevelt in November, 1936. He served as 
Assistant Secretary until December, 1939, 
when he was named Secretary of the Navy, 
an office which he occupied until he began 
his campaign to be elected Governor of New 
Jersey in 1940. 

His service as Assistant Secretary and Sec
retary of the Navy came during a troubled 
period when it appeared that war would 
break out in Europe at any moment and that 
the United states could not avoid becoming 
involved. Even after the war began 1n Sep
tember, 1939, there were some amongst us 
who opposed any measures of military pre
paredness. They had prestige and power 
sufficient to persuade a. large segment of 
American public opinion that any prepara
tion to defend our Nation against foreign 
aggression would induce our entry into the 
war. 

In the face of this strong opposition, Mr. 
Edison was able to achieve some notable ad
vances for the Navy. I will mention only a 
few. 

Against strong resistance within and with
out the Service, he succeeded in having the 
Navy adopt the use of high pressure steam on 
combatant vessels, an innovation which re
sulted in greatly increased battle efficiency 
and, as it turned out later, without increased 
hazards. 

Early in 1940, when it became clear that 
we would eventually enter the war, Mr. 
Edison strongly advocated that the Army 
and the Navy, with their respective air 
forces, be provided at the earliest practicable 
dat.e with the basic facilities which could 
be used for future expansions to conduct a 
major war. The total cost was estimated at 
$10 billions. Secretary Edison transmitt.ed 
the program to the President with his strong 
recommendation for immediate action. But 
the President was not prepared to take such 
a bold step. Instead he sent to Congress a 
drastically curtailed program to cost $1 Y2 
billions. Congress authorized the project and 
appropriated the funds; and the work began 
promptly. 

In light of subsequent events it seems clear 
that if the $10 billion program had been 
undertaken in early 1940, many lives, limbs 
and huge amounts of treasure would have 
been saved lat.er in the war years. It is 
probable that the sneak attack on Pearl 
Harbor, as well as the loss of Wake Island, 
Guam and possibly the Philippines would 
have been averred. As it was, the provision of 
the relatively modest sum of $1~ billions had 
a notably favorable effect on the lat.er con
duct of the war. 

While appreciating the value of his many 
tangible achievements, I believe Secretary 
Edison's great.est contribution to the Navy 
was the morale-building effect of his un
failing encouragement and sympathetic 
understanding of our many problems 1n those 
trying prewar days when our preparations 
for defense of the Nation were frequently de
nounced as war-mongering. On many occa
sions he protected his subordinates from the 
sharp blows o! critics by willingly accepting 
them for himself. 

Charles Edison served as Democratic Gov
ernor of New Jersey from January 1941 to 
January 1944. His term of office was notable 
for his uncompromising battles With Mayor 
Hague, who controlled the New Jersey 
Democratic machine. The Governor's efforts 
resulted 1n the ellm1nation of much of the 
corruption in State and local governments 
and the eventual elimination of Mr. Hague 

as a power in New Jersey politics. He initiated 
a movement which led to the adoption of a 
new State Constitution; he introduced re
forms in the Sta.tie Judiciary; and he suc
ceeded in modernizing the State's tax laws. 

At the conclusion of his term in 1944, he 
returned to business as President of Edison 
Industries. In 1950 he was elect.ed Chairman 
of the Board of that company and in 1957 
he became Chairman of the Board of the 
newly formed McGraw-Edison Company. 

During this period he served, also, as a 
Director of the Jones & Laughlin St.eel Corpo
ration, the International Telegraph and Tele
phone Corporation and the United States Life 
Insurance Company. 

He retired from McGraw-Edison on Janu
ary l, 1961. 

While Secretary of the Navy and, lat.er, as 
Governor of New Jersey, Mr. Edison had 
maintained his keen int.erest in civic affairs. 
When he returned to the business world, he 
resumed his active role in such matters. 

He served as President of the National 
Municipal League; as a member of two of 
the Task Forces of the Second Hoover Com
mission; and on the Citizens' Committee for 
the Hoover Reports. 

He was one of the founders and an active 
participant in the work of the Committee 
of One Million ( Against the Admission of 
Red China to the United Nations). He was 
Vice Chairman of the American Afro-Asian 
Educational Exchange; Co-Chairman of the 
Committee for Monroe Doctrine; Honorary 
President and Trustee of the Thomas Alva 
Edison Foundation; Vice President and 
Trust.ee Of the China Institute of America; 
Trustee of the Stevens Institute of Tech
nology, the Edison Birthplace Association, 
the Newark Museum and the North American 
Wildlife Association and he took part in 
many other important civic activities. 

Although reared in a Republican house
hold, Mr. Edison was active 1n Democratic 
politics in New Jersey from the early thirties 
through his term as Governor. Subsequently, 
as an outgrowth of his dedication to con
servative principles, he aligned himself With 
conservative causes, groups and candidates, 
irrespective of Party labels. 

He was one of three founders of Americans 
For Constitutional Action, a conservative, 
non-partisan, political action organization 
which he served as Trustee and Treasurer 
until his death. 

He was a member of the State Committee 
of the New York Conservative Party. 

I have given here a skeleton.ized account 
of the career of a great American, illustrious 
son of an illustrious father. It falls far shoct 
of defining the true measure of the man. 
From my close association with him over 
many years, I offer these thoughts: 

Based on the time-honored premise that 
what we do is far more important than what 
we say and what we are is most important 
of all, Charles Edison easily passes all of the 
requirements for immortality as a great 
American patriot. 

Foremost amongst his many admirable 
traits were his profound reverence for his 
father, the greatest benefactor of humanity 
in the history of our Country; and his devo
tion to his charming wife, Carolyn, his work
ing partner for forty-six active years. 

Charles Edison was a man of principle. He 
knew what he believed in and he had the 
courage to stand up and be counted when the 
chips were down and the weather was rough. 
He never sacrificed principle on the altar of 
expediency. He adhered steadfastly to his 
own high standards of persona.I honor and 
official conduct. 

He was a friendly man who inspired friend
ship in others. 

He was an understanding man. Being fully 
aware of the frailties of human nature, he 
did not expect perfection 1n others just as he 
renounced any claims to perfection in him
self. Thus, he was overly generous in his 
appraisals of his fellow man. 
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He was a humble man, who knew that 

Without humility one cannot have an open 
mind which is receptive to the truth. 

He was a generous man, who believed 1n 
and practiced the biblical admonition: "Give, 
and it shall be given unto you; good measure, 
pressed down, shaken together, and run
ning over ... " Thus, he gave freely of his 
time, his energies and his material means to 
countless patriotic, charitable and civic caus
es and to many worthy individuals who need
ed a helping hand over the rough spots of 
life's journey. 

He was Without the slightest taint of 
bigotry, intolerance· or prejudice, appraising 
every man on his own merits, respecting his 
personal dignity and his individual rights 
as a child of God. 

He was a self-disciplined man. He knew 
tha.t the optimum in personal conduct flows 
from voluntary obedience to the laws which 
govern a good life, which are enforceable 
only by the power of one's own conscience. 

And, finally, he was a dedicated American 
patriot who loved his Country, its ideals, its 
traditions, and its fundamental principles 
which, together, have enabled ours to be
come the greatest Nation in recorded history, 
in terms of human dignity, spiritual strength 
and material prosperity. 

Charles Edison was a leader of men who, 
by the power of his personal example, in
spired countless others to emulate his de
votion to righteous causes, even those causes 
whose futures looked very bleak. He was al
ways ready to fight for what was right and 
what was good, even when the fight appeared 
to be for a lost cause. For he knew that 
fighting for a lost cause can give meaning and 
savor to life; that men are tempered in the 
fires of adversity; and that rough seas make 
good sailors! 

There could be no more fitting ending to 
this tribute than to quote the closing words 
of Charles Edison's address at the testimonial 
dinner given in his honor on May 2d, 1963. 
After recounting the awful perils now con
fronting our beloved Country, Mr. Edison 
said: 

"The world has seen many dark times. One 
period of history was even called the Dark 
Ages. But even in those times, men carried 
on. In those years, there were monks who 
went from town to town-from country to 
country. Under their robes they carried with 
them the manuscripts, the learning of the 
centuries gone before. They were hunted from 
place to place, and yet they carried With them 
the light of knowledge and the light of 
truth. Without them, all would have been 
lOSlt. 

"Perhaps that is the function of Americans 
today-to keep on fighting and to carry with 
them the eternal truths laid down by our 
Founding Fathers. 

"I have lived a good many yea.rs. No one 
knows all the answers, but I do know this: 
in the time that is left me, I Will continue 
fighting for America-for what it really is 
and what it really means. And so must we 
a.11-no matter what the obstacles and no 
matter how discouraged we may become. To 
give up would, indeed, be a sin against the 
memory of all those heroes of the past who 
have given us a nation." 

Charles Edison could have left us no more 
precious legacy than that. It is a legacy of 
inspiration for millions of Americans who 
are here now and many more who will come 
after us, to keep fighting for America
"for what it really ls and what it really 
means!" 

We have lost a great leader, a great fighter, 
amd a beloved friend. 

Our Nation is much the poorer for that 
loss. May we be comforted by the knowledge 
that his indomitable spirit lives on to In
spire us! 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, is there further morning business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? If not, morn
ing business is closed. 

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 KW AJA
LEIN MISSILE RANGE, AND RE
SERVE COMPONENT STRENGTH 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
the unfinished business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the information 
of the Senate. 

The BILL CLERK. A bill (S. 2546) to 
authorize appropriations during the fis
cal year 1970 for procurement of aircraft, 
missiles, naval vessels, and tracked com
bat vehicles, and to authorize the con
struction of test facilities at Kwajalein 
Missile Range, and to prescribe the au
thorized personnel strength of the Se
lected Reserve of each Reserve compo
nent of the Armed Forces, and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. MONDALE). 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE) is 
temporarily detained. He is expected on 
the floor in just a few minutes. He will 
make the opening argument for the 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I do not want the floor 
until after the Senator from Minnesota 
has spoken. I shall be here and hope to 
get the floor after the Senator from 
Minnesota. 

I have also asked the Senat.or from 
Virginia if he could present his views. 
There is no time limitation, as the Sen
ate knows. Perhaps it is possible or prob
able that we could get an agreement to 
vote on the amendment sometime late on 
Friday next, the Senate not being in 
session tomorrow. That will depend, of 
course, upon the prospects for attendance 
because we should have fairly full at
tendance before the amendment is voted 
on. 

I have nothing further to announce at 
this time, Mr. President. 

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 bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

ANNOUNCEMENT OF RECESS TODAY 
TO ENABLE SENATORS TO AT
TEND FUNERAL SERVICES FOR 
THE LATE SENATOR EVERETT Mc
KINLEY DIRKSEN 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, at the request of the distinguished 
majority leader, I make the following an
nouncement: It is suggested that the 
Senate will recess at 11 :45, subject to 
the call of the Chair. The Senate will 
then proceed in a body to the rotunda 
to pay it.s respects to the late minority 
leader, Everett McKinley Dirksen as his 
body is removed from the Capitoi. 

Transportation will be available to the 
1 p.m. services to be held at the National 
Presbyterian Church, 4123 Nebraska 
Avenue NW. 

Senators attending the church serv
ices should assemble on the Senate stairs 
of the Capitol at 12: 15 p.m. 

It is likely that the Senate will recon
vene by 3 p.m. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss) may pro
ceed for not to exceed 15 minutes on a 
speech he wishes to make, and that the 
rule of germaneness be waived. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object-and I shall not 
object-the understanding was that the 
Senator from Minnesota would have the 
:floor this morning. He is on his way here 
now, I should like to inquire if this is 
agreeable to the Senator. 

Mr. MOSS. My remarks will be quite 
brief. I understand that the Senator from 
Minnesota is coming over to the Cham
ber now. 

Mr. STENNIS. I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
Moss) my proceed for not to exceed 15 
minutes, and the rule of germaneness is 
waived. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I am clearly aware of the under
standing with respect to the Senator 
from Minnesota. I inquired of his office 
as to whether he was on his way over 
here and it was my understanding that 
he was. I therefore thought we might as 
well fill the hiatus while he was getting 
here and let the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
Moss) make his remarks. 

Mr. MOSS. I appreciate that very 
much. I shall not be very long. 

SUGGESTION THAT GENERAL HER
SHEY RETIRE ON FRIDAY, HIS 
76TH BIRTHDAY ANNIVERSARY 

Mr: MOSS. Mr. President, I rise today 
for an unpleasant but necessary purpose. 
This Friday. Lt. Gen. Lewis B. Hershey 
will be 76 years old. I think that would be 
an appropriate occasion for the general 
to announce his retirement as Director 
of the Selective Service System. 
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This is an unpleasant request because 
General Hershey has served his country 
long-for 28 years-as Director of the 
Selective Service. And it is unpleasant 
because it is somewhat unfair to blame 
a single man for the faults and failings 
of an entire system. 

Nevertheless, it is time for General 
Hershey to retire. In his age, in his man
ner, and in some of his deeds, General 
Hershey symbolizes the outmoded and 
arbitrary nature of the Selective Service 
System. His determined attempts, despite 
the objections of the Attorney General, 
to use the draft to punish dissent and his 
recent paralyzation of the presidential 
appeal board amply demonstrate his au
tocratic disregard for the constitutional 
rights of those who disagree with him. 

Of course, it cannot be denied that 
more than a new director is needed to re
form the draft. The cruel inequities and 
uncertainties of the present system 
should have been corrected long ago; yet 
in neither House of the Congress have 
hearings been held. Congress has been 
terribly insensitive to these legitimate 
criticisms by young men facing the draft. 
School is now resuming and nothing has 
been done. Such neglect is a disgrace to 
the democratic process, which, as we are 
always telling the young, is supposed to 
respond to the will of the people. 

If press reports are accurate, President 
Nixon is about to issue an Executive 
order which would draft the youngest 
first. I commend this action because it 
will help remove some of the uncertain
ties which now haunt many young men 
over a span of 5 or 6 yea.rs. 

But Mr. Nixon can go still further 
without legislative action by finding a 
new Director of the Selective Service Sys
tem who understands the feelings of 
young people and who will at least ad
minister the laws with an even hand. The 
retirement, or if it comes to that, the re
moval, of General Hershey could be a 
meaningful first gesture to the Nation's 
young that their Government is begin
ning to respond. We cannot allow any 
longer our young to watch with hopeless
ness this futility in Washington. 

CONSUMER SEMINARS HELD BY 
SENATOR MOSS IN UTAH DURING 
RECESS. 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I would like 

to report to the Senate on the very useful 
and informative consumer seminars 
which I held in my home State during 
the recess. 

In one sense, these six seminars served 
as a traveling complaint bureau where 
consumers could get a hearing for their 
grievances. But I believe consumers have 
more than a right to complain; they also 
have a right to participate in the making 
of consumer protection laws. I told those 
who attended-and I am even more con
vinced after this experience--that we 
Senators can sit back in Washington and 
pass all the laws we want. But they will 
do the consumer little good unless these 
laws are fair, unless they are reasonable, 
and unless they are workable. On the 
practical level, a law handed down from 
Washington is unlikely to be able to cope 
with the realities of the marketplace. 

I made a point of trying to find out if 
the recently enacted consumer legislation 
was working as we intended. The answer 
to my question may be that it is too early 
to tell. Truth in lending just came into 
effect on July 1, and the impact of the 
Fair Packaging and Labeling Act-
FPLA-is just beginning to be felt. The 
disclosure provisions of the Truth-in
Lending Act has, however, made many of 
our citizens aware for the first time just 
how much interest they were paying. 
Whether the act has affected consumer 
purchasing decisions is impossible to de
termine. Ideally, the disclosure of actual 
interest rates should cause credit retail
ers to compete by lower rates. 

It is already clear, however, that con
sumers are not satisfied with the effects 
of FPLA. I heard many complaints about 
the difficulty of comparative shopping. 
Because many items are packaged in 
fractional sizes, one woman said she 
needed a "computer in her purse" in 
order to determine which brand was the 
least expensive. Even within the same 
brand this difficulty existed. When I held 
up three tubes of the same brand of 
toothpaste in sizes of 8.75 ounces, 6.75 
ounces, and 3.25 ounces, no one could tell 
me which was the best buy without going 
through a complicated arithmetic pro
cedure. As one woman in Brigham City 
said to me: 

Why do they put things in such sizes 
except to deceive us. Why can't we have 
things in good old American sizes? 

I had to tell her that FPLA provided 
only for voluntary compliance by indus
try in the size of packages. She was not 
pleased. 

Not only were the fractional sizes 
severely criticized, but the identity and 
percentage of the contents were often 
difficult, if not impossible, to determine. 
To demonstrate this problem, I would 
first read the contents of a can of deviled 
ham which listed the ingredients of ham 
and ham fat. Then I would read the 
label on a can of dog food. The label lists 
not only the identity of the contents, but 
also the percentage of each. The least we 
can expect, it seems to me, is that human 
food should be labeled as well as dog 
food. 

Many women also despaired at finding 
boxes and packages not completely full. 
Said a woman in Ogden: 

Twelve ounces of cookies doesn't mean 
much to me, but the size of the box does. 
Boy, Wall I fooled. 

Art Buchwald satirized the slack-fill 
phenomenon in a typically delightful 
column. I ask unanimous consent that it 
be printed in the RECORD at the close of 
my statement. 

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

<See exhibit U 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, a constant 

subject in our seminars was the bad ex
periences that many have had with door
to-door sales. There are many glib, fast
talking salesmen who employ such 
schemes as bait advertising, fictitious 
pricing, chain referral selling, deceptive 
giveaways, and simple scare and high
pressure tactics. A man in Ogden said 
he was made to feel like a heel bees.use 
he would not purchase a $300 fire alarm 

system. The Ogden man said the sales
man had him "hypnotized" into believ
ing that his children were going to burn 
to death that very night. 

A favorite trick is to tell the unsus
pecting buyer that the company wants 
to use the house as a before-and-after 
advertisement and will, therefore, sell the 
carpeting or the aluminum siding ''for 
practically nothing.'' "Practically noth
ing" usually turns out to be much higher 
than the market price. 

No law, of course, can outlaw persua
sive salesmen nor can it bar all door-to
dOOT sales. But legislation that would 
provide a 48-hour cooling off period dur
ing which the buyer could rescind any 
unsolicited sale made in the home would 
meet with much favor. 

I heard numerous tales of woe about 
warranties and guarantees. A woman 
from Vernal noted that requiring the 
buyer to ship the merchandise back to 
the factory effectively negated the value 
of the warranty. Most people cannot af
ford to be without an essential appliance 
for the many weeks and months that 
returning it to the factory consumes. 

A Price woman asked: 
What is a lifetime guarantee? Whose life

time, mine or the chair I bought? 

But the major complaint about war
ranties was the incomprehensible lan
guage used in the warranty. Oftentimes 
consumers found that significant parts 
of a product's mechanism were not cov
ered, but this had not been made clear 
at the time of sale. As a man in Tooele 
put it: 

The fine print takes away what you 
thought the bold print had given you. 

A woman from Price complained that 
she needed a lawyer to understand the 
warranty. I replied that sometimes even 
attorneys had difficulty. 

We also discussed proposed legislation 
dealing with the packaging of poisonous 
items, toy safety, home improvement 
frauds, tire defects, and consumer coun
cils. Helpful suggestions were made on 
all these subjects. 

The purpose of the legislation we dis
cussed was not just to protect the con
sumer but to make free enterprise work. 
Free enterprise is based on the theory 
that competition will create the lowest 
prices and the best goods, but that theory 
depends upon having an informed con
sumer who is free to choose. We cannot 
allow the substitution of cajoling for 
quality; of hidden persuasion for price. 
A strongly competitive market based on 
quality and quantity is to the best in
terest of all-the producer as well as the 
consumer. 

EXHIBIT 1 
[From the Washington Post, Aug. 31, 1969] 
PACKAGED INFLATION-LESS AND LESS GOES 

INTO EvER BIGGER CARTONS 

(By Art Buchwald) 
The wonderful thing about American in

dustry is that it rises to every challenge. 
Even something as distasteful as inflation 
has not discouraged most manufacturers. 
Their solution to the problem is not in the 
product but in the package. 

Rather than raise the prices on many 
goods, American industry is devising new 
methods to make the product smaller while 
making the package larger. In this way, the 
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customer feels assured that nothing has 
changed. 

I visited one of the largest packaging com
panies in the country the other day to see 
how they were doing it. The vice president 
in charge of inflationary design took me 
around the plant. 

"We're going 24 hours a day," he said 
proudly. "Everyone is asking us for new 
designs to help them get through this rough 
period." 

I noticed women in white smocks working 
with tweezers under microscopes. "What are 
those women doing?" I asked. 

"Those are 5-cent chocolate bars on their 
tweezers. They put each one in that large 
aluminum foil and then they wrap wax 
paper around it. Over the wax paper they put 
the name of the chocolate bar in large let
ters. Here's one that's finished." 

"Why, from the outside it looks like an 
old-fashioned chocolate bar!'• 

"No one can tell the difference until they 
open the package," he said proudly. 

We went into another part of the building. 
There were air hoses hanging all over the 
ce111ng and boxes were rolling along a con
veyor belt. 

I looked perplexed. 
"We're packaging soap flakes in here," he 

shouted above the din. "The lady down at 
the beginning of the line puts one teaspoon 
of soap flakes into those giant-sized boxes; 
then those men over there with the hoses 
pump air into the rest of the box." 

"How ingenious!" I shouted back. 
"The bottom of the box is weighted with 

very heavy cardboard so no one will know, 
when picking up the box, how many soap 
flakes there are in it." 

"That's a lot of air to put in a box.'' 
"We don't only use the air for soap flakes. 

We also use it for cereals, baking products 
and anything that comes in a box. 

"Let me show you this invention which 
we have a patent on. This is a see through 
wax paper window for noodles. Well, when 
you look at it, you think you're getting a 
full box of noodles. Right?" 

"Of course." 
"Now look at the inside of the box." 
"Why, the only noodles in it are stuck 

to the window," I said in amazement. 
"Yup. The windows and the noodles are 

magnetized. When the window fills up with 
noodles, the box moves on." . 

"Are those frozen TV dinners over there?" 
"They certainly are. They look like a com

plete dinner, don't they?" 
"You bet." 
"Now look under the tray. You see how 

it's indented. There's nothing in the tray 
but what you see on the top." 

"Fantastic," I said. 
He took me into another building which 

had a large sign, "Pharmaceuticals," on the 
outside. "This is where we work on new 
packaging for medicines." He opened a door 
and everywhere I looked were large mounds 
of white cotton. 

"What do you do with that stuff?" I asked. 
"We put two pills in each bottle of medi

cine and stuff the rest of it with white cot
ton. If it weren't for cotton, I don't think 
the drug industry could survive." 

"You people think of everything." 
"Not everything. Our dream is to devise 

a package filled with nothing but air, cot
ton and aluminum foil. If you bought one, 
you'd get a second package free." 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded 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. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA
TIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1970 FOR 
MILITARY PROCUREMENT, RE
SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, AND 
FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF MIS
SffiE TEST FACffiITIES AT KWAJ
ALEIN MISSffiE RANGE, AND RE
SERVE COMPONENT STRENGTH 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill (S. 2546) to authorize appro
priations during the fiscal year 1970 for 
procw·etnent of aircraft, missiles, naval 
vessels, and tracked combat vehicles, and 
to authorize the construction of test fa
cilities at Kwajalein Missile Range, and 
to prescribe the authorized personnel 
strength of the Selected Reserve of each 
Reserve component of the Armed Forces, 
and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 146 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, at the 
end of yesterday's session, I called up 
the amendment offered by the distin
guished Senator from New Jersey (Mr. 
CASE) and myself dealing with the pend
ing authorization for a nuclear aircraft 
carrier. I refer to amendment No. 146, 
which I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD at this Point. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment (No. 146) was ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

On page 2, line 16, strike out "2,568,200,-
000;" and insert in Heu thereof "2,191,100,-
000;" 

At the end of the b111 add a new section as 
follows: 

"SEC. 402. (a) None. of the funds author
ized to be appropriated by this Act may be 
expended in connection with the production 
or procurement of the nuclear aircraft car
rier designated as CV AN-69; and no funds 
may be appropriated for any such purpose 
until after the Congress has completed a 
comprehensive study and investigaition of the 
past and projected costs and effectiveness of 
attack aircraft carriers and their task forces 
and a thorough review of the considerations 
which went into the decision to maintain the 
present number of attack carriers. Such 
study and investigation shall, among other 
things, consider~ 

"(1) what are the primary limited war 
missions of the attack carrier; what role, if 
any, does it have in strategic nuclear plan
ning; 

"(2) to what extent and in what way is 
the force level of on-station and backup car
riers related to potential targets and the 
number of sorties needed to destroy these 
targets; 

"(3) what is the justification for main
taining on continual deployment two carriers 
in the Mediterranean and from three to five 
in the Western Pacific; 

" ( 4) what is the · overall attack carrier 
force level needed to carry out these primary 
missions; 

"(5) does the present 'one for one' replace
ment policy for these carriers have the effect 
of maintaining or increasing this force level, 
in light of the fact that the newer carriers 
and their aircraft are more expensive and 
have far more capability than the older car
riers which they are now replacing; 

"(6) would a policy of replacing two of the 
oldest carriers with one modern carrier main
tain a constant force level; 

"(7) how many, lf any, attack carriers and 
carrier task forces are needed to back up a 
carrier task force 'on the line'; 
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"(8) 

'blue an crew concept, can be utilized 
to incre se the time in which a carrier can 
stay 'on, the line'; 

"(9) /what ty,pe of military threa.ts a.i:e 
faced by the attack carrier; what proportion 
of the costs of a carrier task force are al
located to carrier defense; what is the esti
mated effectiveness of carrier defense against 
various type!; and levels of threats· 

"(10) to what extent does the' carrier's 
vulnerability affect its capacity to carry out 
its missions; what are the plausible contin
gencies in which carriers may be committed; 

" ( 11) what type of resources should be de
voted to carrier defense, considering the 
range of threats, the costs and effectiveness 
of the defense, and the plausible contingen
cies in which a carrier can be effectively 
used; 

"(12) to what extent can land-based tac
tical air power substitute for attack carriers; 
to what extent should the role of the attack 
carrier be restricted to the initial stages of 
a conflict; 

" ( 13) what are the comparative systems 
costs for land-based and sea-based tactical 
air power; 

"(14) what is the comparative cost effec
tiveness of land-based and sea-based tactical 
air power; and 

" ( 15) how is the attack carrier being used 
in support of American foreign policy; 1f 
there is a need for a 'show of force' in sup
port of foreign policy commitments, can this 
need be met by smaller carriers or other types 
of ships. 

"(b) In order to assist the Congress in 
carrying out such study and investigation, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall review and make a report to the Con
gress on items number '(8)' and '(13)' in 
subsection 'a', above. He shall also re View 
any studies which have been made, or may 
be made, by the execut1ve branch which re
late to the other items listed in subsection 
'a', above. He shall provide summaries of 
such studies, together with any appropriate 
comments or quesitons, to the Congress. The 
report and summaries provided for by this 
subsection shall be furnished to the Congress 
not later than April 30, 1970." 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, this 
amendment is a modification of our orig
inal amendment, and is the one which 
Senator CASE and I propcse be adopted. 

In the first quarter of this century, 
a great debate arose in military circles 
over the question of whether automatic 
fire and mechanization made the horse 
cavalry obsolete. Even though it was ob
vious to everyone but cavalry men that 
this institution had outlived its useful
ness before World War I, it took another 
30 years before the advocates of modem 
technology were able to put the cavalry 
to rest once and for all. 

It may seem strange to us today that 
the horse cavalry was able to survive for 
so long in defiance of technology and 
the 20th ·century. But military history, 
as one commentator noted, "is studded 
with institutions which have managed to 
dodge the challenge of the obvious." 

A clear example of this phenomenon 
from naval history is the battleship's 
durability in remaining at the center of 
naval planning. It was not until World 
War II that naval strategists recognized 
what had long been obvious to most mili
tary observers: that modern airpower 
had ended the battleship's role as the 
keystone of the fleet. 

The most recent example of the tenac
ity of military institutions can be found 
in the military auth9rization bill now be-
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fore the Senate. That 1:>ill .con the 
Navy's requested authonzat1on or a new 
nuclear attack carrier, a reque~t based 
upan an assumption which has g~ne un
challenged and generally unexamined 
since the end of World War II: that the 
U.S. Navy must maintain at least 15 at-
tack carriers in its fleet. _ 

Like its forerunner. the battleship, the 
attack carrier is now the heart of our 
fleet. Questions about its role and proper 
force level are often viewed as a chal
lenge to the Navy's existence. 

Nevertheless, I do have some serious 
doubts about continuing to authorize ad
ditional attack carriers without first ob
taining adequate justification for a fleet 
of this size. 

In eXPressing doubts about our present 
carrier policy, I am not alone. Within the 
confines of the Pentagon there has been 
ever increasing doubt about the attack 
carrier force level. Much of this debate 
has been kept from public view. For 
example, the Defense Department's Of
fice of Systems Analysis has often recom
mended cuts in the attack carrier fleet, 
but the studies underlying these recom
mendations have not been made public, 
and many have been referred to me upon 
my request. 

However, these recommendations did 
come to light in the Defense Depart
ment's posture statement for fiscal 
1965-presented by Secretary McNamara 
on February 4, 1964-which called for 
"some reduction in the number of attack 
carriers by the early 1970's." The factors 
underlying this decision were the in
creased tactical air capability of mod
em carriers and modem carrier-based 
aircraft, the end of the carrier's role as 
part of our strategic nuclear forces, and 
the reduced need for forward based air
power due to the increased range of 
land-based tactical aircraft. 

Criticism of the carrier force level 
from within the Defense Department has 
persisted. Dr. Arthur Herrington, a De
partment official, questioned the size of 
the carrier fleet in a recent speech at the 
Naval War College-published in the 
September 1969 issue of the Naval War 
College Review. He said: 

Today we still plan a 15-(attack carrier) 
force for the future. Yet over this 25-year 
period we have seen: a polarization of the 
world into Communist end non-Communist 
camps, and lately an increasing fragmenta
tion of both; the development of the Mar
shall Plan, NATO, the conversion of our ene
my 1n the Pacific, Japan, to an ally, and the 
conversion of our old ally, China, to an 
enemy; a doubling of the size of the attack 
carrier; nuclear propulsion; jet aircraft and 
nuclear weapons. In truth, 15 attack carriers 
(or 15 capital ships 1n the U.S. Navy 1f you 
will) appears to be close to an "eternal 
verity" in U.S. military planning. 

The most revealing admission of the 
Pentagon's own doubts about the justifi
cation for 15 attack carriers can be found 
in a Departmental Statement filed with 
the Joint Economic Committee. Repre
sentative MOORHEAD of that committee 
asked the Defense Department to explain 
the necessity for a force of 15 attack 
carriers. A Department spokesman wrote 
in reply: 

It ts very d.ifflcult to determine the precise 
division of effort between land-based and sea-
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based forces which will meet our worldwide 
commitments at the least cost. The program 
supported by the previous administration in
cluded 15 attack carriers. 

He does not refer, apparently, to the 
Secretary's statement of 1965. Continu
ing: 

In response to a directive by the Na
tional Security Council to examine alterna
tive General Purpose Force strategies, we are 
currently reassessing both the total require
ment for tactical aircraft to meet each alter
native strategy and the relative costs and ef
fectiveness of different mixes of land-based 
and sea-based aircraft. Pending completion of 
this study, we are not recommending any 
major changes 1n _the previous program. 

I should like to emphasize what it ls 
the Defense Department is telling us 
here. In effect, it is that the Defense De
partment, right now, is undertaking the 
very kind of study that we are asking 
them to undertake by our amendment. As 
we meet today, the Defense Department 
and the National Security Council are 
engaged in the very kind of study we are 
talking about. It will include both the 
total requirement for tactical aircraft 
and the relative cost and effectiveness of 
land-based and sea-based aircraft. That 
is what the Defense Department and the 
National Security Council are doing. 
Surely this is a study of sufficient signifi
cance to involve the effort of Congress as 
well. 

It is interesting that the Defense De
partment takes the position that, while 
they see serious questions surrounding 
the present level of attack carrier forces, 
sufficient to require them to undertake 
this searching review of force levels. 
Nevertheless, pending the conclusion of 
that study, we should continue spending 
billions of dollars on a force structure 
that is now in doubt and under serious 
study. One would gUess that the more 
proper way of proceeding would be to 
complete the study, find out what we 
need, and then establish spending levels. 
But the position of the Navy is the other 
way around: Continue t;o spend. assum
ing the continuance of a policy about 
which there is now, we admit, great 
doubt. 

I think it is the wrong way around. 
When asked to justify a 15-carrier force 
level, the Defense Department tells a 
congressional committee that the matter 
is under study. In the meantime, we are 
asked to spend millions of dollars to 
maintain this force level, until Defense 
officials find the time or inclination t;o 
determine the proper size of the attack 
carrier fleet. 

I think it is also important, for the 
RECORD, to state at this time that that 
study has been completed, or will be 
completed in the next few days. 

It is in hand or soon will be in hand 
in the National Security Council, sup
posedly determining the very issue we 
are now dealing with. So, we are in the 
fortunate situation of having a defense 
study which bears upon the very issues 
which is central to the whole matter, 
either completed or shortly to be avail
able. 

Other high-level Government officials 
directly responsible for defense planning 
have also expressed doubts about our 
carrier policy. Charles Schultze, a former 

Director of the Bureau of the Budget, 
recently testified before the Joint Eco
nomic Committee that the request for an 
additional attack carrier was the first 
item t;o be examined in eliminating un
necessary military expenditures. And a 
national news magazine has reported 
that officials in the present administra
tion are seriously considering cutting the 
number of attacn. carriers from 15 to 12. 

Similar reservations have also been 
expressed by military strategists and 
military historians. In a lengthy case 
study on the evolution of the attack car
rier, Dr. Desmond Wilson-now at the 
Center for Naval Analysis. a Navy 
"think-tank"-raised serious questions 
about the justification for 15 attack 
carriers. 

These doubts and reservations about 
the need of 15 attack carriers may ex
plain the growing congressional concern 
over the carrier program. In addition to 
those of us in the Senate who have voiced 
this concern, the distinguished Chair
man of the House Appropriations Com
mittee recently stated that he intends to 
take a close look at the Nayy•s request for 
a nuclear attack carrier. 

In questioning the need for an addi
tional attack carrier, I am not advocat
ing any weakening of our defense 
posture. 

It is significant that despite the abun
dant _amount of evidence that top, re
sponS1ble leaders in the Defense Depart
ment for years have been urging a seri
ous review of the carrier force level, that 
the Secretary of Defense himself pro
posed a reduction of such level, that the 
systems analysis has repeatedly called 
for a reduction in such levels, and that 
U.S. scholars and responsible critics 
have called for such reduction, those 
of us who propose considering such a 
course are greeted with the charge that 
we are for unilateral or partial unilateral 
disarmament and are opposed to Amer
ica being No. 1 in defense posture. 

In response to our questions about why 
we shoul<! have 15 attack carriers we 
have received no answer. The only an;wer 
we have received that is responsible at 
all is that the matter is under study and 
that we soon should know what the car
rier-force level should be, but that until 
they do decide to go ahead, we should go 
right ahead and spend the billions of 
dollars requested. 

The key issue concerning the 15 attack 
carriers is one to which the Navy has 
addressed itself. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President. will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MONDALE. I yield. 
Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, in the 

Washington Post of September a. 1969, 
there was an article entitled. "Air Force 
Study May Spur Navy Carrier Debate;' 
written by George Wilson. 

The article contained a reference to a 
report from the U.S. Air Force which 
stated that there are enough air land 
bases in Southeast Asia and Europe to 
base all of the tactical fighter aircraft 
which the Joint Chiefs of Staff estimate 
are required to meet a major contingency 
in those areas. 

The article went on to state that the 
capability of the U.S. Air Force tactical 
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air has in no sense been diminished by 
land-based inactivations. 

Does not this report by the Air Force 
buttress the argument which the Senator 
from Minnesota and the Senator from 
New Jersey are making in support of 
their amendment that there is no urgent 
defense need for the hundreds of millions 
of dollars requested by the Pentagon that 
the amendment in question would def er 
pending further study? 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I am 
glad the Senator from Maryland raised 
the point. I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed at this point in the RECORD 
a document from the Air Force which 
was the basis for the Wilson argument. 
This demonstrates that Mr. Wilson was 
exactly accurate in saying that the Air 
Force contends that land-based air is 
more than adequate for any action 
which the Joint Chiefs of Staff would 
contemplate in Europe or Southeast 
Asia. 

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

l\IAJOR BASE CLOSURES 

Of the major air bases closed since the 
Korean War (attachment 1), only those in 
Morocco, France and Saudi Arabia could be 
cla.ssified as involuntary or political closures. 
All others and some in France were closed 
because they either were no longer needed 
or were closed for economic reasons. Dhah
ra.n, Saudi Arabia retains a USAF presence. 
Many of the bases were used by the Strategic 
Air Command and as auxiliary bases for 
tactical air units. Although listed as major 
installations, those designated "AFD" and 
"ASN" were not used to base tactical :flying 
units on a permanent basis. With the pos
sible exception of France and Morocco most 
of the closed bases could be easily reacti
vated if necessary to support contingency 
operations. In the event of a Warsaw Pact
NATO con:fltct it is considered probable that 
the use of French bases would be approved. 

Only one air base closure has posed prob
lems in contingency planning. An operation 
conducted in support of the Israelis could 
not be supported through Dhahran. Even 
in this case an exception might be made 
in the event of overt Soviet aggression. None 
of the other base changes to date have jeop
ardized contingency plans nor prevented 
the formulation of contingency plans to 
meet current commitments. There a.re 
enough land air bases in Southeast Asia 
and Europe to base all the tactical fighter 
aircraft which the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
estimate are required to meet a major con
tingency in those areas. 

In addition, as demonstrated in Attach
ment 2, there are airfields all over the world 
that are adequate to support tactical air 
combat operations. There a.re more than 
1,700 Free World airfields with runways 5,000 
feet or longer and there are 685 airfields 
with runways 8,000 feet or longer. Any na
tion which requests the assistance of U.S. 
military forces can be expected to permit use 
of its airfields. The Air Force is developing 
bare base equipment which will provide the 
capability to deploy to any base which has 
a runway, taxiways, ramp space and potable 
water source. 

In summary, the majority of the land air 
bases that have been inactivated were not 
needed or were closed to decrease expenses, 
although some were closed tor political rea
sons. The capability of USAF tactical air has 
in no sense been d1m.1nished by land base 
inactivations. Attachment 3 summarizes the 
number of inactivated and operational USAF 
bases and the Free World airfields. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I have 
several things to say about the observa
tion of the Senator from Maryland. First 
of all, I see very little evidence that the 
Navy and the Air Force have got together 
to decide what their complementary roles 
are. 

I think that each is trying to outdo the 
other and that there is an overlap and 
waste of the tactical air available in cer
tain areas and perhaps none at all in 
other areas. 

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

Mr. MONDALE. I yield. 
Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, the more 

we study this area of comparative cost 
for air defense and air support and the 
different requests made by the Air Force 
and the Navy for multibillion-dollar 
projects that are redundant or largely 
overlapping, the clearer it becomes the 
Pentagon has really declined to make a 
judgment as to the most effective means 
to spend our defense dollars. 
It almost appears that they feel that 

Congress will appropriate anything asked 
for and that therefore they will give both 
competing groups, the Air Force and the 
Navy in this instance, everything they 
want without regard to where the pri
orities really are or how the taxpayer is 
best served. 

Mr. MONDALE. The Senator is ac
curate in making that statement. How
ever, I think the situation is worse than 
that. 

I have been inadvertently supplied 
with information about what the Systems 
Analysis Office has said this year con
cerning reduction of tactical force levels 
in terms of the shockingly high cost of 
sea-based tactical air relative to land
based air. 

The Defense Department has ignored 
the advice of its own Systems Analysis 
Office in supporting and, in effect, re
peating demands for land- and sea-based 
air without reconciling and making com
plementary the competing striking force. 

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

Mr. MONDALE. I yield. 
Mr. COOK Mr President, with regard 

to the debate just had between the Sen
ator from Maryland and the Senator 
from Minnesota, would the Senator from 
Minnesota also admit that regardless of 
the fact that a report may show that 
there were adequate bases in Korea at 
the outset of the war, every land-based 
airfield was immediately overrun and 
the only air support the troops in South 
Korea had in the original incidents oc
curring in that war was from aircraft 
carriers? 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I in
form the Senator from Kentucky first 
that it must be clearly understood what 
the pending amendment would do. 

We are not saying that we should have 
no aircraft carriers. In fact, the Senator 
from New Jersey and I make it very 
clear that we think there should be air
craft carriers. Also, we are not saying 
there have not been occasions when the 
carrier has been useful. 

We are saying that we do not need 15 
attack carriers. 

Recently the Chief of Naval Opera-

tions in a speech before the VFW cited 
a need for the aircraft carriers and cited 
50 wars or near wars in which this ooun
try has been involved since 1946. 

I was fascinated by the :figures. I asked 
for them. Some of the wars were wars in 
which carriers were not used but were 
only alerted. 

Some wars involved enemies whose 
chief weapon would be a 10-pound rock 
incapable of sinking a carrier or even 
chipping paint off its side. 

The question is whether we need 15 
nuclear attack carriers costing $1.8 bil
lion a year in the light of the record over 
the last 23 years in which we have found 
that kind of involvement. 

This does not say that there have not 
been times when the carrier has been 
useful. The question is, Do we need 15 of 
them, and do we need 15 nuclear attack 
carrier task forces which are so exceed
ingly expensive? 

Mr. COOK. I should like to reply to 
the Senator, but first I wish to get into 
the RECORD the fact that every airfield in 
South Korea was overrun. It was neces
sary for the first airstrikes in Korea to be 
totally and completely sustained by air
craft carriers. The record shows that it 
was absolutely necessary that the first 
airstrikes in South Vietnam be sustained 
by aircraft carriers. 

To get to the second point of the Sen
tor's discussion, it really has never been 
so emblematic of the Navy and the De
fense Department that there be 15 air
craft carriers. If the Senator will check 
the RECORD, he will find that at the com
mencement of the Korean conflict there 
were not 15 but either seven or nine, and 
at the height of that conflict, in fact, 
there were 19 aircraft carriers. 

When we speak of building one, we 
must also remember-and I think every 
Member of the Senate must remember
that we now have four aircraft carriers 
in operation which are 19 and 25 years 
old, respectively. One is 19 and three are 
25 years old. All four should be phased 
out. Three of them should have been 
phased out 5 years ago. All four are now 
in use. When these aircraft carriers are 
put into use in the Vietnam theater at 
the present time, for example, and four 
modern carriers are withdrawn, we are 
subjecting the pilots of the airplanes off 
those four aircraft carriers to the use of 
second- and third-rate airplanes, be
cause modern Navy aircraft are not ca
pable of landing on those four aircraft 
carriers in the oldest class. Is that not 
true? . 

Mr. MONDALE. First, we have re
peatedly said that there may be a need 
for aircraft carriers in search situations, 
as the Navy refers to them-and that 
there was a short period around Korea 
when, for a period, most if not all of the 
land-based air potential on the Korean 
peninsula was removed. 

But does that satisfy the Senator from 
Kentucky that a case has been estab
lished for a fleet of 15 attack carriers or 
for a policy that does not involve hold
ing our own but, because these new car
riers are almost twice as effective and 
three times more expensive than the old 
carriers to which he has made reference, 
puts us into almost doubling attack car
rier potential over the next few years? 
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Second, as to the issue of whether we 
have maintained an attack carrier force 
level of 15 without a rationale over the 
past years, I am aware of the Navy's 
arguments, and I say that they are highly 
misleading. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD an 
attack carrier force table prepared by 
Dr. Desmond Wilson, which shows that 
the level of attack carrier forces since 
1946 has been exactly 15. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
TABLE XIV.-ACTIVE CARRIER FORCE (1946-64) (ATTACK 

CARRIERS OR THEIR EARLY EQUIVALENTS)t 

Year 
Atlantic/ 

Mediterranean Pacific Total 

1946_ ------ ___ 7 11 18 1947 __________ 9 6 15 1948 __________ 7 5 12 1949 ________ __ 7 5 12 1950 __________ 9 2 11 1951_ _________ 9 6 15 1952 __________ 10 7 17 1953 __________ 9 9 18 1954 __________ 9 8 17 1955 __________ 7 10 17 
1956 __ --- -- -- - 6 9 15 
1957 ---------- 6 8 14 1958 __________ 6 9 15 
1960 __ ----- ___ 6 9 15 1961_ _________ 6 9 15 1962 __________ 6 9 15 1963 __________ 6 9 15 1964 __________ 6 9 15 

1 See app. A for complete listing of carrier force by ship type. 

Mr. COOK. I might say to the Sena
tor that the number 15 really does not 
bother me, except in its ineptness to take 
care of a situation, for example, such as 
World War II. Prior to World War II we 
still had subscribed to that particular 
level, but during the course of World War 
II, of one kind or another, we had ap
proximately 100 carriers that were avail
able for the discharge of aircraft, in the 
defense of this Nation. 

I can only say to the Senator that we 
come down to a matter of saying, "Would 
you rather have 15 to start from, when 
you may have to have 100, or would you 
rather have 10 to start from, when you 
may have to have 100, in the event of an
other major world war that would in 
essence be nonnuclear or even nuclear?" 

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

Mr. MONDALE. I yield. 
Mr. TYDINGS. The questions raised 

by the Senator from Kentucky are in
teresting, because they pose a point; 
namely, would we rather have 15 carriers 
or would we rather have 100? In answer 
to that question, perhaps we might say 
that it would be reassuring to have 200, 
assuming the worst possible contingen
cies. But this is all speculation. I would 
say that the answer should be supplied by 
the Secretary of Defense and the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, based-and I hope the 
Senator from Kentucky will listen to 
me--

Mr. COOK. I am listening. 
Mr. TYDINGS. Based on whether it is 

more cost-effective given current condi
tions to invest primarily in tactical air
craft utilizing our land bases around the 
world, or in carrier-based aircraft, or in 
some mix of the two. In addition, we 

need figures before authorizing more 
money in this area comparing present 
contingencies with those that existed in 
the Korea period and before when the 
figure of 15 carriers was deemed desir
able. 

I think that is one of the basic issues 
in this debate-to get the Pentagon and 
the Joint Chiefs to make a choice based 
on comparative costs and comparative 
abilities. I think if we got the facts 
from the Pentagon, we would find out 
that it costs, over a 10-year period, al
most a billion dollars more to suppart a 
wing of aircraft carrier planes than it 
does to support a similar wing of land 
based planes. 

I believe that the report which the Air 
Force has released stating, that their 
capability in operating from land bases 
in Southeast Asia and Europe today is 
equal to handling any foreseeable con
tingencies is of tremendous import. 

I think we have to consider all these 
things together before making a decision 
to commit billions of dollars over a period 
of years in support of increased carrier 
strength. We owe it to the American 
people to require certain choices and de
cisions to be made by the Secretary of 
Defense and the Pentagon, and to not 
just give them basically everything they 
want enabling them to avoid the hard 
choice between the competing demands 
of the various service branches. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will 
the Sena tor yield? 

Mr. MONDALE. I will yield for one 
more question, and then I will return to 
my text. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I should like to 
make an observation with respect to the 
article from the Washington Post which 
has been put in the RECORD. 

I have to say, from very close personal 
knowledge of this matter, that this is 
another example of partial information 
being leaked to the Washington Post. If 
the Senator wanted to go into the Penta
gon, he could find any number of un
classified items that are parts of war 
games studies or continuing studies. This 
is a part of a study. 

The Air Force and the Navy are work
ing very closely together in the entire 
field of tactical air; and I might say, in 
defense of the carrier in Southeast Asia, 
that the daily targeting committee over 
there meets constantly-the Navy and 
the Air Force-to decide on targets. The 
value of carriers in the Tonkin Gulf is 
that they can make strikes which would 
require air-to-air refueling if the Air 
Force attempted to make them, which is 
very expensive. It cuts down the weapons 
load. 

The Navy has taken over the entire 
responsibility of the tactical attacks on 
North Vietnam and has relieved the Air 
Force from much of this responsibility, 
except for strikes they make from the 
other countries up there. 

I hope that we are not subjected to a 
continuation of these partial reports 
emanating, so-called, from the Pentagon 
through the Washington Post. I do not 
know whether or not this paper was 
classified secret. I doubt that it was. 

Mr. MONDALE. I have just put it into 
the RECORD. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I have the entire 
report, and this is merely a part of the 
entire report. The military planner has 
to lay out everything. 

The old estimate of the situation still 
applies. We have to try to guess what the 
enemy will do. If they do this, what will 
we do? If the Navy can do thi.s, what can 
the Air Force do; or if the Air Force can 
do this, what can the Navy do? What will 
be the reaction of the enemy? This is all 
a part of the study that goes on con
stantly. The Navy and the Air Force are 
working very closely together in theory 
in the Pentagon and in practice all over 
Southeast Asia. 

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator 
from Arirona. The report was not classi
fied. I think the reporter for the Wash
ington Post quoted it very accurately. To 
demonstrate this, I have placed in the 
RECORD the Air Force letter, substantiat
ing categorically what the article said. I 
think this is one of the items that should 
be considered if the study contemplated 
in the pending amendment is agreed to. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I think the entire 
study should be in the RECORD. This is 
merely a part of 1t. 

Mr. MONDALE. Maybe they would 
submit more of the classified studies; 
that would help our case. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I do not think they 
should do that. They are so top secret the 
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE) 
felt he should not read them. I think the 
Washington Post is the best source of 
secret information available. It is even 
better than going to the Pentagon. 

Mr. MONDALE. My impression is that 
the Pentagon system of classification has 
more to do with polittcal embarrassment 
than with hiding information from the 
enemy. That has been my experience. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I disagree with the 
Senator. In these particular cases the 
Senator is calling for reports and the 
Senator from Wisconsin has called for 
reports, and I suppose every other Amer
ican will call for reports. However, these 
are probably the most highly classified 
bits of information in the Pentagon. I 
want no part of seeing them. Members of 
the Committee on Armed Services are 
cleared for the most secret documents 
but they refuse to see the material. It 
pertains to our most secret information 
on the enemy and I do not think we 
should see it. 

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

Mr. MONDALE. I yield briefly to the 
Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. COOK. I want to make clear to 
the Senator, and I am sorry the Senator 
from Maryland has left the Chamber, 
that the Senator from Kentucky is not 
one who has permitted the Pentagon to 
wildly spend money and not ask ques
tions. I think the record is clear on this 
point. 

Second, in regard to the increased cost 
of airpower by way of carriers rather 
than land bases, I think we should con· 
sider in this entire argument that if we 
refuse to continue to modernize our 
Navy, and obviously we have been drag
ging our feet in this regard for years, 
we place ourselves in the position where 
the cost to maintain old carriers and old-
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er aircraft is considerably higher. On 
older aircraft the accident rate has a 
ratio of 2 to 1 compared with modem 
aircraft. 

The Senator from Maryland will say 
that the cost to maintain these squad
rons will continue to grow and the only 
way is to supply America with an ade
quate and modern Navy. 

Mr. MONDALE. I agree with the Sen
ator. We want an adequate and modern 
Navy. We have 10 carriers which are un
der 13 years old; we have three Midways, 
too, which have been modernized. One 
of the alternatives this study suggests 
is the possibility of replacing not one, 
but two, of the older carriers. The idea 
here is not to pass judgment on this, but 
to come up with a responsible study on 
the question of how many carriers we do 
need, how they would be used, what kind 
of carriers, so that we can have a mod
ern and adequate Navy, and one which 
is consistent with the :financial realities 
of the country as we see it today. This 
study would be a :&.1odest and long over
due effort, and one which could probe 
into some of the questions raised by the 
Senator from Kentucky. 

In questioning the need for an addi
tional attack carrier, I am not advocat
ing any weakening of our defense pos
ture. 

My questions ref er to the complete 
lack of justification for a continuing 
fleet of 15 attack carrier task forces: In 
light of the acknowledged change in the 
role of the carrier in our overall defense 
plans; in light of great changes in the 
international situation and the kinds of 
threats to which we must be prepared to 
respond; in light of the most dramatic 
changes in weaponry the world has ever 
seen--changes which must affect the 
relative vulnerability of every portion of 
our Armed Forces; and, in light of 
changes elsewhere in our own defense 
capabilities--changes which must have 
some effect upon the division of re
sponsibility among all of our armed 
services. 

Like the advocates of the horse cav
alry and the battleship, the proponents 
of the carrier have looked first to the 
maintenance of an existing force level 
and only then to reasons which would 
justify this level. 

It is for such reasons-reasons which 
I shall further elaborate upon-that 
Senator CASE and I have decided we can
not simply support the requested author
ization for another nuclear attack car
rier, contained in the current military 
authorization bill. This authorization 
now calls for $377.1 million for laying the 
keel of the carrier CV AN-69-the sec
ond of three planned Nimitz-class nu
clear carriers. The first of these carriers 
is almost completed, and the third is 
programed for fiscal year 1971 funds. 

We have introduced an amendment 
which would withhold this authoriza
tion, pending a complete congressional 
review of the NavY's attack carrier force 
level. 

This is not an "anti-carrier" amend
ment, as Navy spokesmen would have 
us believe. Our amendment in no way 
suggests that the attack carrier is obso-

lete or has no viable role in the U.S. 
Navy. 

The purpose of the amendment is to 
generate a rationale for the number and 
type of carriers required by present and 
future defense contingencies. Such a ra
tionale has long been requested but never 
been provided by the Navy or the De
fense Department. Instead, they have 
reacted to our questions by arguing the 
irrelevant issue of "carrier versus no 
carriers" and have ignored the far more 
difficult issue of the proper size and com
position of the carrier fleet. 

The wisdom of a new attack carrier 
and the wisdom of a continuing force 
level of 15 attack carriers must depend 
upon several things. It must depend upon 
the cost of carrier task forces-money 
which, if used for carriers, is not then 
available for other defense needs-not 
to mention other domestic needs. 

It must depend upon the effectiveness 
of carrier-based air power-an effec
tiveness which, in turn, is greatly influ
enced by the carrier's vulnerability in 
various types of conflicts. 

And, the wisdom of the current policy 
depends upon the capabilities of land 
based air power, which the carrier is 
designed to complement. 

The fact is, the Navy has simply failed 
to justify in these terms the continuing 
need for a 15-carrier fleet. 

This blind adherence to a force level 
is symptomatic of the failure to formu
late a clear and consistent naval policy 
since the end of World War n. If the 
United States has a naval policy at all, 
Dr. Herrington noted: 

It is one of maintaining constant force 
levels and adapting these forces to the exi
gencies of the day. 

COST OF PRESENT CARRIER PROGRAM 

Such a nonpolicy is indefensible in 
light of the enormous costs of maintain
ing a fleet of 15 carriers. The Navy it
self concedes that this fleet accounts for 
40 percent of its total budget. 

The cost of building an attack carrier 
rose from about $83 million in World 
Warn to $171 million during the Korean 
war; the total construction cost for the 
nuclear carrier in this bill is pegged at 
$510 million, but a Defense Department 
official and others have estimated that 
it could run as high as $700 million. That 
amounts to a cost escalation of 600 per
cent since World War II, which is quite 
high even considering the decreased 
value of the dollar. 

But the cost of the carrier itself is 
just the beginning of the story. The 
Navy only operates the carrier with a 
task force, consisting of various escort 
and logistical ships. And every carrier 
is equipped with an air wing. 

The Navy estimates a $1.4 billion pro
curement cost for a nuclear carrier task 
f orce--consisting of the carrier and four 
destroyer escorts. The air wing costs an 
additional $409.5 million-bringing the 
total procurement cost for the task 
torce---which does not include operating 
costs, basing costs, and other logistical 
ships-to $1.8 billion. Needless to say, 
these costs will often run a great deal 
higher. 

But even this is not a complete pic
tur~. For the Navy normally deploys two 

task forces "on station" in the Mediter
ranean and three in the western Pacific 
on a continual basis. For every carrier 
task force "on station," two must be held 
in reserve as backups, since the normal 
rotation time of a carrier is 4 months. 
Since each task force contains an air 
wing, the Navy must pay for three wings 
to keep one "on station." 

The Navy can operate a,t a higher rate 
of efficiency but only with great stress to 
the carrier's crew. The inves·tment cost 
of maintaining one nuclear task force 
on continual deployment, therefore, 
amounts to a multiple of 3 times the cost 
of one carrier task force--or $5.4 billion. 

The question of the proper attack car
rier force level is therefore extremely im
Portant. For if it is determined that a 
smaller force level is needed, we will not 
only save the cost of additional carriers, 
but the cost as well, of numerous escorts, 
support ships, and air wings. 

These costs dramatically illustrate the 
need for justifying a policy which in
sists on maintaining at least 15 attack 
carriers. But what is the origin of this 
number? 

ORIGIN OF CURRENT FORCE LEVEL 

It is generally thought that the force 
level of 15 carriers originated with the 
Washington Naval Disarmament Treaty 
of 1921. This treaty allotted 15 "capital 
ships" to the U.S. Navy. When the bat
tleship became virtually obsolete in 
World War n, the carrier became the 
captial ship, and the Navy switched from 
a fleet of 15 battleships to one of 15 car
riers. 

Since the end of the Second World 
War, the Navy has maintained, with few 
exceptions, a fleet of at least 15 attack 
carriers. This number has been exceeded 
in only 5 of these years. 

Mr. President, at this point I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD table XIV, "Active Carrier Force, 
1946-64, Attack Carriers or Their Early 
Equivalents,'' which I earlier introduced 
in my colloquy with the Senator from 
Kentucky (Mr. COOK). 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
TABLE XIV.-ACTIVE CARRIER FORCE (1946-64) (ATTACK 

CARRIERS OR THEIR EARLY EQUIVALENTS) 1 

Atlantic/ 
Year Mediterranean Pacific Total 

1946 __________ 7 11 18 1947 __________ 9 6 15 1948 __________ 7 5 12 1949 __________ 7 5 12 1950 __________ 9 2 11 1951_ _________ 9 6 15 1952 __________ 10 7 17 
1953 ___ ------ _ 9 9 18 1954 __________ 9 8 17 1955 __________ 7 10 17 
1956 ___ -- ---- _ 6 9 15 1957 __________ 6 8 14 1958 __________ 6 9 15 1960 __________ 6 9 15 1961 ___ _______ 6 9 15 1962_ _________ 6 9 15 
1963 _ --------- 6 9 15 1964 __________ 6 9 15 

t See app. A for complete listing of carrier force by ship type. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, this 
table was prepared by Dr. Wilson, with 
an effective, and I think searching, analy
sis of the attack carrier by him. In it 
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he states the accurate equivalents of 
carrier force levels since 1946 and it 
comes out exactly to 15 as a modal fig
ure. The Navy has developed some of 
its own figures in which it tries to show 
a wide and greatly varying figure year 
by year. 

The truth of it is that Dr. Wilson's 
thesis has established beyond doubt that 
since the end of World War II we have 
followed a 15 capital ship policy without 
ever justifying the basis for that num
ber. That is the only reason we continue 
that force level. If there are other rea
sons, the Navy has not seen flt to submit 
them to me or, to my knowledge, to any
one else in the Senate. In response to 
that question they say, "We are studying 
it." 

Mr. President, it is evident that this 
number "15" is a legacy of the past, 
maintained without reference to the 
changing role of the carrier, the chang
ing international situation, or the 
changing weapons against which the 
carrier must defend itself. The advocates 
of 15 attack carriers-like their prede
cessors who defended the horse cavalry 
and the battleshiP-are following a path 
of tradition rather than reason. 

After World War II, the attack car
rier-indeed, the entire Navy-became a 
force in search of a mission. There were 
no other surface fleets to engage, and the 
very extstence of the Navy was threat
ened by the competition of new long 
range aircraft capable of delivering 
nuclear payloads. The Navy responded to 
these events by seeking justiflcwtion for 
the attack carrier in strategic nuclear 
warfare. It appeared to the Navy plan
ners that if the carrier task force was 
to survive as a major offensive weapon, 
it would have to get into the business of 
straJtegic bombing. 

With the advent of land and sea-based 
missiles such as the Minuteman and the 
Polaris in the early 1960's, the carrier no 
longer had any role as part of our nuclear 
retaliation forces. The Defense Depart
ment's posture statemenrt of February 4, 
1964, concluded that by 1966, the United 
States would "have a large enough mun
ber of strategic missiles in place" to re
lieve the carrier forces of their strategic 
retaliatory mission. 

Faced with the loss of their strategic 
retallatory role, the Navy began to 
emphasize the carrier's Potential tactical 
role in providing air SUPPort for ground 
troops, maintaining air superiority, and 
destroying supply lines. However, the 
argument that 15 attack carrier task 
forces is needed to provide sea-based 
tactical air power throughout the world 
is not a persuasive one, in view of these 
changing circumstances. 

LAND- VERSUS CARRIER-BASED AIRPOWER 

It is true that where land-based air
power is not immediately available or 
where Political constraints limit the use 
of land bases, the carrier may well serve 
as a complement to our overseas bases. 
But where the carrier clearly competes 
with, rather than complements, land
based airpower, the role of the carrier 
must be justified on the basis of its effec
tiveness and its efficiency. 

On these criteria, the maintenance of 

15 carrier task forces for the provision 
of tactical air support around the world 
appears to be both wasteful and ineff ec
tive. In the first place, the sustained use 
of the carrier sorties duplicates and 
overlaps existing and potential U.S. ca
pability for providing land-based tactical 
airpower. 

Carrier task forces are assigned to the 
two major "trouble areas" of the world
nine are available for the Western 
Pacific and six for the Mediterranean. 
But it is quite clear that our capacity to 
deploy land-based tactical airpower is 
more than adequate in these areas as 
well as in most other parts of the globe 
where peace or U.S. interests may be 
threatened. 

The U.S. Air Force maintains 23 wings 
of tactical fighters and bombers in active 
forces at home and abroad. 

The geographic spread of overseas 
bases either operated by, or available to, 
the United States gives us an impressive 
land-based tactical capability, especially 
in the Mediterranean and the Western 
Pacific. In Europe, the United States 
alone-not including NATO forces-has 
bases in six countries, with over 400 tacti
cal aircraft; at least four of those bases 
are within striking distance of the Medi
terreanean. In the Pacific, we have bases 
in seven countries, with over 800 tactical 
aircraft. 

Furthermore, our capacity for creating 
new land bases as needs arise is almost 
limitless. There are at least 1,000 overseas 
civilian airfields which the Air Force, 
within 3 days time, claims it can con
vert to a fully equipped tactical air base 
using the "pre-positioned kits" of the 
bare base support program. 

These existing and potential bases do 
not tell the full story of the effectiveness 
of our land-based tactical air forces. The 
range of modem tactical aircraft is be
tween two and three times greater than 
that of the older jets. 

Mr. President (Mr. EAGLETON in the 
chair), I refer again to the letter, which 
I have already inserted 1n the RECORD, 
1n which the Air Force asserts the capa
bility of land-based air in Europe and 
Southeast Asia to meet any defense con
tingencies. 

Mr. President, Secretary McNamara, 
in calling for a reduced carrier fleet, 
pointed out in the Defense Department's 
February 1964 posture statement that--

The increasing range of land-based tactical 
aircraft has reduced our requirement for 
forward-based a.irpower. 

This increased range is expanded even 
further by the use of midair refueling. 
Consequently, our overseas land-based 
planes are capable of reaching many 
more targets than they were even 10 
years ago; and U.S.-based tactical air
craft can be operational anyWhere in the 
world in a short period of time. 

The Navy contends that the reduction 
in the number of our bases justifies the 
need for a 15-canier fleet. While these 
bases have decreased from 119 in 1957 
to 47 at the present time, the number 
of tactical air wings has increased from 
16 to 23 during the same period. More 
important, the greatly increased rainge 
of these planes-both in the United 

States and overseas-means that far 
fewer land bases can provide ample tac
tical air support in any areas of Potential 
conflict. And the bare base support pro
gram enables the United States to sup
plement existing land bases to the extent 
that it is necessary to do so. Even with 
fewer overseas land bases, then, carriers 
still overlap and duplicate our land
based capability. 

More important than overlap alone, 
however, is the vastly greater cost of 
carrier-based airpower. As I explained 
earlier, the enormous initial expense of a 
single aircraft carrier is multiplied by the 
Navy's insistence upon an accompanying 
task force for defense and for logistical 
support. Added to this is the fact that 
to maintain a single carrier base requires 
three task forces and three air wings in 
rotation. This brings the investment cost 
of deploying one carrier base-with nu
clear carriers and escorts-to $5.4 billion. 

A land base is a far cheaper operation. 
According to the Air Force, a base in the 
Pacific can be built for $53 million; the 
bare base support program can convert 
an .existing civilian runway for about 
$36 million. 

The Air Force has indicated that many 
of them can be set up and made opera
tional in 3 days. 

We had an earlier discussion about 
the Defense Department's classification 
system. This is one of the areas where 
I believe the present policy is to be seen 
in its starkest dimensions, because one 
of the key questions in this debate, one 
of the key questions in this amendment, 
is what is the relative cost of land-based 
versus sea-based air, where they a.re 
equally available? That is one of the key 
questions. It has already been adverted 
to by Senators who oppose this amend
ment. 

I have been advised secretly of in
formation, which I cannot disclose, 
which shows the scandalously higher 
cost for sea-based over land-based air, 
but I am not permitted to use that in
formation. I am not permitted to use it 
in defense of this amendment, even 
though it exists, and primarily because 
the Navy knows that if it were known it 
would hurt its case. I think that this 
classification has been made more be
cause of political embarrassment and to 
maintain the 15 active carrier force 
than to protect us from having the 
enemy get that information. 

One of the reasons why the Senator 
from New Jersey (Mr. CASE) and I are 
proposing this amendment is that a fight 
of this kind is an unequal one, and we 
need to have resources and facilities in 
the Senate itself that permit us to get 
the information we must have to make 
intelligent choices in this field. 

I make the statement I have made be
cause I believe it is as far as I can go 
under the present classification system; 
but if we knew, as Senators in this body, 
what I have seen and have been told, the 
issue of cost effectiveness would be put to 
rest once and for all, and decisively so. 

The high cost of carrier-based air
power must be viewed in relation to its 
effectiveness. The Navy has failed to 
demonstrate the.cost-effectiveness of car
rier airpower. 
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For example, we know that the two 
carrier task forces "on station" in the 
Mediterranean are capable of providing 
a maximum of 150 offensive sorties per 
day. But what is the military significance 
of this number of sorties? Since we are 
flying almost 1,000 offensive sorties per 
day in Vietnam, it is clear that 150 sorties 
would only be of marginal value in a 
conflict of similar size in the Mediter
ranean. Given this fact, it is important 
to determine whether the Navy's policy 
of continually maintaining a certain 
number of carriers on station is worth 
the costs. 

The reliance U'pon carrier rather' than 
land-based airpower is made even more 
questionable by the high degree of vul
nerability of the carrier in light of mod
ern weaponry. Carriers are vulnerable to 
attacks by submarines, aircraft, ship-to
ship and air-to-ship missiles. 

Submarines pose a particularly omi
nous threat to carriers. Because of the 
very rudimentary nature of antisubma
rine warfare, there is very little a carrier 
can do to def end itself adequately from 
submarine attacks. The Navy has ac
knowledged in congressional testimony 
that one of the primary missions of the 
large Soviet submarine fleet is a.nticar
rier warfare. 

Rapid technological innovations in 
missile development have made the car
rier unusable in all but the most lim
ited conflicts. The lethal nature of even 
the older missiles, such as the Soviet 
STYX, was recently demonstrated when 
an Egyptian PT boast sunk an Israeli 
destroyer with a single STYX. Both the 
Soviet and the American arsenals con
tain far more advanced antiship missiles, 
wi·th greater range and higher speed. 

Once again, the basic material is classi
fied, and probably wisely so; but it is 
fair to say that modern missilery raises 
profound doubts concerning the vulner
ability of the modern attack carrier. 

Unique to the Soviet inventory, ac
cording to the Chief of Naval Operations, 
is the guided cruise missile. The Navy 
estimates that 16 percent of the Soviet 
fleet carry 400 nautical mile cruise mis
siles designed primarily for use against 
land or sea targets. 

In his testimony before the Senate 
Armed Forces Committee, Secretary of 
the Navy John H. Chaffee spoke of "the 
wide scope and gravity" of the missile 
threat to our surf ace fleet: 

In an effort to counter the surface forces, 
the Soviet Union is developing the capabil
ities of the terminal-homing cruise mis
sile which may be launched from aircraft, 
surface units, surfaced submarines, or land 
sites, at short or long ranges ... our capa
bil1ty to defend against a cruise missile at
tack continues to concern us, but we are 
moving forward with programs directed to
ward significant long-term improvements. 

I would like to ask that special empha
sis be placed upon the Secretary's own 
admission in this field when we hear the 
arguments, as I am sure we will, that the 
carrier is invulnerable. 

It is not that the carrier is completely 
defenseless against these threats. Rather, 
the ever-present fear of enemy attack 
causes the carrier task force to concen
trate its resources on defense, thereby 
substantially reducing its offensive capa-

bility. This idea was best expressed in a 
1966 dissertation on attack carriers by 
Desmond Wilson, now at the Center for 
Naval Analysis. In Dr. Wilson's words: 

Most of the carriers' usefulness when 
functioning in support of a land campaign 
during a limited war appears to be significant 
only under conditions of little or no sub
marine opposition. It is a matter of some 
doubt that the carrier force could continue 
providing combat sorties in support of a 
land campaign if the task force commander 
had to worry about air or submarine attacks. 

As Wilson observed, effectiveness of 
the carrier task forces in limited war is 
closely related to the problem of vulner
ability, which, in turn, is conditioned by 
the rules or limits by which the war will 
be fought. Threats of escalation, such as 
the introduction of submarines or air
craft, can diminish carrier effectiveness: 
By forcing carriers to stay far at sea, 
thus diminishing the fuel available to the 
aircraft for combat purposes, and, by re
quiring continual movement of the car
riers from area to area, thereby prevent
ing it from staying in one locale to pro
vide continual air support. 

Mr. President, I understand the time 
has now come to recess for the funeral 
services. I ask unanimous consent that I 
be permitted to resume my speech at the 
commencement of the session this after
noon. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object-and I shall 
not object-I wonder if the Senator 
would ask that the Senator from Missis
sippi have unanimous consent to follow 
him for 20 minutes. 

Mr. MONDALE. We had left that on 
an informal basis. I propose to do so. I 
wanted to see what would happen with 
the colloquy, but I propose to do so at 
the appropriate time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator from Minnesota 
will resume the floor at the conclusion of 
the recess. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, there will be a recess at 11: 45 a.m.., 
at which time Senators will assemble to 
go to the rotunda, to be present when the 
body of the late and beloved minority 
leader, EVerett McKinley Dirksen, will 
be removed. Senators who wish to at
tend the church services at 1 o'clock will 

. assemble on the Senate steps at 12: 15. 
I shall now put in a quorum call, with 

the expectation of calling off the quorum 
call at 11 :45, at which time the Senate 
will recess. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk in-o
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. 

RECESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate stand 
in recess subject to the call of the Chair. 
For the information of the Senate, we 

will very likely be back in session some
where between 2 and 2:15 this afternoon. 

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

Thereupon (at 11 o'clock and 52 min
utes a.m.) the Senate took a recess sub
ject to the call of the Chair. 

The Senate reassembled at 2 o'clock 
and 13 minutes p.m., when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr. 
GRAVEL in the chair) . 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that there 
be a brief quorum call without interf er
ing with the rights of the able Senator 
from Minnesota <Mr. MONDALE) under 
the order. 

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

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, 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 passed the following bill and 
joint re-solution, in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 471. An act to a.mend section 4 of 
the act of May 31, 1933 (48 Stat. 108); and 

H.J. Res. 247. A joint resolution relating 
to the administration of the national park 
system. 

HOUSE BILL AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION REFERRED 

The following bill and joint resolution 
were each read twice by their titles and 
ref erred to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs: 

H.R. 471. An act to amend section 4 of the 
act of May 31, 1933 (48 Stat. 108); and 

H.J. Res. 247. A joint resolution relating to 
the administration of the national park sys
tem. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA
TIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1970 
FOR MILITARY PROCUREMENT, 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, 
AND FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF 
MISSILE TEST FACILITms AT 
KW AJALEIN 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 
to authorize the construction of test fa
cilities at Kwajalein Missile Range, and 
to prescribe the authorized personnel 
strength of the Selected Reserve of each 
Reserve component of the Armed Forces, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Minnesota yield 
to me without losing his right to the 
floor? 

Mr. MONDALE. I am pleased to yield 
to the distinguished Senator from Ohio. 
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Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, I 
strongly support the pending amendment 
offered by the distinguished Senators 
from New Jersey and Minnesota. I favor 
that we do withhold the expenditure of 
the $377 million authorized in the mili
tary authorization bill for a I?ropose~ 
additional nuclear aircraft carrier until 
the Congress has completed a compre
hensive study and investigation of the 
need for building an additional attack 
carrier. 

In my opinion, Mr. President, this pro
posed huge carrier is just as obsolete now 
and will be more obsolete in future years 
as much as was the battleship some time 
back. But, of course, the big brass in the 
Navy did not appreciate that and did not 
believe it. They were proved wrong. 

Over the years, it has become clear 
that our military and naval leaders are 
among the last to accept changes in the 
nature of warfare in this space age of 
change and challenge. For example, we 
continued to add battleships to the fleet 
long after it was obvious to all intelligent 
persons in the United States that they 
were ineffective and uneconomica! in the 
age of the nuclear submarine. The fact 
is that the aircraft carrier is no longer 
part of our strategic nuclear forces. Our 
ICBM's, Polaris and Poseidon sub
marines, and land-based SAC bombers 
form our real deterrent force. 

The best defense of the United States 
at this time is the power of our Polaris 
submarines capable of roaming beneath 
the surface of the seven seas for as long 
as 300 days and nights, capable of firing 
nuclear warheads and striking targets in 
an enemy country at a distance of 2,875 
miles. 

The primary mission of aircraft car
riers today is to provide tactical air 
power. We now have 15 attack carriers, 
each requiring a task force of escort and 
supply ships. It is estimated that one 
nuclear carrier task force, consisting of 
a carrier and four destroyers, costs tax
payers more than $1.4 billion. Also, as the 
distinguished junior Senator from Min
nesota (Mr. MONDALE), who has made ex
tensive research and devoted a great deal 
of time to the subject, has pointed out, 
to keep one such task force on station in 
normal times involves maintaining two 
complete task forces in reserve. There
fore, the real cost of placing one carrier 
task force on station is approximately 
$4.2 billion. This is luxury that our 
economy and taxpayers can no longer 
afford. It would be an unjustified extrav
agance. 

Neither the Soviet Union nor Commu
nist China is building a single attack air
craft carrier. There are no indications 
that either plan to do so. It is a fact that 
the Soviet Union is rapidly building up 
its naval strength, but it is doing so in 
keeping with the realities of the nuclear 
age. The main emphasis is placed on nu
clear submarines and other smaller more 
maneuverable vessels by the astute lead
ers of the Soviet Union. Great Britain 
and France are the only other nations 
with attack carriers in their fleets. The 
British have announced their decision to 
phase out their carriers. 

At a time when the United States 

maintains approximately 138 squadrons 
of tactical fighters and bombers on land 
bases at home and abroad, it is uncon
scionable and wasteful to maintain at 
the same time 15 aircraft carrier task 
forces. An average airbase in the Pacific 
area costs $53 million. It accomplishes 
the same purpose as a carrier task force 
costing $4.2 billion. Furthermore, with 
modem midair refueling techniques, our 
tactical air power can be operational in 
a very short period of time regardless of 
where it may be needed. 

The large, modern carriers are eff ec
tive only in very limited conflicts and 
situations. They are extremely vulner
able to destruction by submarines, air
craft, ship-to-ship missiles and air
launched missiles. Almost one-half of 
the cost of a carrier task force is for 
defensive purposes. 

It is high time that our admirals rec
ognize and accept the realities of present 
and future defense needs. They seem to 
ignore the availability and the compara
ble effectiveness of land-based aircraft. 
Not only is there no need whatever for 
additional carriers, but there is no reason 
why the Navy cannot reduce the present 
number of the fleet. 

Mr. President, the $377.1 million re
quested for the proposed CV AN-69 nu
clear aircraft carrier is merely the down
payment for what will eventually be an 
expenditure of $4.2 billion of taxpayers' 
money. I am hopeful that the Senate will 
agree to the pending amendment, au
thored by the Senator from Minnesota, 
who just yielded to me, to prevent that 
expenditure until the Congress has had 
the opportunity to complete its study and 
investigation of past and projected costs 
and the effectiveness of attack aircraft 
carriers and their task forces. 

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator 
from Ohio for his excellent statement 
and, if I may say so, for his leadership, 
much earlier, in this field. He was one of 
the first in the Senate, some time back, 
to raise the question whether, in the 
light of modern realities, it was wise to 
continue at our present attack aircraft 
carrier levels or whether that policy 
should be reviewed. 

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

Mr. MONDALE. I will be glad to yield 
in a little while. 

The Senator from Ohio underscores 
the importance of having systems that 
are modern and relevant, not to World 
War II or to World War I, but, tragically, 
to the next war which we will have to 
fight if it is necessary to do so. 

Ref erring to what one military his
torian said, military history is studded 
with institutions which have managed to 
dodge the challenge of the obvious; and 
one of the reasons why they have been 
able to do so in this country is that we 
in Congress have not done our job as 
well as we should. The job Congress is re
quired to do under the Constitution is 
to raise and maintain the Army and the 
Navy. It is our responsibility under the 
Constitution. I am hopeful that in this 
amendment, and in other ways, we can 
begin to assert our traditional, and al
most sacred, responsibility in this field. 

I thank the Senator from Ohio for his 

contribution, not only today but in the 
past. 

I now yield to the Senator from Alaska. 
Mr. STEVENS. In my study of this 

problem, it is my understanding that the 
carrier to be authorized by the bill before 
us, which the Senator's amendment seeks 
to delete, will be capable of handling the 
F-14, but that the Essex-type carrier
which this newly authorized carrier will 
replace-not only will not handle the 
F-14, but also not serve the F-4, or the 
RA-5C, the A-6, or the F-14. There are 
four of the carrier-based planes that 
cannot be landed upon this obsolete type 
of aircraft carrier. It was valid in World 
War II but is no longer capable of dealing 
with these new aircraft. 

If the Senator's amendment is 
adopted, what are we going to do with 
the F-14? 

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator 
from Alaska for his questi-on. The truth 
of it is that at least 10, and possibly 13, 
of the 15 carriers can handle the cur
rent aircraft which the Navy has, and 
could handle the F-14 when completed, 
if it is authorized. 

If the Senator would review the re
marks by the Chief of Naval Operations 
in which he recounted to us the wars 
and near wars in which we have been 
involved since 1946, he would find that 
at least half of those wars were against 
"major" powers like Zanzibar. 

It seems to me when we look at the 
question of the carrier force, we must 
look at it not only in terms of numbers 
but of the mix. To send a $1.8 billion nu
clear-powered force to show our flag off 
Haiti, for example, seems to me the 
greatest waste of money. So we might 
wisely ask what kind of attack force 
we need. 

What we are asking is not to strike 
the authorization for the carrier, but 
to ask, what kind of carrier force level 
we need, what kinds we need, and what 
the purpose will be. 

The same questions we are asking to
day are the questions that were asked in 
the executive branch and in the National 
Security Council. That is all we are do
ing. We are not asking to pass on the 
merits. We are asking questions which 
should have been asked a long time ago 
as to where we can save money and avoid 
waste where it exists. That is the sole 
purpose of the amendment. 

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

Mr. MONDALE. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. STEVENS. I did review a state

ment made by Admiral Moorer, Chief of 
Naval Operations, the one which was 
made to the Veterans of Foreign Wars 
last month. He pointed out that the So
viet Union had quadrupled its merchant 
marine tonnage since 1950, and, even 
further, in the warship area, that 60 per
cent of the warships on which we based 
our advance strategy had passed the 
20-year mark, whereas, of the Soviet 
Union's 1,000 or more navy or surface 
ships that they relied on, less than one
fourth had passed the 20-year mark. 

My question to the Senator from Min
nesota is that it was my understanding 
that this matter had been studied-it was 
studied in 1968, before I got here, and it 



September 10, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 25059 

was studied particularly by Secretary 
McNamara who requested this building 
program-are we annually to get to the 
point where we ask for a delay? Having 
had a review by the executive branch and 
by the Congress, are we now to come up 
the next year and say, "Let us delay it 
for a year so we can study it again?" 
What new matters have entered into the 
matter which the executive branch and 
the Congress studied that require the re
view that he suggests at this time? 

Mr. MONDALE. I am glad the Senator 
has raised the question for, as a matter 
of fact, after writing the Navy Depart
ment, there came a letter which says it 
is studying the issue of national security 
and is making a sweeping review of the 
traditional arms of the Navy and the 
Navy aircraft carrier and Navy aircraft 
carrier levels. 

But even the Navy and the Department 
of Defense have said in writing that this 
matter should be, and it is being, studied. 
As a matter of fact, I know that it is; 
and it may be that as we meet here today, 
these recommendations are being sub
mitted to the National Security Council. 

Furthermore, I am glad that the Sena
tor from Alaska brought up the former 
Secretary of Defense, because in 1964 
he testified that he wanted a reduced 
level of aircraft carriers for the early 
1970's. So the recommendation of the 
past Secretary of Defense, as well as the 
recommendations which are classified by 
the present systems analysis group this 
year, have called for reductions in the 
aircraft carrier level, and there has been 
a good deal of speculation, albeit not 
confirmed, that this administration is 
planning to cut two or three aircraft 
carriers from its force. 

So there is plenty of inside, official con
sideration being given to that, and it 
would seem very strange that in the 
midst of all this, the one agency that 
the Constitution charges with establish
ing and maintaining the Army and Navy 
would sit back and simply continue to 
appropriate billions of dollars for a sys
tem that is under study. I think we can 
afford to take a few months and make 
certain we are acting wisely. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for one last question? 

Mr. MONDALE. I yield. 
Mr. STEVENS. My last question is 

this: In my study, I have found that we 
have already obligated, in 1968 and 1969, 
after the time that the previous review 
took place, some $132.9 million for this 
carrier. I am informed that if a disrup
tion of the production schedule comes 
about by virtue of this amendment, it 
will probably cost us in the neighbor
hood of $100 million to delay this 
carrier. 

If that is correct, the total cost of the 
Senator's amendment would be approxi
mately $232 million, as opposed to the 
total cost of a carrier under the pro
gram that was previously authorized, 
with the idea that the new carrier and 
the F-14 would come on the line at the 
same time. 

Is this really wise use of our Treasury, 
the taxpayers' money, if we make a de
cision in Congress to go ahead with the 
construction of a new carrier, and spend 

the money, order the vessel, and then, a 
year later, come along with an amend
ment to delete this new carrier? 

I understand we have an amendment 
pending to delete the F-14 also. But how 
can the Senator justify the spending of 
$132 million, if my information is cor
rect, that has already gone by the board, 
and the $100 million additional that will 
be brought about by the disruption of 
the production schedule? In view of the 
total cost of the carrier itself, why not 
go ahead with the carrier? 

Mr. MONDALE. In the-revised amend
ment which I called up yesterday, and 
which is the pending business, we made 
one alteration to correct a technical 
error in the original amendment, to make 
it clear that this amendment applies 
only to moneys authorized to be appro
priated under this act, not the earlier 
$130 million to which the Senator's argu
ment makes reference. 

Based on the earlier amendment, the 
Senator is correct; based on the amend
ment as revised, it is no longer relevant. 

Of course, the big issue today is not 
whether a few million dollars will be lost, 
as we determine whether we are pursu
ing the wisest course and the wisest force 
levels. I regret any losses; but what we 
are talking about here is a nuclear attack 
carrier which, with its nuclear escorts 
and wings, will cost at least $1.8 billion, 
and could well be $2 billion, and a policy 
which involves 40 percent of the budget 
of the Navy. Certainly, a few days spent 
wisely determining these matters could 
save billions of dollars. If I may say so, 
it is a standard tactic of the Defense 
Department to buy long lead items, and 
then come in and say: 

It is too late to decide the policy matters 
underlying this system, because we have al
ready spent a few million dollars; let's not 
get into it. 

Mr. STEVENS. But as I understand 
the justification of this program, this is 
just replacing an existing carrier; it will 
not add to the carrier :fleet. 

Mr. MONDALE. The present policy of 
the Navy, as I understand it, is to retire 
one of the old World War II type car
riers for every one of these massive new 
nuclear carriers. But that is not holding 
to the same military capacity; it is dou
bling it, because one of these old World 
War II type carriers had, at best, half 
the capacity of the new nuclear attack 
carriers. We are not pursuing a neutral, 
hold-the-line policy. Our present policy 
is to commit an ever-increasing share of 
the Navy's contribution to this Nation's 
defense on an ever-growing :fleet of air
craft carriers. 

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

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I yield 
for one question; then I wish to return 
to my speech. 

Mr. MURPHY. Does the Senator un
derstand they are going to retire one 
carrier as they build one new carrier? 

Mr. MONDALE. That is my under
standing. 

Mr. MURPHY. Then the Senator's im
plication is that they will have increased, 
actually, the carrier force? 

Mr. MONDALE. No, my implica
tion--

Mr. MURPHY. My understanding is 
that there are several carriers presently 
being used that are so old they should 
have been retired some time ago. As a 
matter of fact, last Saturday morning I 
saw two carriers in Long Beach, Calif., 
that are to be retired; and it is my un
derstanding that the nuclear carrier, by 
the time it is construcred, fitted, and 
furnished, will just barely, if actually, 
maintain the present strength. That was 
the purpose of my question. 

I thank my distinguished colleague. 
Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I should 

like to respond to the question of the 
Senator from California, and I am will
ing to respond to one or two more ques
tions, but I am only half-way through 
my speech, and would like to complete 
it, if I may. 

In my later remarks, I intend to get 
into this matter. I asked the Navy if there 
were some shorthand way that one could 
ref er to the capaci,ty of these aircraft 
carriers, and it turns out that they have 
developed what they call an A-4 equiva
lent, which measures roughly the ca
pacity of each of these carriers. 

They rate the old Hancock class car
rier, which is one of those scheduled for 
replacement by the new nuclear carrier, 
at 83, and the Nimitz-class nuclear car
riers, which are at issue here, at 152-
not quite two to one in terms of capacity, 
but nearly so. 

I am happy now to yield first to the 
Senator from Virginia, and then to the 
Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President 
I mention this point just for purposes of 
clarification. 

In the Senator's colloquy with the 
Senator from Alaska, he very accurately 
brought out tha,t in 1964, Secretary of De
fense McNamara recommended a reduc
tion in the number of carriers. 

Mr. MONDALE. That is correct. 
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. But I think, 

so that the record may be complete and 
accurate, it should show that subequent 
to that, in 1968, I believe it was, or 1967, 
Secretary McNamara strongly recom
mended the building of three new nuclear 
carriers. 

Mr. MONDALE. Yes; and the two 
statements may be consistent. 

In other words, while I do not have his 
testimony before me, he may have con
templated that each of the new nuclear 
attack carriers, which are being built in 
the State of the Senator . from Virginia, 
may in fact replace not one but two of 
the older carriers, so that, while we are 
attaining the new nuclear attack carriers 
the total carrier attack force level, in 
terms of numbers of carriers, would be 
reduced. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. The Senator 
is correct. I interrupted him at this point 
only so that the record could show that 
the Secretary of Defense, Mr. McNamara, 
recommended that the carrier now under 
discussion be built. 

Mr. MONDALE. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 

Sena.tor yield to me briefly? 
Mr. MONDALE. I yield to the Senator 

from Mississippi. 
Mr. STENNIS. I understand that the 
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Senator has not finished his speech, and 
I certainly do not wish to detain him on 
that. As the Senator knows, I have in 
mind asking for about 20 minutes, rut 
least, when he has :finished; but I want to 
respond, if I may, quite briefly about this 
carrier-force level, and simply say this: 
that of the 16 carriers in operation now, 
number 16 is extra because of the· war, 
and it is to come out, as the Senator 
knows, as soon as possible, and not count 
as the carrier reduction that this will 
cover. 

The Navy has the very definite posi
tion that they will take out of operation 
carrier No. 15, I will call it. 

I have conferred with Admiral Moorer, 
who is, I think, one of the ablest and 
frankest men in the military. I am one 
who will not disbelieve what military 
men tell me and not believe it just be
cause they wear uniforms. They are in 
trustworthy positions. Until I know to the 
contrary, I would trust them on these 
direct, major questions. 

Who knows what our conditions will be 
when the carrier provided for in the 
pending bill is completed? If anyone 
knows that, then he can give an accurate 
estimate about what we will do about the 
carriers and how many we will take out. 

I have pressed for an answer on this. 
It is going to be reviewed and ought to be 
reviewed by the President, the Secretary 
of Defense, the Chief of Naval Opera
tions, and everyone else, including Con
gress, in a position of responsibility as to 
how many will continue to be operated. 

I think there is a very fine chance that 
by the time this carrier is completed, an 
additional one, carrier No. 14, will come 
out of the fleet. I hope so. I hope that 
even more of them will come out of the 
fleet. However, I think there is a high 
probability, with the added capacity that 
the Senator has already mentioned, that 
it will be entirely possible to take an ad
ditional carrier out of the fleet. 

I do not think we can argue with any 
success at all now as to definitely how 
many carriers we will need in 1972 or 
1973. 

As we remember, we built airbases in 
France. We helped to provice hundreds 
of millions of dollars to build and con
struct those airbases. Now, we cannot 
use those bases or even :fly across France 
without a day-to-day permit, as I under
stand it. That is the kind of world in 
which we are living. 

I had the experience of being in 
French Morocco. We were there looking 
very closely at the bases. A bystander 
told me, "You will never use these bases 
for more than a short time." 

I said, "Why?" 
He said, "French Morocco will get its 

independence and run you out of here." 
That is exactly what happened 21h 

years later. That is the kind of world in 
which we llve. 

I think the Senator from Minnesota 
has a very fine statement here. However, 
the matter concerning the number we 
need rests with the gods. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I thank 

the Senator from Mississippi. I was quite 
encouraged by the statement he made 
the other day in which he expressed the 
hope, and repeated it this afternoon, that 

when the next nuclear carrier is com
pleted, we might displace not only one 
but, he hoped, more than one. I was en
couraged by that statement because I 
think that may well be one of the possible 
results of this amendment. 

One of the problems I have had In 
seeking to deal responsibly with the 
amendment is the remarkable degree of 
difference that exists between the Navy 
and the Air Force when each one of them 
describes the eff'ectiveness of its own tac
tical airpower and its own bases and 
equipment. 

The Senator from Mississippi quite 
correctly states that he does not dis
believe a person because he is in the 
Navy or wears a uniform. I agree with 
that statement. However, in this case we 
have a letter which I had printed in the 
RECORD earlier today in which the Air 
Force said in response to a question from 
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) 
that we have enough land bases in all 
of Europe and Southeast Asia to meet 
all of the tactical air needs of any con
tingency which the Joint Chiefs have 
considered. 

We are all aware that one of the chief 
uses of the aircraft in Vietnam has been 
the bombing of North Vietnam which 
we have since stopped. 

Certainly the fact that aircraft were 
once used for functions which are no 
longer required ought to be some justifi
cation for lowering the task force level 
in that area. 

The fact is, the National Security 
Council of the Defense Department right 
now, as the Senator from Mississippi 
knows, is undertaking, and may have 
completed, a sweeping review of the gen
eral purpose of the force level. 

I am not content--and I am sure the 
Senator from Mississippi would agree 
with me--to let the matter of the de
fense spending level of this country or 
the wisdom of every expenditure rest in 
the exclusive domain of the executive 
branch. I have been around long enough 
to believe that it would be an unwise 
policy. 

Mr. STENNIS. I will develop my idea 
and my argument about the level of the 
carriers on my own time. However, I do 
want to point out that I have never been 
and never will be a party to the argu
ment between the Air Force and the 
Naval air arm as to how much the other 
one needs. I will never be a party to that. 
I have never had any patience with it. 
I do not now. 

We need both of them in a supple
mental way. And we need them very 
badly. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at the conclu
sion of my remarks, the Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) be recognized 
for 20 minutes. 

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

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

Mr. MONDALE. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. It was not Possible 

for me to be present at the beginning of 
the address being made by the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota. 

I was back in my State last night and 
part of this morning and was impressed 

by the fact a great many of the pro
grams considered essential in our cities, 
our suburbs, and the rural dJstricts of 
our country are drying up because of lack 
of funds. 

It has been my lot to be associated at 
least indirectly with the defenses of the 
United States for some 50 years, and 
directly in this town for over a quarter 
of a century. 

I have watched weapons systems come 
and go. The RECORD will show that as a 
Senator s.t no time have I criticized the 
use, development, or number of aircraft 
carriers. But I have seen the death of 
the battleship. That all started when the 
Prince of Wales and the Repulse were 
sunk by some old Japanese planes off' the 
coast of Malaysia; and continued when 
the Bismarck, after sinking the greatest 
battleship ever built, up to that time, 
was destroyed by a few old Fairey planes 
off' an old British carrier, the Wasp. 

It happened I was .flying militarily 
from England to Portugal at that time-
the spring of 1941-and ran into that 
particular fight, which thereupon also 
ended the concept of the large battle 
cruiser. 

There was a time when many of us 
were convinced that the new strategic 
bomber, the B-70, was needed for the 
security of the United States. It is a mat
ter of record that the B-70 was volun
tarily abandoned by the Air Force, when 
the latter changed from the B-70 to the 
RS-70. At that time I left the boat pri
marily because of the great develop~ent 
of ground-to-air missiles by the possible 
enemy. 

For years efforts have been made to 
ascertain the true cost of a carrier task 
force; and also it is true now that we have 
this tremendous development in missiles, 
a development which is increasing in 
mo~entum rather than decreasing; it 
is vital that this system be examined. 

Now the Senator says in his talk that 
the mission of the carrier, because of the 
development of these missiles in eff'ect 
~as been changed from a strategic mis
sion to a tactical mission. That is worthy 
of most serious consideration. 

For the first time since World War II 
we are really discussing, in detail, a 
weapons system that never before was 
discussed in detail. I am not saying that 
we should adopt or reject this amend
ment, but I am saying that it is not only 
the right, it is also the duty of the Senate 
to consider this system as it considers all 
other weapons systems and problems of 
defense procurement that come before 
the Senate. There should be nothing in
violate, nothing sacred, about any 
weapons system; because, in the end it 
is the taxpayer of the United States ;ho 
is going to pay for it. 

I respectfully commend the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota and the 
distinguished Senator from New Jersey 
for bringing this matter up in such detail 
before the Senate. 

There have been sharp and basic de
velopments in warfare in recent years, 
and without question the greatest de
velopment has been in the missile field. 
Missiles are air to sea, sea to sea, and 
ground to sea, just as they are ground 
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to air and sea to air, and ground to 
ground. 

The Mediterranean situation is one of 
particular interest to me, because my 
Foreign Relations Subcommittee has to 
do with that part of the world. A great 
many people have expressed new interest 
in, and concern about, the future of 
naval warfare because of the recent de
velopment of the Styx missile by the 
Soviet Union and the catastrophic result 
when it was used in an attack by the 
United Arab Republic in the Mediter
ranean. 

I did not intend to make extended re
marks on this subject, and look for
ward to listening to the able Senator 
from Minnesota. I do know, as does 
everyone in this Chamber, that this 
country must stay strong if it is to stay 
free. But it is our duty-and I believe 
the Senator from Minnesota is quite ac
curate when he says it is our d._uty-to 
discuss all weapons systems in detail. At 
other times I have opposed various sys
tems in the other two branches of the 
services, but to the best of my knowledge, 
this is the first time I have ever given 
consideration to reducing a Navy sys
tem. Now we should examine in detail 
whether or not the addition of aircraft 
carriers is the right type and charac
ter of action in this missile age. 

Somehow, in some way, we must cut 
the increasingly high cost of defense. 
If we do not, we will destroy the value 
of the dollar, and all that connotes also 
from the standpoint of the real future 
security of the United States. 

It would be unfortunate if this discus
sion deteriorated at any time into a dis
agreement between one service and 
another-specifically, between the Air 
Force and the Navy. I would hope that 
does not develop. The Air Force may 
have too many bases abroad. So may the 
Navy, in this nuclear space missile, have 
too many bases in the form of carriers. 
Many bases were created and supported 
when the strategic bomber, Navy and 
Air Force, was dominant as the strong
est strategic defense weapon of the 
United States. That is no longer the 
case. The Polaris is the greatest stra
tegic weapon today. 

All of us should worry about the fact 
that the strength of the Soviet Union 
in submarines is far greater than any
thing the Kaiser or Hitler ever had or 
the United States has today. We stick 
with the carriers while they now build an 
attack submarine force which is hun
dreds larger than ours. As they look 
toward modernity in weapons, however, 
they have not yet laid down a single 
carrier. 

In any case the point I want to make 
is that it does not make any difference 
whether the tactical airpower of the Air 
Force is more important or more valu
able or more desirable than the tactical 
airpower of the Navy, or whether the 
taotical airpower of the Navy is more 
desirable or more important than the 
tactical airpower of the Air Force. What 
is important is what is necessary for the 
security of the country. I would hope that 
many of these bases in these faraway 
lands, created to handle a type and char
acter of warfare which will never occur 

again, are dismantled, so they will no 
longer be an additional burden on the 
American taxpayer. 

I would hope we would look at all this 
not as rivalry between the services, 
rather as a possible way, manner method 
by which we can reduce the costs of De
fense. 

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Missouri. I shall 
respond shortly but I had promised that 
I would yield to the Senator from New 
Jersey. I now yield to the Senator from 
New Jersey. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I thank the 
distinguished Senator. I have not pre
viously joined in the disoussion. I wish 
to say first how much I value this collab
oration. It has been not only a satisfac
tion but also a very great pleasure to this 
point. My association with the Senator 
from Minnesota has increased my high 
regard for his ability. My participation in 
the discussions on these several amend
ments has also increased my regard for 
the Senator from Mississippi and the 
splendid way in which he has accom
modated himself to what has been in 
many ways a very trying experience. 

After working for months on this leg
islation in his committee he has had to 
deal with what I know has been a very 
trying series of amendments. To someone 
who has been over this ground many 
times already, perhaps it seems an un
necessary expenditure of time and en
ergy on his part. However, for the good 
spirit he has shown in permitting us to 
continue what we think is our duty to
day I am most grat.eful. That was the 
reason I asked to be recognized. 

I want the Senator from Missouri to 
recognize what we are attempting to do 
in this amendment, as in other amend
ments which have been and which will 
be offered to the bill. It is very helpful 
and encouraging that he has so fully 
accepted and so well stated what we 
think is the primary issue here: Shall 
Congress remain in control and, as some 
of us think, regain control of the basic 
decisions affecting national policy in the 
field of weaponry and large strategic 
matters? 

It is our conyiction, and my own very 
definitely, that we have not done our 
share of this in the past, we have not 
been organized to do it, and we have not 
regarded it as a function which we ought 
to perform. I can see no argument 
against our asking the Congress to do 
that job now. 

I think that the matter of the carrier 
and several of these other strategic weap
ons systems are appropriate vehicles by 
which we can ask Congress to bring it
self to this ,task. That is the purpose. We 
are not for or against this carrier, qua 
carrier, nor do we have any firm view as 
to the number of earners, if any carriers 
there are to be in the armed services of 
the United States now and for the next 
30 yea.rs. We do think Congress should 
take this opportunity to study that ques
tion, and that is the purport and purpose 
of our amendment. 

I am grateful that someone so experi
enced in the operations of high policy in 
the defense of the United Stat.es shollld 
approve our effort and think it good. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. Pre&ident, I am 
glad to yield to the Senator from Cali
fornia. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I thank the Senator 
for yielding. My purpose in rising is to 
address a question to the Senator from 
Missouri. 

I wish to say first that the views of 
the senior Senator from Missouri carry 
extraordinary weight with me on military 
maitters because of his utterly unique 
background in this field, and because of 
his careful attention to the broadest 
strategic implications of these matters 
and the narrowest details in relation to 
tactics, costs, and so forth. His speech 
the other day on the C-5A had more to 
do with my opposing that amendment 
than any other single factor. 

Having said that, I would like to ask 
the Senator if the remote presence con
cept has any relevance to the carriers? 
Does the existence of a substantial num
ber of carriers specifically relate to this 
amendment? Is there any reason to be
lieve that by supporting the carrier pres
ently under consideration we might have 
a greater opportunity to cut back on 
troops stationed abroad? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I say 
to my able and distinguished friend, the 
Senator from California, that I deeply 
appreciate his kind but undeserved re
marks. 

His question gets into tactics. 
The Mediterranean Sea today is a nar

row lake from the standpoint of modem 
weaponry; in fact, for a time, after the 
Egyptians sank the Israel destroyer 
Elath, it was believed the missiles must 
have come from the land. The fact there 
was disagreement as to whether it came 
from sea or from the land is in itself in
teresting from the standpoint of the 
question posed by the able Senator from 
California. Some parts of the Mediter
ranean are but 7 ¥2 miles wide; therefore 
of course ships could be attacked from 
the land by missiles as well as from 
the sea and from the air. 

We know how dangerous the Sam mis
siles were to our planes in the Vietnam 
theater. For example, unless by mistake, 
no B-52 ever went over Noi.ith Vietnam. 
But that Sam-2 missile is obsolescent 
compared with modem air-to-ground 
missiles developed by the Soviet Union 
and passed out to their friends and allies. 

A ground-to-air missile works against 
gravity but an air-to-air or air-to-ground 
missile has gravity working in its favor. 

Today both the United States and the 
Soviet Union have underway missiles far 
more sophisticated than those Soviet 
Styx missiles which sank the Elath. 

In reviewing the speech of the dis
tinguished Senator from Minnesota (Mr. 
MONDALE) , I noticed the large proPortion 
of our carrier task fleets tha,t he says 
are assigned to the Mediterranean. At 
one time I worked for the late, great 
Secretary of Defense James Forrestal. He 
felt that the first person responsible for 
putting one enemy of the United States 
in the Mediterranean could be resPon
sible for the first natl placed in the coffin 
of our security. Today the forces of possi
ble enemies are spread all over the Medi
terranean. 

It is interesting to notice just how few 
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Mediterranean ports are now available 
to our fleet. 

Perhaps the most dramatic develop
ment in the Mediterranean in recent 
months and years has been the growth 
of the Soviet fleet in that sea. 

But even as of today they have not 
built a single carrier. They have a heli
copter pad called the Moskua, but that is 
not a carrier. They also have a lot of 
submarines and cruisers and destroy
ers. If it is true, as the talk of the Senator 
from Minnesota brings out, that count
ing the backup, the money we have in
vested in the Mediterranean in carriers 
runs into many billions of dollars, as 
the development of the art of missilery 
continues, that would appear of the 
greatest importance in this discussion. 

Is by chance this inland sea a trap 
to old concepts of weaponry in this mis
sile age? If it is, should we not change 
our concept; or should we continue to 
handle it today as we did 25 years ago? 

All countries that once built carriers 
have now discontinued building them, 
except the United States; and the coun
try rising in naval power, all over the 
world-the Soviet Union-has never yet 
laid down a single carrier. 

These are problems the Senator from 
Minnesota is bringing out on the floor 
of the Senate. The theory of "remote 
presence" is certainly designed to elimi
nate some Army and Air Force bases; 
and I would say to my good friend from 
California that this theory should also 
eliminate some Navy bases as exempli
fied by carriers. 

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator 
from Missouri for his most usefuI and 
gifted discussion of this issue. I share the 
admiration of the Senator from Cali
fornia for the Senator from Missouri for 
his lifetime of interest in this subject, the 
unique experience which he brings to 
bear, and his devotion to his country and 
its best interests. 

Would the Senator from Missouri say 
that while much of it is classified, it is 
fair to say that the Soviets have been 
making an intensive effort to develop the 
latest, most accurate, speediest, and most 
powerful missilery? Would there be any 
doubt aboUJt that? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The proponents of 
the ABM system made this perhaps their 
chief argument in justification of that 
system. To the best of my knowledge, no 
one has questioned the fact that the 
Soviet Union was racing ahead in the 
missile field and attempting to equal, if 
not exceed, the position of the United 
States in that field. 

Mr. MONDALE. Is it not correct that 
a good many of the currently deployed 
Soviet cruisers, destroyers, submarines, 
and airplanes have on them cruiser mis
siles of this kind? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is my under
standing. The missiles which sank the 
Elath are now considered to have come 
from what was little more than a large 
motorboat. The sharpness of that attack, 
and its decisiveness, amazed various 
naval people with whom I talked. The 
launching ship was very small, and the 
missiles were made by the Soviet Union, 
and were effective. 

Mr. MONDALE. As the Senator from 
Missouri has already said, the Styx mis
sile is an old generation and certainly is 
not in the front ranks of the current 
state of the art as developed by the So
viet Union; is that not correct? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I would answer my 
good friend that it probably does not go 
as far back as Sam, the Redstone, or the 
Thor, but it is a long, long way from 
what we are confident the Soviet Union 
has today; and what are our own plans 
and programs in this particular field. 

Mr. MONDALE. As the Senator knows, 
the amendment-and we have to keep 
repeating this because it is being char
acterized in a very different way-is a 
very modest amendment. It would ask 
only that Congress ask the General Ac
countb:lg Office to review the facts, the 
cost evaluation, and all the accounting 
data, and to pass this information on 
to Congress so that we can make some 
judgments as to the proper force level, 
the best use of our ootal defense budget, 
and the need at this time for a new nu
clear attack carrier. That is all the 
amendment would do. As I understand 
the comments of the Senator from 
Missouri, this kind of study is not only 
valuable but long overdue. 

I should like to make one final com
ment and then I should like to return to 
my speech. 

The President made a statement about 
the spending level of the economy and 
asked some grave questions about the 
future value of the American dollar. We 
all agree that if we want to demoralize 
this country, erode the value of the dol
lar, and destroy the savings and pen
sions of millions and millions of Amer
icans, all we have to do is continue to 
spend billions of dollars without first 
asking "why" or setting forth any pri
orities. Thus, as we look at the Nation's 
budget, every bit of it has to be analyzed, 
including the budget of the Department 
of Defense. 

The other day, the President called 
certain people "unilateral disarmers." 
I think he might have had me in mind. 
I checked to see how much I had voted 
for in defense spending since I came to 
the Senate. I am a junior Member of 
this body and have been here for 5 years; 
that is two and one-half Congresses. I 
find that I voted for $289 billion worth 
of defense spending. That is direct 
spending-$289 billion-think of it. Does 
that make one a unilateral disarmer in 
the judgment of the Senator from Mis
souri? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Well, it is tiresome 
to have people put in the broad cate
gories of hawks or doves just because 
they try to discriminate between all the 
weapons systems adivanced instead of 
endorsing all said systems. 

The two men who introduced the 
ABM amendment, one, the senior Sen
ator from Kentucky (Mr. COOPER), en
listed in the U.S. Army as a private in 
the Second World War and came out an 
officer. The other sponsor, the senior 
Senaitor from Michigan, received his 
Purple Heart on Utah Beach on D-day. 

One of the two Senators I joined in 
signing the ABM minority report of the 
Armed Services Committee was a deco-

rated combat infantryman on the Anzio 
beachhead when he was over 50, the 
other, who left his right arm in Italy 
fighting for his country, received the 
finest citation I ever read, and the Dis
tinguished Service Cross. Based on the 
citation, and what Gen. Mark Clark said 
about him to the Armed Services Com
mittee, I still do not understand why he 
did not receive the Medal of Honor. 

So talk of pacifism and unilateral 
disarmament on the part of certain 
Members gets a little tiresome. 

I have been here longer than my able 
and respected colleague from Minnesota, 
and found out recently that I have 
worked for and voted for $953 billion for 
the security of the United States since 
coming into the Government. That 
means that by the end of this year the 
figure will be over $1 trillion. But just 
because one asks, not that a system be 
stopped, only def erred for additional de
velopment, he is labeled in some quar
ters as being antimilitary. What a 
farce. 

I have great respect for the ultimate 
wisdom of the people of this country, 
who are watching the continuation of 
this sad and tragic venture in Vietnam; 
and because I have that respect, I believe 
none of us has cause for apprehension 
about such attacks. 

It is both patriotic and constructive for 
the Senator from Minnesota and the 
Senator from New Jersey to bring this 
matter up for discussion. We have a 
right, as representatives of the people
all the people, no particular clique or 
caste-to ask: What is true security? Is 
it more important for our citizens to 
respect the wisdom of the leadership of 
the country in the expenditure of their 
money than to have a particular weapons 
system? Which is the more important? It 
would appear just as important to the 
security of the United states for us to 
have a sound economy as to have a par
ticular weapons system. 

Should we continue to pile armament 
onto armament as against continuing to 
make every effort to work for a just and 
honorable peace. 

These are but a few of the questions 
being raised back home with respect to 
weaponry, on this carrier system as they 
have been raised on other systems. It is 
all constructive and I believe what the 
people expect of their representatives. 

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator 
from Missouri for his most encouraging 
remarks and his keen interest in this 
issue. 

James Field, a naval historian, noted 
that a carrier task force, in fear of enemy 
attacks, cannot successfully participate 
in a campaign of interdiction. He wrote 
that in Korea, for example, "Logistic 
considerations and the dangers of air 
and submarine attack made it undesira
ble for carriers to operate for more than 
2 days in the same location." 

Perhaps the most crucial limitation on 
the carrier's effectiveness is that the 
threat of attack diverts potentially of
fensive carrier sorties to defense of the 
task force. Thus, during World War II 
and the Korean war, 23 percent of the 
total combat sorties flown from carriers 
were defensive. This contrasts with 2.7 
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percent flown by planes from land bases 
during the Korean war. 

Fears and uncertainties concerning an 
enemy's anticarrier warfare potential 
also affects the rapid responsiveness of 
the attack carrier, which is its strongest 
attribute. Wilson noted that uncertain
ties as to weapons, belligerents, and the 
limits of the war did in fact impede car
rier deployment early in the Korean con
flict. Future limited wars will also be 
surrounded by "uncertainties as to who 
will fight and with what weapons." 

Because of the tremendous investment 
in a carrier and its task force and be
cause of the recognition of the vulner
ability of the carrier under certain con
ditions, the Navy is naturally hesitant to 
commit the carrier to a conflict or po
tential conflict. Once committed, the 
ever-present fear of enemy attack may 
prevent the carrier from serving as an 
effective sea base for tactical airstrikes. 

It should be emphasized that the 
threats which have limited a carrier's 
responsiveness and effectiveness in past 
wars are far more dangerous today. And 
since naval doctrine, as Wilson points 
out, "as yet says nothing about treating 
the attack carrier as expendable in a 
limited war," there is every indication 
that the carrier will be even less effective 
in future conflicts with a sophisticated 
enemy. 

The Navy, however, refuses to fully 
recognize the vulnerability of carriers. 
Its grandiose planning for the use of 
carriers illustrates this fact. 

Mr. President, at this point I wish to 
comment upon the agreements by which 
the Navy has attempted to demonstrate 
the invulnerability of the aircraft car
rier. I will quote from a speech of the 
Chief of Naval Operations, Admiral 
Moorer, who said at a recent Veterans of 
Foreign Wars convention: 

In some 50 wars or near wars since 1946, 
we have not lost a carrier or had one dam
aged owing to hostile action. 

That is what he told the VFW in 
order to satisfy them that the attack 
carrier was no longer vulnerable. 

I wrote the Chief of Naval Operations 
and asked, "Would you please provide 
me with a list of those wars or near wars 
that you based your invulnerability ar
gument upon?" 

After some 10 days, I received a docu
ment which, surprisingly, was classified. 
In it, he recounted not 50, but 48 wars 
or near wars in which the aircraft car
rier had actually been involved or 
alerted. 

In four of those wars or near wars, 
the aircraft carrier was not even there; 
it had just been alerted. We checked the 
names of the various wars or near wars, 
and asked the admiral to declassify 
them, so that the Senate could know the 
experiences, areas, and events in which 
the carrier has been involved during the 
past 23 years. Such a list would probably 
be the best indication of when, under 
what circumstances, and in what kind of 
challenges the naval attack carrier was 
used. 

We received a partially declassified 
list. To be charitable to the Navy, I would 
say the most embarrassing incidents re
main classified. But it is fair to say that 

at least half of these alleged wars or 
near wars were wars in which the carrier 
was only remotely involved, and against 
alleged enemies which had no capacity 
at all to inflict any kind of damage upon 
the attack carrier, even if they wanted 
to; and in most cases there is no evidence 
that they did. 

I do not think that it says much about 
the invulnerability of the carrier in 
those incidents where the carrier was 
not involved, to say it was not sunk; or 
to say, when in about half the instances 
that he has listed in this message the 
enemy had no capacity tC' respond at all, 
or showed no intention of responding, 
that somehow the carrier survived and 
therefore is invulnerable. 

The issue on vulnerability is an obvi
ous one: Do modern missilery, aircraft, 
submarines, and other kinds of tech
nology and weapons raise doubts as to 
the survivability of the attack carrier 
under certain instances and in certain 
kinds of wars? That is the issue, and I 
deeply regret that the Chief of Naval 
Operations would base his case for the 
invulnerability of the carrier by ref er
ring to a list of minor events and foreign 
riots in which no carrier was sunk or 
damaged. 

I ask :manimous consent that the de
classified version of the list of instances 
to which the admiral made reference be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection; the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
SUMMARY OF WARS, NEAR WARS SINCE 1946 

(The following list represents only major/ 
minor conflicts or crises where U.S. Na.val 
units were involved as prime factors, alerted 
or redeployed.) 

Turkey ( 4/46) : USSR-Iran hostilities and 
USSR-Turkey diplomatic tensions; Na.val 
unit deployed as affirmation of U.S. inten
tions to shore up Turks against f' .Jviet im
perialism. 

Trieste (7/46): Trieste ownership dispute; 
U.S. and British Na.val units dispatched to 
scene with open warfare imminent. Com
menced Adria.tic Patrol which lasted until 
Trieste issue resolved in 1954. 

Greece (9/ 46) : Political crisis. Naval Units 
visit requested by U.S. Ambassador. 

Indochina War (11 / 46-7/ 54): Naval units 
employed in evacuation, assistance, alert 
stat us. 

Israel (6/ 48-4/ 49) : Naval units assigned 
UN mediator for the Palestine Truce. Evacu
ated UN team eventually in July. 

Greek Civil War (46-49): Presence and 
alert. 

Korea (50-53): Combat operations. 
Tachens Crisis (7 / 54-2/ 55) : Evacuation of 

civilians/ military personnel; alert and opera
tions. 

Vietnam Guerrilla. War (9 / 55-Present) : 
Presence, assistance, combat operations. 

Red Sea (2/ 56) : Naval unit pat rols estab-
lished in view of developing Suez Crisis. 

Jordan Tension (5/ 56): Provided presence. 
Pre-Suez Tension (7/ 56): Alert. 
Suez War (10-11 / 56) : Alert, evacuation, 

provided presence. 
Jordan Crisis (4/ 57): External conspiracy 

charged with intent to subvert Jordan. Naval 
unit s dispatched. 

Kinmen Island (7/ 57): Communist shell
ing. Naval units dispatched to defend Taiwan. 

Haiti Disorders (6/ 57) : Alert, surface pa
trols. 

Syria Crisis (8-12/ 57) : Alert, provided pres
ence. 

Lebanon Civil War (5 / 58) : Support opera
tions. 

Jordan/ Iraq Unrest (8-12/58): Alert, sur
veillance, surface patrol. 

Cuba Civil War (12 / 56-12/ 68) : Alert, evac
uation, provided presence. 

Quemoy-Matsu Crisis (9-10/58): Evacua
tion, combat operations. 

Panama Invasion (4/59): Provided pres
ence. 

Berlin Crisis ( 5-9 / 59) : Alert, provided pres
ence. 

Nationalist China-Communist China Crisis 
(7/ 59): Provided presence. 

Panama Demonstrations (8 & 11/59): Alert. 
Laos Civil War (12/60-5/61): Alert, pro

vided presence. 
Congo Civil War (7/60-8/63): Alert, evac

ua,tion. 
Caribbean Tension (4-12/60): Alert, air 

and surface patrols. 
Guatemala-Nicaragua (11/60): Alert, air 

and surface patrols. 
Bay of Pigs Crisis (5/61): Alert. 
Zanzibar Riots (6/ 61): Alert. 
Berlin Crisis (9/ 61-5/62): Alert, provided 

presence. 
Dominican Republic (11-12/61): Alert, air 

and surface patrols. 
Guantanamo Tension (1 and 7/62): Alert, 

provided presence. 
Guatemala (3/62): Alert, provided pres

ence. 
Thailand (5/26): Alert, provided presence. 
Quemoy-Matsu Crisis (6--62): Provided 

presence. 
Cuban Missile Crisis (10-11/62) : Provided 

presence and intervention. 
Yemen Revolts (2-4/63): Alert, provided 

presence, surface patrols. 
Laos Tension (4/63): Alert, provided 

presence. 
Jordan Crisis (4/63): Alert, provided pres

ence, surface patrols. 
Caribbean Tensions (1963): Alert, air and 

surface patrols. 
Vietnam Civil Disorders (8-9 and 10/63): 

Alert, air and surface patrols. 
Dominican Republic (9/63): Alert. 
South Vietnam Crisis (11/63): Following 

death of President Diem. Provided presence. 
Indonesia-Malaysia (12/63): Alert, pro

vided presence. 
Panama (1-4/ 64): Alert, provided presence 

and evacuation. 
Guantanamo Tensions (4-7/64): Provided 

presence, surface patrols. 
Panama (5/ 64): Provided presence. 
Dominican Republic (6 and 7/64): Air and 

surface patrols. 
Tonkin Gulf (8/ 64): Combat operations. 
Dominican Republic (4/ 65): Intervention 

and combat operations. 
Arab-Israeli War (6/ 67) : Alert, provided 

presence, covered evacuation of U.S. citizens. 
Pueblo Capture (1-4/ 68): Redeployment 

of forces: maintained presence in area to take 
actions as directed. 

EC-121 Loss (4/69): Redeployed forces: 
maintained presence to take actions as di
rected. 

Mr. MONDALE. The Navy, however, 
refuses to fully recognize the vulner
ability of the carrier. 

The Navy justification for 15 carriers 
is based on the theory that the carrier 
fleet must be adequate to fight, simul
taneously, two and one-half wars-that 
is, a major conventional war upon both 
the Atlantic and the Pacific, plus a 
brush-fire war somewhere else. 

The Navy assumes that the carrier 
will be a vital participant in the full 
range of conventional conflicts-the rela
tively minor, Dominican Republic type, 
the mild-range Vietnam type, and the 
full-scale conventional war-whatever 
that would be in this nuclear era. 

By allocating to itself such a major role 
in such a range of possible conflicts, the 



25064 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE September 1 O,, 1969 

Navy refuses to acknowledge that events 
have changed the proper role of the car
rier since 1945 by limiting the scenarios 
in which carriers can be effective. 

When engaged in a major conventional 
war with a sophisticated enemy, the 
carrier task force will be exposed to a 
complete range of anticarrler weapons. 
While the Soviet Union represents the 
greatest military threat to the carrier, 
other countries possess various weapons 
designed for anticarrier warfare. 

For example, Desmond Wilson points 
out that Cuba, China, Indonesia, and 
Egypt, in addition to the Warsaw Pact 
states, are known to have large numbers 
of Soviet-built lL-28 Beagles-bombers 
which are capable of striking carrier task 
forces with a 4,400-pound bomb load 
at a combat radius of about 800 nautical 
miles. Moreover, the Soviet Union has 
distributed at least some of their 1,500 
to 2,000 TU-16 Badgers, a bomber ca
pable of being used against surface ves
sels. The Badger, known to have been 
supplied to China and Indonesia, can 
carry two air-to-surface missiles or a 
7 ,000-paund load to a radius in excess 
of 1,500 nautical miles. Large numbers 
of Mig-21 's have been made available 
to Communist satellites and some neu
tral states. Furthermore, the Styx mis
sile and other antiship missiles are also 
in the arsenal of many of the Soviet 
allies. 

In addition to high performance air
craft and missiles, the Soviet Union has 
distributed a number of its Whiskey 
class long-range conventional subma
rines to several satellite and neutral 
nations. 

There are, therefore, relatively few 
scenarios in which you can imagine a 
carrier free from threats of enemy action 
and thus able to function effectively in 
an offensive tactical capacity. This is 
not to say that the carrier has no role in 
a conflict where the enemy has some 
anticarrier capability. But as the ca
pability increases, so does the threat, and 
carriers simply do not operate effectively 
in such an environment. 

The Navy is quick to remind us that 
land bases for tactical aircraft are also 
vulnerable to enemy attack. This is, of 
course, true. Land bases are subject to 
attack by aircraft and missiles; in addi
tion, they are uniquely subject to ground 
attack and artillery, particularly 1n a 
guerrilla war as in Vietnam. 

But in examining the relative vulner
ability of land and sea-based tactical 
airpower, we must look at their relative 
effectiveness. The historical record 
strongly suggests that land bases are less 
inhibited than carriers by the threat of 
attack and that they are capable of 
delivering more offensive sorties. 

The threat of enemy attack also makes 
the carrier le~ desirable from a cost point 
of view. It has been estimated that at 
least one-half of the cost of a carrier task 
force is allocated for carrier defense. 
This high allocation of resources to de
fense sharply raises the cost of each 
carrier-based offensive sortie. In return 
for this large investment in carrier de
fense, we have carrier task forces which, 
in all probability, would be of little value 
against high level threats-and are 

overly oriented toward defense against without them, or else the Soviet's sur
low level threats. face fleet is not a significant naval 
FAILURE OF OTHER NATIONS TO BUILD CARRIERS threat. 

It may well be that all of these con
siderations explain the reluctance of the 
Soviet Union-and almost every other 
nation-to rely on attack carriers. In 
fact, the United States is the only major 
military power with an attack carrier 
in its fleet. Neither the Soviet Union nor 
China has built a single attack carrier, 
and neither plans to do so. England is in 
the process of phasing out its attack 
carriers, and France 1s the only other 
country with such a carrier. 

According to a 1969 report by the Sea
power Subcommittee of the House Com
mittee on Armed Services, the Soviet 
Union in recent years has built over 500 
surface ships in 20 classes. The report 
states: 

The Soviet Union is developing a massive 
well-balanced program in virtually all phases 
of sea.power. 

The U.S. Navy not only agrees with 
this assessment, it constantly stresses the 
growing menace of the Soviet's surface 
fleet. Only the absence of attack carriers 
prevents the Soviet fleet from surpassing 
ours, according to the Navy. The Chief 
of Naval Operations recently stated that 
these carriers "are the key to our pres
ent superiority," and that "with too few, 
or none" in the U.S. fleet, "the Soviets 
would probably be the leading naval 
power." 

Even assuming that carriers are the 
key to our naval superiority, it is ob
vious that we do not need as many as 
15 carriers to maintain this superiority. 

But if the carrier is really such a vital 
ship, then why have the Soviets failed 
to build a single attack carrier? Why do 
they have no plans to do so? Since they 
are currently in the midst of a massive 
shipbuilding program and since they ob
viously have the technological capability 
to build carriers, their decision to rely on 
other surface ships cannot be due to lim
ited resources. The U.S. Chief of Naval 
Operations offered the following expla
nation for the Soviet failure to build at
tack carriers: 

Geography, more than any other reason 
has kept the Soviets out of the aircraft car
rier business. The routes of egress from So
viet naval bases to the open oceans are, by 
way of choke points, controlled by other 
powers. For an aircraft carrier such a situa
tion could spell disaster in a shooting war. 
If the Soviets were to gain control of the 
points, however, the situation might change. 

But this constriction of egress from 
Soviet naval bases to the open seas has 
not deterred the Soviets from building a 
large number of almost every other type 
of surface warship. If the Soviets can 
move their carriers and destroyers 
through those choke points, then why 
would a carrier pose a different prob
lem? It would seem that Soviet naval 
planners have decided that attack car
riers simply are not worth their enormous 
cost. 

Regardless of the reasons for the So
viet decision not to build carriers, our 
Navy cannot have it both ways. Either 
carriers are not that vital to a surface 
fleet and the Soviet Navy is a threat 

FAILURE OF NAVY TO RECOGNIZE COMPLEMEN-
TARY ROLE 

All of these arguments are not in
tended to prove that there is no need for 
attack carriers. Indeed, carriers can serve 
as a complement to land-based air pow
er-but primarily in limited conflicts 
where land bases are not immediately 
available. 

Despite the Navy's recognition that 
carriers should be complementary to 
land-based airpower, it has been un
willing to accept the fact that the need 
for carriers is reduced where there is 
ample land-based air capability. 

Carriers, for example, were useful in 
the beginning of the Vietnam conflicj; 
when land bases were still limited. But 
a serious question can be raised whether 
the Navy's continuing level of involve
ment in the Vietnam. conflict-once suf
ficient land bases were constructed 
there-reflects as much the need to give 
the Navy a "piece of the action" as a 
reasoned military judgment. 

Mr. President, I point out here that 
the decision to stop bombing in Vietnam., 
with which I heartily agree, has certainly 
reduced the need for attack air carrier 
force levels. One would like to see what 
response the Navy makes to that change 
of circumstances. 

The designation of six carrier task 
forces to the Atlantic and nine to the 
Pacific also attests to the Navy's un
willingness to recognize the complemen
tary nature of carrier-based airpower. 
Commenting on the Mediterranean task 
forces, Desmond Wilson wrote: 

With the subsequent development of land
based air covering NATO's southern flank, 
and with the later introduction into the re
gion and coverage of the region by sea and 
land-based missile systems, the Sixth Fleet 
may have become increasingly redundant. It 
almost certainly became increasingly vulner
able with the marked growth of the Soviet 
nuclear capability, along with submarine, 
aviation, and missile delivery systems. 

But even this type of fleet deployment 
can be carried out with less than 15 car
riers. The Navy claims that 15 carrier 
task forces are required to keep :five con
tinually on station-two in the Mediter
ranean and three in the Western Pacific. 
While the Navy points out that the rate 
of "on station" deployment has actually 
been higher in the past, they continue to 
insist that three task forces are needed 
to maintain one "on station" throughout 
the year. This method of deployment is 
eXPlained as arising from the need to 
rest the crew, make necessary repairs, 
and take care of other logistical prob .. 
lems. 

The Navy does concede that, but for 
the need to relieve the crew, a earlier 
task force could remain on station for 
a longer period of time. However, they 
have never satisfactorily explained why 
the relief of the crew should force the 
carrier to be withdrawn from forward 
deployment. 

The Navy itself has successfully dealt 
with this problem in the operation of 
Polaris submarines by using what is 
called a "blue and gold" crew concept-
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the submarine stays on active duty and 
the crew is simply rotated. By this 
method, a Polaris submarine is able to 
stay on active duty for a significantly 
longer time than the carrier. And yet, 
the Navy has failed to adapt this method 
or a similar one to the attack carrier. 
Such a procedure would make it possible 
to deploy five task forces on station with 
a reduced carrier fleet. 

MORE EFFICIENT USE OF PRESENT FLEET 

Those who favor the authorization for 
the new carrier in the pending bill argue 
that the carrier is needed, even if the 
carrier force size is reduced. In a recent 
news conference, Secretary Laird stated: 

Whether we have a 12- or 15-carrier force 
does not affect the request for CVAN-69. 

The assumptions underlying this argu
ment a.e that the older attack carriers 
are no longer usable; that they, there
fore, must be replaced with modem nu
clear carriers; and that a congressional 
decision to def er the building of CV AN-69 
will insure that there is a substantial 
percentage of obsolete attack carriers in 
the 1970's; and that such a decision will 
weaken the capacity of our attack carrier 
fleet, thereby weakening our overall de
fense posture. 

This argument does not square with 
the facts. To begin with, the attack car
riers which have joined the fleet sL.1ce 
the mid-1950's are almost double the size 
of the olde!" carriers, are equipped with 
the most modern aircraft, and, there
fore, have far greater capability for tac
tical air than the oldest carriers which 
they replace. The Navy has stated that 
the nuclear carrier air wing is tactically 
more than twice as effective as that of 
the World War II carriers. 

But since the Navy has followed a one
for-one replacement policy in the past, 
the actual capacity of the carrier fleet in 
terms of providing tactical air power is 
far greater than the 15 carrier force level 
would imply. The Navy's carrier replace
ment policy would, therefore, more ac
curately be described as a two-for-one 
policy-an escalation, in fact, of the car
rier force level. Even if the Navy can 
support a case for replacing the older 
carriers with nuclear carriers, there is 
no reason why at least two of the older 
carriers could not be replaced as each 
new carrier joins the fleet. 

We tried for some time, as I indicated 
earlier, to determine whether the Navy 
had a shorthand way of indicating the 
relative effectiveness and capacity of the 
various carriers. 

I am pleased to find that they have 
worked it out in terms of what they call 
the A-4 equivalent, which indicates the 
number and the amount and the type of 
aircraft that operate on each carrier. 

As I said earlier, the older Hancock 
class has an equivalent of 83. The Nimitz 
class has an A-4 equivalent of 152. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD a 
tabulation setting forth that informa
tion. 

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

CXV--1579-Part 18 

Nominal air wing complements 
Enterprise/ Kitty Hawk/ Forrestal classes: 

Fighter squadrons (F-4) ------------- 2 
Light attack squadrons (A-7) -------- 2 
Attack squadron (A-6)-------------- 1 
Electronics warfare / tanker squadron 

(E:KA-3) ------------------------- 1 
Airborne early warning squadron 

(E--2) --------------------- ------- 1 
Reconnaissance squadron (RA-5C)--- 1 
Rescue squadron detachment (UH-2)- 1 

Total A-4 equivalents ___________ 132 

Midway class: 
Fighter squadrons (F-8) (F-4's as-

signed when available)------------ 2 
Light attack squadrons (A-7)-------- 2 
Attack squadron (A-6)-------------- 1 
Electronics warfare/ tanker squadron 

(E:KA-3) -------------------------
Airborne, early warning squadron 

(E--2) ------------ ---------------- 1 
Reconnaissance squadron (RF-8G) ___ 1 
Rescue squadron detachment (UH-2) _ 1 

Total A-4 equivalent,s ____________ 108 

Hancock class: 
Fighter squadrons (F-8) ------------- 2 
Light attack squadrons (A-4) -------- 3 
Electronics warfare/ tanker squadron 

(E:KA-3) ------------------------- 1 
Airborne early warning squadron de-

tachment (E--lB) ----------------- 1 
Reconnaissance squadron detachment 

{RF-8G) ------------------------- 1 
Rescue squadron detachment (UH-2)- 1 

Total A-4 equivalent,s____________ 83 

Nimitz class {the air wing listed below ls 
planned for the Nimitz in fiscal year 
1973): 

Fighter squadrons (F-14)----------- 2 
Light attack squadrons (A-7)-------- 2 
Attack squadron (A-6)-------------- 1 
Tanker squadron (:KA-6) ------------ 1 
Electronics warfare squadron (EA-6)- 1 
Airborne early warning squadron 

{E-2) ---------------------------- 1 
Reconnaissance squadron (RA-5C)--- 1 
Rescue squadron detachment (UH-2) _ 1 

Total A-4 equivalent.s ____________ 152 

(NoTE.-The types of aircraft which can be 
operated by a carrier depend primarily upon 
the flight deck and its installations such as 
the catapult.s, arresting gear and elevators. 
Ship-installed support facilities also limit 
aircraft types which can be operated. The 
number of aircraft which can be carried de
pends upon deck area and the mix of types. 
Some types of aircraft are conside:abl~r larger 
than others, and a smaller total of generally 
larger aircraft can be physically accommo
dated. The smallest tactical aircraft in the 
U.S. Navy's carrier inventory is the A-4 Syk
hawk. Therefore, for standardization pur
poses, the Navy expresses carrier aircraft 
capacity in terms of A-4 equivalents. 

Mr. MONDALE. This increased capa
bility of the carrier fleet means that to
day's 15 attack carriers can deliver more 
tactical air support than the 15 carriers 
which comprised the fleet in the mid-
1950's. That is why Secretary McNamara 
relied on the increased capability of the 
newer carriers as a justification for re
ducing the size of the carrier fleet. Unless 
it is assumed that the need for tactical 
airpower has substantially increased in 
the past 15 years, a decision to defer the 
building of an additional nuclear carrier 
will not endanger national security. 

Nor does a decision to postpone this 

carrier mean that we will be stuck with 
an obsolete attack carrier fleet. I re
f erred to this argument several times 
today. Excluding the oldest four carriers, 
the attack carrier force consists of one 
nuclear carrier, the Enterprise; eight 
Forrestal carriers, and three Midways; in 
1972, the second nuclear carrier, CVAN-
68, will join the fleet. At least 12 of these 
13 carriers are suited for handling all 
modem aircraft with safety and effi
ciency. 

I emphasize that because the Armed 
Services Committee report cites as one 
of its main reasons the fact that many 
of the new aircraft cannot be accommo
dated on these carriers. 

The truth is that 12, or perhaps 13, of 
these carriers can handle everything we 
are making and plan to make. In addi
tion, the three Midways are the only 
carriers in this group over 13 years old, 
and two of these carriers have recently 
been modernized. 

This means that we will have 13 attack 
carriers which are not obsolete by the 
Navy's standards, at least through 1976, 
and probably longer in light of the mod
ernization of the Midways. Even if we 
decide not to authorize funds for CV AN-
69, the attack carrier force level will re
main at 13 fully effective ships-by the 
Navy's definition-for some time. 

But why are the World War II attack 
carriers called obsolete? 

Secretary McNamara testified before 
Congress in 1964 that the chronological 
age of a particular ship was not impor
tant in determining fleet obsolescence. 
Rather, the key question was whether a 
ship ''is able to perform its mission in the 
face of the expected threat." 

Mr. President, I ask the Senate to look 
at the list of occasions on which the car
rier has been used as set forth by Admiral 
Moorer, and I ask how many of these 
minor events are events in which, if a 
carrier has to be used at all, one of the 
older carriers would not be adeq·uate and 
how many events as listed by the admiral 
require the latest, largest, and most ad
vanced carriers? 

The Armed Services Committee, as 
well as the Navy, maintains that these 
older carriers are "simply inadequate to 
serve efficiently and safely the newest 
aircraft now cperating in the fleet." 
However, these carriers can certainly 
handle other jet aircraft-such as 
F-8's-with safety and efficiency. And 
since the usefulness of attack carriers is 
limited to conflicts where there are low
level threats, there is no reason why 
these older carriers cannot continue to 
provide tactical air support--that is if 
the Navy insists that it needs a minimum 
of 15 attack carriers. 

It should be pointed out that th6 
Navy's carrier fleet is not limited to at
tack carriers. There are, in addition, six 
smaller carriers, used primarily for anti
submarine warfare. These carriers are 
capable of handling several types of tac
tical jet fighters, and one of them is 
being currently used in Vietnam in an 
''attack" capacity. Surely such carriers 
could be used to supplement the existing 
attack fleet in many cases where limited 
tactical air power is called for. It be-
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comes all the more difficult, therefore, 
to justify the beginning of a brandnew 
attack carrier in light of the overwhelm
ing cost of a fleet which actually num
bers not 15 but 21. 

The Navy claims that a "modern 
force" of 15 attack carriers, in which 
each ship is retired after 30 years of 
service, requires a construction program 
including a new carrier every other year. 
But there are several alternatives for 
maintaining or increasing the number of 
carriers capable of providing tactic•al air 
support, without resorting to such a 
costly construction program. Given the 
more limited role of carriers called for by 
modem military realities, the require
ment for a fleet composed entirely of 
huge attack carriers, all capable of han
dling the most modern aircraft, is at best 
questionable. 

It is likely that the Navy will not ac
cept a more limited carrier role. The 
Navy insists that the attack carrier can 
meet any conventional war contingency, 
claiming the carrier to be no more vul
nerable today than it was in World War 
II. Such a Position ignores a warning 
made some years ago by the great naval 
historian, Alfred Mahan: 

He (the strategist) will observe also that 
changes of tactics have not only taken place 
after changes in weapons, which necessarily 
ls the case, but that the interval between 
such changes has been unduly long. This 
doubtless arises from the fact that an im
provement of weapons is due to the energy 
of one or two men, while changes in tactics 
have to overcome the inertia of a conservative 
class; but it is a great evil. It can be remedied 
only by a candid recognition of each change; 
by careful study of the powers and limita
tions of the new ship or weapon, and by a 
consequent adaptation of the method of us
ing it to the qualities it possesses, which will 
constitute its tactics. History shows that it is 
vain to hope that military men generally will 
be at pains to do this, but that the ones who 
do will go into battle with a great ad
vantage-a lesson in itself of no mean value. 

FOREIGN POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

There is another basic motivation for 
our amendment, other than the call for 
an evaluation of the proper carrier force 
level. For, in addition to these problems 
of efficiency and effectiveness, the use of 
the aircraft carrier has serious foreign 
policy implications. For example, it is offi
cial naval doctrine that one of the main 
advantages of carrier airpower is that 
it can be employed unilaterally, without 
involving third parties and without rely
ing upon treaties, agreements, or over
flight rights. 

One such instance is the use of the 
carrier task force to show the flag or 
to establish our military presence in an 
unstable region. There may have been 
times in the past when a show of force 
has lent stability or discouraged hostili
ties. On the other hand, there is reason 
to believe that the ready availability of 
American power has, at times, generated 
unilateral action where such intervention 
has actually been harmful to our image 
and our interests. 

The Senate has an obligation to de
bate whether it is in our national inter
est to maintain 15 carrier task forces 
"posed for unilateral action." In fulfill
ing this obligation, we need to know the 
situations in which carriers have been 

used in this "show of force" role and the 
reasons for such a use of the carrier. 
Even if it is determined that this is a 
legitimate use of naval power, the ques
tion arises whether attack carriers are 
essential in performing this mission
would smaller carriers or other warships 
have the same effect? 

The Navy also contends that a carrier 
can always be counted upon for tactical 
air support in a limited ~ngagement 
where land bases may not be available 
because of political constraints. To be 
sure, there may be times, as in the early 
days of the Korean war, when land bases 
are actually held by enemy forces, and 
carrier-based air support may be a val
uable temporary complement to nearly 
all land bases. 

But how much of our overall defense 
capability should be devoted to that un
likely possibility where we might be 
called upon to defend a nation and, at the 
same time, be denied the use of its bases 
for tactical support? And, if the com
mitment arises out of a multination 
treaty, such as SEATO, should there not 
be land bases available to us in at least 
some of those nations in the treaty or
ganization? If we need carrier-based air
power to allow us to meet foreign com
mitments in areas where the United 
States is denied the use of land bases, 
it may well be that there is something 
amiss about the nature of these com
mitments. 

In recent congressional testimony, the 
Chief of Naval Operations stated: 

The carrier will be necessary in the future 
if the U.S. is to have the flexibility and the 
selectivity of operations in areas without 
first having to make some political arrange
ment to do so. [Emphasis e.dded.] 

In light of such testimony, it is im
portant for Congress to be involved in 
determining those situations in which 
the United States should be prepared to 
intervene in conflicts unilR.terally and 
"without first having to make some po
litical arrangements to do so" 

A congressional inquiry into the for
eign policy implications in the use of 
carriers is necessary to assure that for
eign policy determines the need for mili
tary expenditures--rather than the 
other way around. 

CONCLUSION 

Because of these foreign policy im
plications and, more important, because 
of the overwhelming evidence that the 
carrier is an extravagant and often un
necessary means of providing tactical air 
support, the request for an additional 
carrier raises fundamental questions 
which must be answered. 

Throughout this statement, certain 
contentions have been made about the 
role of the attack carrier, the manner in 
which it is deployed, and the proper size 
of the carrier fleet. It should be em-
phasized, however, that the burden for 
justifying the carrier in this bill-as well 
as other carriers-is and should be on 
the Navy. And while there may be strong 
disagreement with some of the points 
raised herein, there should be little doubt 
that the Navy has simply failed to meet 
its obligation in this matter. The one 
point the NavY has made in response to 

the question of whether we need 15 car
riers is that the matter is under study. 

The Navy has responded to questioning 
of the carrier force level with vague and 
general assertions that at least 15 at
tack carriers are needed to meet the vari
ous contingencies which might arise in 
fulfilling U.S. commitments and in pro
tecting national security. There has been 
little or no explanation as to why chang
ing missions and contingencies have not 
altered the carrier force level. 

Again I bring up the fact that none of 
our carriers in Vietnam was used pri
marily in the bombing of North Vietnam. 
I am glad we stopped bombing there. Is 
this not, then, a proper time to consider 
whether we could reduce some of the 
attack carrier force levels, now that that 
mission is no longer necessary? 

In response to doubts about ihe effi
cacy of sea-based air power, the Navy 
points out that since the seas cover 
three-fourths of the earth's surface, the 
carrier can be used in many more places 
than land bases. The military historian 
will recognize the disturbing similarity 
between this argument and that ad
vanced in 1922 by a major in the Cavalry 
who, observing the absence of roads on 
much of the earth's surface, wrote: 

To base our transportation needs solely 
upon conditions existent in the compara
tively tiny portion of the earth's surface 
containing roads ... ls putting too many 
eggs in the same basket. 

As we have seen, there are substantial 
doubts within thfl Defense Department 
as to whether a fl(:;et of 15 attack carriers 
can be justified. Indeed, the Defense De
partment's official response to a congres
sional inquiry about the need for this 
many carriers is that the entire matter 
is under study. We know that classified 
recommendations from the Systems 
Analysis Office have recommended the 
same thing. It has made observations 
about the relative costs of sea-based air 
that should be the subject of and 
should be available for the Senate's con
sideration, but because of classification 
by the Defense Department, it cannot be 
produced here. Until this study is com
pleted, Congress is asked to continue 
spending for carriers as if the need for 
a fleet of 15 was clear. 

In effect, the Defense Department 
would have us reverse the normal au
thorization process. Instead of seeking 
funds for items wl:::.ch have already been 
justified, we are being asked to provide 
funds in expectation of a rationale. We 
are not following a policy of one for one. 
Our policy is not neutral, even with re
spect to force levels, because each new 
nuclear task force attack carrier is 
nearly twice as effective as the one it is 
replacing. 

It would be fiscally irresponsible for 
Congress to act in this manner . At a time 
when the American people are bearing 
an overwhelming tax burden, at a time 
when the President is calling for a 75-
percent cutback in Federal construction, 
and when inflation is demanding econ
omies in every area of Government 
spending, we must demand adequate 
justification for all programs. 

That is why we have introduced our 
amendment. The amendment in no way 



September 10, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 25067 

questions the integrity of military lead
ers or of the civilian officials at the De
fense Department. If anything, the 
amendment is a bipartisan recognition of 
the fact that those of us in Congress have 
failed to ask the hard questions con
cerning military spending that we have 
asked in the domestic area. Our past his
tory of blanket acceptance of the mili
tary budget not only is in sharp contrast 
to our close scrutiny of proposed domes
tic programs; it also amounts to an ab
dication of our responsibility under the 
Constitution "to provide for the com
mon defense," "to raise and support 
c1rmies," and "t;o provide and maintain 
a naVY." 

The acquiescence in military matters 
is particularly true of that part of the 
military budget involving the general 
purpose forces--as opposed to strategic 
nuclear forces. These forces, which in
clude everything from carriers t.o man
power, make up 60 percent of the peace
time defense budget. And yet, their un
derlying assumptions and objectives are 
seldom discussed by Congress and the 
public. 

In calling for congressional vigilance 
over military spending, I am acutely 
aware of the high priority of national 
defense. In my earlier colloquy with 
the Senat.or from Missouri, I pointe4 out 
that in the 5 years I have been in the 
Senate, I have voted for $289 billion in 
defense spending. But approval of ques
tionable items in the defense budget does 
not serve the cause of national defense. 
It has been observed that national secu
rity can best be maintained if we are 
''efficient in the forces we buy"-any 
time forces cost more than is necessary 
to do a job, our inefficiency may require 
us to give up other policy commitments. 

There is another reason why it is im
perative t.o take a close look at military 
expenditures. Because of the pressing 
nature of our other national priorities, 
any form of unnecessary and unjustified 
Federal spending must detract from our 
commitments to our children, our cities, 
our t.owns, our farms, and our natural 
environment. 

Budget Director Charles Schultze ob-
served: 

The benefits and costs of proposed mili
tary progra,ms cannot be viewed in isolation. 
They must be related to and measured 
against those other national priorities which, 
in the context of limited resources, their 
adoption must necessarily sacrifice. 

The time when we could afford the 
luxury of such "eternal verities" as a 
fleet of 15 carriers has long since passed. 
I am very much afraid that unless we 
take a close look at this carrier program, 
our children will observe in the future 
that our blind adherence t.o 15 attack 
carriers was every bit as absurd and 
wasteful as the failure to recognize the 
demise of the battleship and the obsoles
cense of the horse cavalry. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, will 
the Senat.or yield? 

Mr. MONDALE. I yield. 
Mr. PROXMmE. Mr. President, I 

commend the distinguished Senator from 
Minnesota on a remarkable speech. It is 
remarkable because there is no question 
that this enormous amount of spending 

does require a challenge. We have not 
had this kind of documented and thor
ough challenge in the years I have been 
in the Senate. There have been times 
when we objected to aircraft carriers in 
the past, but it was suggested that there 
had been a comprehensive study of the 
kind that this speech represents. 

As I understand what the Senator said, 
as long ago as 1965, the Secretary of De
fense, in his posture statement, called 
for some reduction in attack carriers by 
the early 1970's. 

Mr. MONDALE. The Senator is cor
rect. The former Secretary of Defense 
cited a number of reasons in support of 
a reduced role for one attack carrier. He 
cited the effective end of the carrier's 
role in strategic retaliation, given our 
land and submarine-based missiles. 

He referred to a number of develop
ments in modern carriers, modern air
craft, and modern refueling techniques. 
These developments give our existing 
carriers a far greater capability. They 
also give our existing land bases a far 
greater range and effectiveness. For ex
ample, in the last few years the reach 
of land-based air has increased from 
two to two and a half times and with 
refueling techniques it is even more than 
that. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD ex
cerpts from the posture statement of the 
then Secretary of Defense, Robert Mc
Namara. 

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

EXCERPT FROM STATEMENT BY SECRETARY 
MCNAMARA 

By the early 1970's we plan to make some 
reduction in the number of attlack carriers. 
Therefore, in the fiscal years 1965--69 program 
the new investment in aircraft and ships is 
limited to that which would be required by 
a somewhat smaller CV A force. 

This judgment is supported by four major 
considerations: 

( 1) The Forrest al class carriers are much 
more effective than the Essex class they are 
repl,acing. A Forrestal class costs between 
one-third to one-half again as much as an 
Essex, but this differential does seem justi
fied. For example, the area available for spot
ting aircraft is about 50 percent greater; 
overhead clearances in the hangar bays are 
a,bout 40 percent greater, permitting larger 
aircraft to be stowed; aviation fuel and ord
nance storage spaces are greater, allowing 
longer periods of sustained combat; and so 
forth. 

(2) The oapabllities of carrier-based air
craft are improving steadily. In the attack 
aircraft field, we are replacing the early A-4's 
with the A-4E's, and an entirely new all
weather, large payload aircraft, the A-6, is 
being introduced. In the fighter field, we 
are replacing the F-8 low supersonic, fair
weather day fighter armed with Sidewinder 
missiles, with the supersonic all-weather F-4, 
armed with Sparrow air-to-air missiles. Fur
ther gains in combat capability will be real
ized when still more effective aircraft, such 
as the new VAL (which I will discuss pres
ently), and the F-111 (TFX), become avail
able later 1n the plallllling period. 

(3) By fiscal year 1966, when we will have 
a large number of strategic missiles in place, 
the CV A forces will be relieved of their stra
tegic alert retaliatory mission, thus releasing 

. additional capabilities for the carriers' lim
ited war misison. Assignment of carriers to 

strategic m1ss1ons restricts their flexibility 
in terms of areas in which they can opera,te 
and the kinds of operations they can conduct. 
If pilots and aircraft must be held on nuclear 
alert, limited war capabilities are reduced. 

(4) The increasing range of liand-based 
tactical aircraft has reduced our requirement 
for forward based airpower. The F-4's with 
inflight refueling, can be flown to Europe and 
the West Pa,cific. The TFX will be able to 
deploy to Europe without any inflight re
fueling. 

Although a precise analysis of the optimum 
number of carriers is difficult to make, it 
seems clear on the basis of these factors that 
some reduction in the number of attack 
carriers will be possible by the end of this 
decade. 

We have deleted from the shipbuilding 
program the previously planned fiscal year 
1965 carrier but have tentatively programed 
another new carrier in a later year. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator from 
Minnesota also points out that the no
tion that we should have 15 attack car
riers goes back to a time when we faced 
Japan in the Pacific. 

Mr. MONDALE. It actually goes back 
further. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. To 1921. 
Mr. MONDALE. Dr. Wilson wrote a 

thesis on the attack carrier and he tried 
unsuccessfully to determine what poli
cies and decisions justified what he called 
the "eternal verities" of a fleet of 15 
battleships, followed after World War 
II by 15 attack carriers. The only thing 
he could find was the agreement in 1921, 
the Washington Naval Disarmament 
Treaty, that we should have 15 ships. The 
Navy came back and said we said they 
had not had 15 ships. 

We called an expert on the matter and 
we have had printed in the RECORD to
day a table. As a matter of fact the num
ber of carriers we have had every year 
since 1946 has been 15. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. This research has 
not been done publicly before. It has not 
been publicly disclosed. I think it is very 
significant. 

In World War II we were facing Japan, 
which was a great sea power in the Pa
cific where positions were so far:flung. 
Japan had its own attack carrier fleet 
and a great air force. A large number of 
attack carriers was then logical and nec
essary. Now, Japan has disarmed. 

What kind of naVY does China have? 
Roughly how big is China's naVY? 

Mr. MONDALE. It is insignificant, I 
am sure. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am talking about 
in comparison with the navy we faced 
in Japan. 

Mr. MONDALE. I would not think 
there is any comparison. I am not an 
expert. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me briefly? 

Mr. MONDALE. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I do not 

wish to intrude on the time of anyone, 
but as a matter of taking inventory of 
our time, I wish to make an observation. 
We are not going to be in session tomor
row. The Senator from Minnesota will 
remember that I suggested he obtain 
the floor first today, and I objected to 
anyone else obtaining the floor tmtil he 
arrived this morning . 

However, in fair play, several other 
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Senators wish to speak. The Sena,tor 
from Washington has been waiting. The 
Senator from Virginia has been waiting 
all day. I think the chairman of the com
mittee should say at least a few words 
without attempting to cut off anyone 
else. In that sense of recognition, if the 
Senator could conclude shortly, I would 
take just a few minutes. The Senator 
from New York has a speech he feels 
compelled to make this afternoon. 

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator. 
The Senator has been very kind to me. 
We had the recess for the funeral. I 
have yielded a good deal, and thus it has 
taken me nearly 5 hours. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator does not 
have to yield indefinitely. I do not want 
to make a point of order, but the Sena
tor cannot yield to anyone to make a 
speech. 

Mr. MONDALE. I shall yield the floor 
in just a moment. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

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

Mr. MONDALE. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 

fully support the position of the able and 
distinguished chairman of the Commit
tee on Armed Services. This matter is 
one which should be discussed exten
sively. 

I hope we do not have the vote on Mon
day; and before we vote, I hope we can 
develop the issue thoroughly. 

I have listened with a great deal of 
interest this afternoon to the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

It was necessary for me to be in my 
State part of yesterday. I hope not to 
miss the vote on this issue. Let us con
tinue until all the facts are on the table. 

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. PROXMmE. Mr. President, I shall 

continue briefly. I appreciate the need for 
others who want to speak and speak soon. 

I am delighted that the Senator in his 
presentation stressed at the outset that 
he is not making a proposal that we 
eliminate all of our carriers. He is saying 
we should consider whether we need 13 
or 14. 

On the 14, this is the issue that should 
be debated again and again, I am sure, 
in the course of debate, as in the course 
of the so-called briefings-the brain
washing to which we have been subjected 
by those who oppose the amendment-
that we cannot eliminate all the carriers, 
because if we do, we will be defenseless. 
No one is suggesting that. The Senator 
from Minnesota would provide merely 
for a study as to whether it is neces
sary to spend this additional money for 
this additional carrier. 

Mr. MONDALE. The Senator could also 
observe that this is not a bizarre request. 
In fact, as we gather here this moment, 
we know that the Defense Department 
and the National Security Council have 
requested and may have already received 
a study on the very issue we are talking 
about today. It is obvious that this is a 
case where the legislative and executive 
branches can work together with mutual 
studies and come up with a rational 
decision that can bring about the most ef
fective and sensible defense and would 

generate the kind of public confidence 
which that would bring about. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I was present at the 
joint economic hearing when former 
Director of the Budget Schultze testified. 
In my view, he is the most able man 
who ever served in the Budget Bureau. 
He of course was responsible for expendi
tures covering a vast area, including mili
tary expenditures, for a number of years. 
This kind of question is rarely asked. 
Either the Senator from Missouri (Mr. 
SYMINGTON) or Representative MOORHEAD 
asked Mr. Schultze if he could designa,te 
the area of military spending which, in 
his view, should have the lowest priority 
where we could justify most clearly a re
duction. Without any equivocation or 
qualification at all. Budget Director 
Schultze said, "Yes, a 15th aircraft car
rier." In his view, it was the hardest to 
justify of all that was in the $80 billion 
budget. 

I am very happy that the distinguished 
Senator from Minnesota brought that 
out, because I think it is the kind of thing 
that should make us stop, look, and listen. 

May I also commend the Se11at.or from 
Minnesota on his stress on the revolu
tion we have had in military wea:ponry, 
It is a revolution. Some people say we 
have had a revolution almost every 5 
years. There has been a dramatic change. 
Yet we go on and on on the basis of a 
set justification that we had 20 years ago 
and we must have exactly the same now. 
We make the same kind of argument that 
we have to have the same fleet we had in 
the past. I would also like finally to com
mend the distinguished Senator from 
Missouri on what I think is a most im
pressive analysis of the cost of maintain
ing a carrier fleet. He points out, first, 
not only that we have the ships, but the 
planes, and the escort carriers and an
other fleet behind it, and a third fleet. 
So, we end up with something that we 
were told in World War II cost $83 mil
lion, was $171 million at the time of the 
Korean war, and is now $510 million to 
$700 million for this one-

Mr. MONDALE. It might be $700 mil
lion, but somewhere between $510 mil
lion and $700 million. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. It could be. I have 
heard the figure in committee unchal
lenged, as given by the Senator from 
Missouri, of $1.8 billion for the whole 
fleet. 

Mr. MONDALE. The Navy says it will 
cost $1.8 billion for an attack carrier, the 
wing, the destroyers, and the escorts. Of 
course, that has to be times three. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Yes, times three. 
Then we get $5.4 billion to maintain a 
carrier fleet with replacements. The 15 
carriers, that is right. This refers to 40 
percent of the entire operating budget of 
the U.S. Navy. This cost is so astronomi
cal, I suppose the only way we can ap
preciate it is in proportion to other 
spending. That $5.4 billion is 15 times as 
much as we spend on low- and middle
income housing for the entire country. It 
is more than twice as much as is spent 
on Federal aid to elementary and sec
ondary education in the entire Nation. So 
that I think to put this in perspective 
and to challenge it is not to say that we 
tear down the military force or weaken 

it or enfeeble it, but as the Senator says 
so well, it will save money to be used 
more wisely in our defense, or in some 
other areas which are so essential. 

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator. 
I want to yield, because the Senator 
from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) has been 
very kind to let me complete my 
message. 

I would simply say this in closing, that 
the one set of nuclear carriers, destroy
ers, and so forth, to keep one wing on 
station, would coot nearly $1 billion more 
than the President's widely heralded new 
welfare program which is supposed to 
bring sustenance, health, and the good 
life to 22 million Americans. 

One other point in closing, and that 
is that Systems Analysis has completed 
this year in July a study of cost effective
ness, a cost comparison between the same 
wing of aircraft, one on sea and one on 
lan<;l. It is classified. I cannot give the 
figures. But the cost comparison shows 
astonishing savings that can be made 
through land-based aircraft. 

I want to thank the Senator from Mis
sissippi for his impressive patience here 
today. I regret it has taken so long, but 
I have yielded to so many Senators both 
pro and con that it has taken this much 
time. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the at
tack carrier is the backbone of the sur
face Navy of the United States. The car
rier force is the primary naval strength 
which assures us freedom of the seas in 
the face of a growing Russian maritime 
capability. And freedom of the seas is 
absolutely essential to the security of 
these United States. The Soviet Union, 
which is situated on the large land mass 
of Europe and Asia, has access to most of 
the world's raw materials over land lines 
of communication. On the other hand, 
the United States must use the sea lanes 
to provide critical raw materials not 
available in this hemisphere, as well as 
the tremendous amounts of fuel that are 
needed to operate an industrial machine 
in peace or a war machine during hos
tilities. Our reliance on the high seas for 
the movement of the bulk of our over
seas cargo is a simple matter of geog
raphy: We are essentially an island and 
this is not a transient condition but a 
permanent, unchanging physical fact. 

To maintain our capability to preserve 
the freedom of the seas for the pursuit 
of our own national interest under the 
threat of a growing Russian Navy, we 
must have a strong modern Navy. This 
can only be achieved through the con
tinuing input of new and modern ships. 
Let me just make this point, Mr. Presi
dent-we are not building a new fleet; we 
are trying to maintain a viable force by 
replacing aging ships which can no 
longer perform their mission in the face 
of the rapidly increasing strength of the 
threat that they face. The attack car
rier is the basic building block of our 
Navy's strength. It seems to me that 
delaying the acquisition of this carrier, 
while costs continue to rise, and funds 
are spent on obsolete equipment, con
stitutes false economy. 

As a maritime power with our very 
survival as a first-class Nation depending 
on freedom of the seas, it is a matter of 
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great concern to me, Mr. President, that 
our capaibility of insuring the uninter
rupted use of the sealanes of communi
cation is being actively threatened. I was 
impressed by some rather startling sta
tistics which were cited by Admiral 
Moorer, the Chief of Naval Operations, 
in an address last month to the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars. He pointed out that the 
Soviet Union has more than quadrupled 
its merchant ship tonnage since 1950. 
On the other hand, today the United 
Staites has less than a third of the mer
chant shipping which we operated in 
1950. 

Admiral Moorer Pointed out that the 
same trend prevails in combatant ships. 
Mere numbers tell only part of the story 
though: Nearly 60 percent of our war
ships upon which our forward defense 
strategy depends, are 20 years old or 
more, while in the Soviet Navy, of the 
1,000 or more surface combatants and 
submarines currently in the Soviet Fleet, 
less than one-fourth of 1 percent are 
past the 20-year mark. 

In the face of this dramatic increase in 
naval capability by the Soviet Union, I 
consider it the height of imprudence for 
us to allow our own fleet to rust away 
into obsolescence while we drag our feet 
and fail to provide the replacement ships 
that will keep our Navy a viable force. 

On the subject of modernization, Mr. 
President, I think it is important for Sen
ators to recognize that the need for the 
carrier which is funded in this bill does 
not depend for its validity on a carrier 
force level of 15 or 16 carriers. When this 
ship goes into the fleet in 1974 it will re
place a carrier which at that time will be 
30 years old-it replaces an Essex-type 
carrier of World War II vintage which is 
not capable of handling such modern air
craft as the F-4, the RA-5C, the A-6, or 
the F-14. Thus, Mr. President, the Essex 
class carrier today is restricted to second 
class fighters and by 1974, when it is re
placed, it will be operating what is, in ef
fect, third-rate planes. I think it is clear, 
Mr. President, that we are approaching 
the time when the Essex class air wing 
cannot survive in the threat environment 
established by the newest Soviet tactical 
aircraft. Certainly we will reach that 
point before CV AN-69 can be completed, 
even if it is started this year. I for one 
am not willing to say to our pilots and 
crewmen, "Do the best you can with 
these inferior weapons. They are all your 
country can afford." I can see no valid 
reason for delaying the funding of this 
carrier any further while we restudy 
the requirement. The requirement has 
been validated by careful study and 
analysis in the Navy, the Department of 
Defense, and the Congress when we stud
ied this three-ship building program in 
1968. The sea lanes are too vital to us 
as a maritime power to risk their loss. We 
need this carrier and we need to start it 
this year. 

The reasons for this action are as 
follows: 

First. For all levels of military action 
other than all-out nuclear war-from a 
show of force to general war-the attack 
carrier is the primary striking force of 
our Navy. It provides the offensive Power 
necessary to assure free use of the seas 
and the air over the seas in support of 
our national objectives. 

Second. Despite the tremendous tech
nological progress that has been made in 
transportation and weapons systems in 
this century, free use of the seas--which 
cover three-fourths of the earth's sur
face-continues to be essential to the 
security of the United States, whether 
we are forced to fight to def end ourselves 
or to help def end our allies. 

Third. Today our overseas allies de
pend upon our support, which must come 
by sea. There is no valid plan for over
seas military operations of the Army, Air 
Force, or amphibious forces with em
barked marines that does not depend on 
our free use of the seas. For example, 98 
percent of all of the supplies which have 
gone to Vietnam have been carried by 
ships. 

Fourth. Our present national strategy 
relies heavily UPon military forces de
ployed overseas--forces capable of re
sponding to a spectrum of contingencies 
in overseas areas of primary national in
terest. These forward deployed forces, 
which must be supplied by sea, provide 
this country with flexible and rapid re
sponse to whatever pressures our Poten
tial enemies may apply. 

Fifth. A change in national strategy 
resulting in the withdrawal of our de
ployed military forces, would increase the 
requirement to maintain a strong mari
time posture. The capability of the 
United States to fight for an extended 
period in defense of its territory and 
areas of interest is dependent on our 
ability to maintain the flow of materials 
and oil over the seas. The sheer bulk of 
the dally use of oil for military and in
dustrial needs precludes stockpiling 
quantities for more than short-term 
needs. 

Sixth. An effective tactical air capa
bility is essential to sustain our general 
purpose and logistic support forces 
against a determined enemy using 
modem weapons. Sea-based and land
based tactical aircraft are required to 
provide support for our forces in the 
areas of the world where we must be 
prepared to fight. 

Seventh. Land-based tactical aircraft 
can be employed when their land bases 
have been adequately prepared, pro
visioned and defended, and when they 
are located within range of the area of 
conflict. 

Eighth. Sea-based tactical aircraft are 
required when land bases are not avail
able or do not have the capacity to meet 
the required tactical aircraft needs. The 
attack carriers can quickly concentrate 
this sea-based tactical air power. 

There are those that say that carriers 
are provocative; that they tend to in
volve the United States in the affairs of 
other nations and commit us to wars we 
do not want to fight. To this I can only 
say that of all our major instruments of 
national power, the carrier is the least 
provocative. U.S. bases on foreign soil 
invariably involve political and military 
commitments in exchange for base 
rights. The bases themselves, as centers 
of U.S. power and influence, invite at
tack from dissident elements in the host 
country, involving us in unwanted con
frontations, committing us to measures 
not in consonance with our overall na
tional policy. Sovereignty questions as
sociated with our overseas bases have 

caused problems between our Govern
ment and host nations and have been a 
major source of the Yankee-go-home 
sentiment. Attack carriers, on the other 
hand, are mobile air bases which can be 
retained in home waters and deployed 
or withdrawn to meet changing interna
tional situations without altering our 
international commitments. Carriers can 
remain in home waters and then deploy 
to an overseas trouble spot. When de
ployed, the carrier can remain in the 
wings, out of sight, so as not to upset a 
delicate situation but still be available 
to unleash its power at a moment's notice 
or should the situation dictate, the de
ployed carrier can appear on the scene 
and by its very presence provide a sta
bilizing influence by serving as tangible 
evidence of U.S. interests. 

A final word, Mr. President, about the 
effect that delay in funding this carrier 
this year would have. I am sure the Sen
ators are a ware that we have already 
obligated in 1968 and 1969 funds, some 
$132.9 million, and that a large portion 
of this has either been spent or would 
be lost in termination charges if the 
contract for long leadtime nuclear pro
pulsion components were terminaited. In 
addition, the Navy estimates that the 
disruptions in the production plan might 
well add an additional $100 million to 
the projected total cost of this carrier 
should we make the delayed decision 
next year to fund the carrier with fiscal 
year 1971 funds. Mr. President, I am 
proud of the efforts of the Senate this 
year to reduce the spending level of our 
national defense. I know that this has 
been a sincere effort, a dedicated effort, 
but we must all recognize that the threat 
we are facing is not diminishing and if 
we reduce the level of our spending to op
pose that threat, then we must get more 
for our money. We must spend our avail
able defense funds more wisely. In my 
judgment, Mr. President, it is not wise 
to waste funds on indecision. It is not 
wise to delay the introduction of need
ed capability into our fleet needlessly, 
and that, in my judgment, is whait this 
amendment would do: First, inject need
less delay, and second, substantially in
crease the cost in the weapon system 
which I am convinced is urgently re
quired to maintain modern naval forces 
that are vital to our national interests. 
I hope that the amendment will not be 
adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) is recognized 
for 20 minutes. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I shall 
not undertake today, particularly at this 
time, to outline all of the real, basic rea
sons for inclusion in the bill of the car
rier. I shall do so in the course of future 
debate. But many other Senators are pre
pared to speak on the subject. As chair
man of the committee, I wish briefly to 
sum up what I think are the real issues 
and the real decision to be made. 

In the first place, there is no law that 
sets 15 or any other number as the level 
of the carrier force. They are not au
thorized in that way. The President can 
order them cut in half tonight. He would 
not be violating any law if he did so. 
This matter is passed on every time a 
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bill on the subject comes before the 
Senate, or on an appropii.ation bill. The 
Appropriations Committee could recom
mend cutting down on the number of 
carriers by cutting down on the money. 
That would be the issue. So there is no 
single, fixed law about it. 

This afternoon, I have already ex
plained that this is purely a replacement. 
We have four types of planes, four of the 
major ones of aL the planes that fly from 
carriers, that cannot even use the old 
carriers. In the course of time, something 
must be done about them. The only thing 
to do, anyway, is to have the modem 
weapans and phase out the older ones as 
fast as can be done with prudence. How 
much is taken out because of this one 
going in will be determined by condi
tions that exist in 1974. 

That will be a judgment matter for the 
President of the United States, the Sec
retary of Defense, and the Congress. 

We start with the fact here that 3 
years ago Mr. McNamara-he has been 
quoted on both sides of this matter, but 
he is a very knowledgeable man---decided 
that this country should have three 

· modem Nimitz-class carriers. The plan 
was to get them over a period of 6 years, 
one every 2 years. We have already 
slipped on that 1 year in time; $140 mil
lion, in round numbers, has already been 
appropriated for the carrier we are talk
ing about, and a great deal of that has 
been spent under authorizations of the 
Congress. Virtually all of it has been 
authorized under the authority of the 
Congress. Now this is for the final pay
ment on it. 

But someone comes along and says, 
"Wait. We ought to have the General 
Accounting Office look into this. We 
ought to cut back and overrule these 
people until we can get certain informa
tion from them." 

I understand an amendment has been 
offered to change the provision from the 
General Accounting Office to the Con
gress, but, anyway, that is the motiva
tion, or part of it, involved in the 
amendment. 

There are no overruns involved, be
cause there has not been time for over
runs with respect to this particular car
rier. However, I have the figures for the 
overruns for the last two we built of this 
kind. One had an authorized total cost 
of $280 million, with an actual cost of 
$298 million. The second one had an 
authorized cost of $293 million. The 
actual cost was $247 million, so that cost 
was almost $50 million less than the 
estimate. 

So we are talking here in a category of 
something that is fairly definite and 
fixed. The matter has already been 
started. The money has been spent. The 
only issue here, after all, is the moderni
zation of weapons. 

There is another item that has been 
spoken against already, the A-14, which 
is to be an ultramodern Navy plane to 
take the place of the one that did not 
pan out, the Navy version of the TFX. 
Those two go together to show the need 
for modernization. We must be up front 
with the best weapons that science and 
money can afford. 

In my humble opinion, Mr. President, 
this carrier fleet is the best possible in
vestment we could make, world condi-

tions being what they are and our leader
ship being what it is. There has been talk 
about Soviet Russia having no carriers. 
Of course Soviet Russia does not have 
carriers as compared with us. She does 
not have any commitments, either, in the 
Pacific to protect Japan. She does not 
have any commitments to protect the 
Philippines or the Stat~ of Hawaii in 
the middle of the Pacific Ocean. She does 
not have any commitments with refer
ence to Formosa. She has no commit
ments with respect to protecting Korea 
over all those water miles, even if she 
has commitments with respect to North 
Korea. It is a land-based nation, living 
off the land, where the life of the people 
is, and the country has few commit
ments. 

This carrier force, after all, which is 
able to exert a deterrence, and which has 
a stabilizing influence, has been the sin
gle most pawerful influence in world af
fairs since World War II. 

I have a list of the incidents which 
have happened when our carrier force 
was directly involved. In the Korean war, 
10 carriers engaged in combat operations 
during the period of that unfortunate 
conflict. We remember that our air bases 
were knocked out earlier. If it had not 
been for our carrier fleet, where would 
we have been or where would the United 
Nations Forces have been? 

I will skip down the list to the Kinmen 
Island, 1957, Communist shelling, in 
which the naval units were dispatched 
to defend Taiwan. Four carriers were on 
the scene. Taiwan was once the symbol 
of our efforts to protect those parts of 
Asia from encroachment. 

The Lebanon civil war in 1958. Three 
earners provided air cover for the Ma
nne landing. 

Does anyone belittle the Mediterran
ean Sea? When the conflict came, what 
was it there that did the work and car
ried the protection? 

Quemoy and Matsu crisis in 1958. 
Many of us remember that. Three car
riers were sent to cover evacuation and 
two additional carriers alerted. 

The Cuban civil war in 1956 and 1958. 
One carrier was on the scene to cover 
evacuation and provide a presence. 

The Quemoy and Matsu presence again 
in 1962. 

The Cuban missile crisis in October 
and November 1962. Naval forces pro
vided protection and intervention. Eight 
carriers were on the scene. 

The Arab-Israel war, June 1967. Two 
carriers were on the scene to cover 
eva.cuation. 

We saw the headlines in the morning 
newspapers. Shooting is going on over . 
there now. 

In my humble opinion, if it were not 
for the American fleet in the Mediter
ranean area-and I am not trying to 
stir up anything-within 6 months' time 
Greece and Turkey could be invaded and 
more serious troubles and clashes could, 
and probably in time would, occur in the 
Near East. 

Those are the practicalities. We are 
talking about hardware. We are talking 
about modernization. We are talking 
about some of the most effective and 
some of the most immediately available 
weapons we could possibly use. 

It is all right to challenge this matter. 

Debate is always wholesome. But no one 
need think this subject has been a quiet 
subject all these years. This matter has 
been heard in the Appropriations Com
mittee year after year after year, and 
we on the Appropriatiom Committee are 
all familiar with the conflict of interest 
between the Air Force and the Navy. I 
speak with proper respect for both 
branches, but I do not have any patience 
with their eternal argument about which 
is the best and which is the worst, which 
is the most effective and which is the 
least effective. It is just "trade talk," 
mostly, and very few members of the Ap
propriations Committee who have fol
lowed the matter all the way through 
have any doubt about the need for this 
weapon to be there at the right time at 
the right place. 

I will help take the lead in reducing 
the amount of the cost of the operations 
of the Navy as to carriers or anything 
else. I will help anyone who goes at it in 
the right way. But I will not come in 
here and attack from the side or from 
the rear in any way on the foremost and 
the keenest possible naval weapon we 
could have, except for our modem sub
marines, which serve in another field. 

Let us get down to someone who knows 
something about the subject, another 
man who wears his uniform. I will take 
his word anywhere, any time, any place, 
in a statement for himself or against 
himself. 

That is Admiral Rickover. I wrote Ad
miral Rickover a letter; I did not call 
him up and ask him what he thought, 
what he would say, or anything else. I 
just wrote him a letter and told him I 
wanted to know what he tho:ight about 
carriers. I knew one thing: He would put 
submarines first, which he did. He knows 
the subject, and he knows why, and we 
can thank God there has been a Rick
over, and that Congress would not let 
them put him out of the Navy 10 years 
ago. We can be thankful for that. 

But that very fine man and very gra
cious officer said: 

There are, however, some important Navy 
missions, which cannot, in any known prac
tical way, be carried out by submarines. 

Then, after he complimented the sub
marines, he said: 

One of these is the provision of sea-based 
tactical air power to protect our sea lanes 
and our air lanes over the seas, as well as to 
support amphibious operations and overseas 
military land operations beyon.1 the range of 
the land-based tactical air power available 
to us. 

Then he goes on, and I shall read more 
from this letter, but briefly now I shall 
read, as he gives them, the reasons for his . 
conclusions about this Nimitz-class car
rier and the need for it. 

He said: 
Three-fourths of the ear,th's surface ls cov

ered by water; 95 percent of the world's pop
uliation live within range of carrier aircraft. 

The United States is essenttally an island 
between two oceans--an island dependent on 
free use of the seas for transport of material 
and fuels necessary for our survival-

I mentioned our commitments a while 
ago. He continues: 

No valid plan exists for overseas military 
operations by the Army-

This is Rickover speaking-
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by the Air force, or by amphibious forces, 
which does not depend on our ability to 
guarantee free use of the seas. Virtually all 
supplies to Vietnam, for example, have been 
carried by ships. 

That will be true a long, long time, in 
spite of the C-5A's, to Vietnam or some 
other Vietnam. A lot of it will have to go 
by ship, the followup part particularly. 
He continued: 

Without a modern attack ca.rrter force, the 
United States is not assured free use of the 
seas in those areas of the world that are im
portant to us. It is simply not practicable to 
establish enough land air bases adequately 
prepared, provisioned, defended, and within 
range of potential areas of conflict. 

This is still Rickover speaking: 
Seven of the sixteen carriers currently op

erating in the attack carrier role were 
launched during or shortly after World War 
II. Five of these cannot operate several of the 
modern aircraft types now in the fleet. They 
will not be able to operate air wings which 
can survive against Soviet weapons tech
nology of the 1970's. 

That is the admiral still speaking, Mr. 
President. 

Each Nimitz-class carrier-

And that is what we are arguing 
about--
will carry 50 percent more aircraft ammuni
tion and twice as much aircraft fuel as the 
latest conventional powered attack carrier. 

This, combined with the unlimited high 
speed endurance provided by nuclear power 
will greatly increase their capab1lity for sus
tained combat operations. 

• • • * • 
The Nimitz--class will be the best protected 

and least vulnerable carriers ever designed-

That is the Nimitz class, which is what 
is in this bill-
The added protection is provided by extensive 
use of armor against bombs and guided mis
siles, as well as by improved anti-torpedo 
hull design. The unlimited endurance at high 
speed and freedom from the need to slow 
down to refuel provided by nuclear propul
sion further reduces the carriers' vulnera
bility. 

Our friends here say all the carriers 
are vulnerable. Is there any weapon that 
is not vulnerable? Is there any invulner
able weapon? Not even the igloo in the 
frozen north can be made invulnerable. 
Certainly those of us down home in the 
path of that hurricane know that man 
devises or plans, but a superior power 
acts. And a superior power decides in the 
military. Nothing is invulnerable. But he 
says they are the best protected and least 
vulnerable of all carriers ever designed. 

The second ship of this class, the CVAN-

That is the one in the bill-
is scheduled for delivery in 1974. 

And he says what it will replace. That, 
of . course, was already known. He con
tinued: 

Were the Navy required to operate a 
smaller carrier force, the improved capabili
ties of the Nimitz class would become even 
more important. 

I hope we do operate a smaller num
ber of carriers, and I believe we will. The 
best way to get the number reduced is to 
have this modern type, with its addi
tional capabilities. He continued: 

The 3 Nimitz-class attack carriers are 
the only ones authorized or planned from 
FY 1964 through 1972, a period of 9 years; 
this will average out to but one new attack 
carrier every 3 years. 

He says further: 
If we do not continuously modernize our 

attack carrier force, its ability to protect 
our naval and overseas military forces and 
the logistic lifeline for our military and in
dustrial needs against the increasing capa
bilities of potential enemies will be degraded. 

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator 
from Rhode Island. 

Mr. PASTORE. Speaking on this 
question of modernization and improve
ment, I think the one thing that we have 
to bear in mind is that we cannot rest 
on the accomplishments of the past to 
guarantee the security of the future. 

Take the Enterprise. The Enterprise 
was the first nuclear propelled aircraft 
carrier. The Enterprise has eight reac
tors, and its maneuverability, was proved 
in the Mediterranean and in the Cuban 
crises. It has been further proved in 
Vietnam. 

But now, the Nimitz, instead of the 
eight reactors, will have two reactors. 
Mind you what improvement has been 
made in such a short time. The Nimitz 
will hit the water, I understand, in 1971. 

Mr. STENNIS. The first one, that is 
right. 

Mr. PASTORE. Those two reactors 
have the same power of the eight reactors 
in the Enterprise. And do you know what 
those two reactors are the equivalent of, 
in power? They tell me the power of 
those two reactors is equivalent to that 
of the line of oil freight cars stretching 
a distance of 500 miles. That is the power, 
and that shows the progress that we 
have made. If we stop at this point, what 
we are going to do is rely on the past to 
protect us in the future. That is the mis
take of stopping now. 

Furthermore, we have already in
vested, in this new aircraft carrier, al
most $130 million, that will go right 
down the drain. The question here is, 
How far can we go in flirting with dis
aster when it comes to the security of 
this country? 

I thank the Senator. 
Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 

from Rhode Island very much for his 
splendid contribution. No one is more 
knowledgeable as a legislator-I make no 
exceptions-in this field and related 
fields than is the Senator from Rhode 
Island, who has contributed so very 
much indeed as chairman, for a while, 
and then as a member of our Joint Atom
ic Energy Committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 20 
minutes of the Senator from Mississippi 
have expired. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask for 
1 additional minute. We are not under 
controlled time, but I shall take 1 ad
ditional minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi is recognized for 1 
additional minute. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the ar
gument made by the Air Force--! have 
heard it over and over-is that they are 
-able to take care of all situations that we 

might have anywhere with their ground 
bases. 

Fine as they are, our land bases over
seas have shrunk from 105 to 35 in the 
last 10 years, in round numbers. I re
member being in France, as I have stated 
before so many times, where so many of 
our air bases were dedicated-I know 
of nearly a billion dollars that we spent 
there on those bases-and now we can
not even land there without a permit. We 
cannot even fly over the airspace above 
France, the heart of Europe, without get
ting a permit. Of course, this is a diplo
matic thing, but you have to fly. Thirty 
days in advance, you have to get that. 

It shows that we are skating on the 
thinnest possible ice and are talking 
about an imaginary thing when we talk 
about having airbases wherever we might 
need them. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, in 

an effort to clear up what I think was a 
misunderstanding this morning, before 
today's debate ends on this issue, I should 
like to clarify remarks made this morn
ing by the Senator from Maryland con
cerning Mr. George Wilson's article pub
lished in the Washington Post entitled 
"Air Force May Spur Navy Carrier De
bate." The article was printed in the 
RECORD as evidence of Air Force efforts to 
discredit the capability of the naval air 
force. 

Part of the information was taken 
from a letter from the Air Force to a 
U.S. Senator in response to these three 
questions: 

(1) What is the number of overseas-air 
bases that the Air Force has relinquished 
since the Korean war? Why were these bases 
given up? And has the release of these bases 
jeopardized the USAF tactical air capability? 

I stress and underline the words "the 
U.S. Air Force tactical air capability." It 
does not say anything about the level of 
the Naval Air Force tactical capability. 

The other questions were: 
(2) What is meant by the "KIT" method 

of quick oonstruct1on of land bases as briefly 
described in the August 25 edition of the 
Washington Post? 

(3) WhaJt is the capability of the Air 
Force's new air superiority fighter , the F-15? 

The Air Force capability refers only to 
Air Force tactical capability. In fact, the 
words "Navy carrier" are not even con
tained in the letter. Consequently, to 
quote from the letter and then refer to 
it as an "Air Force paper likely to have 
short- and long-range impact on the de
bate on the American Military Estab
lishment" is an incredible exaggeration. 

More specifically, I feel that in his 
statement made his morning, the dis
tinguished Senator from Maryland clear
ly implied that the Air Force was 
attempting to discredit and replace the 
Air Force carrier. Such implication is 
erroneous. 

Air power, land-based and sea-based, 
each has its separate and distinct role to 
play. · 

The Air Force clearly recognizes the 
complementary nature of the mission in 
support of the aircraft carrier and the 
mission of the U.S. Tactical Air Force. 

I have some confidential information 
with me which, if I eliminate enclosure 
No. 1, is no longer classified. Enclosure 
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No. 1 has to do with major base dis
closures, going into it item by item. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD the 
letter addressed, "Dear Senator HAT
FIELD," from the Air Force. 

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

SEPTEMBER 2, 1969. 
Hon. MARK HATFIELD, 
U.S. Sena.te. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: A few days ago, 
Mr. Michaelson of your Staff' asked the Air 
Force to provide you with information re
garding air bases overseas, quick construc
tion of bases and the performance capability 
of the F-15. More specifically, I understand 
your questions were: 

1. What ls the number of overseas a.1r 
bases the Air Force has relinquished since 
the Korean War; why were these bases given 
up; and has the loss of these bases jeopard
ized the USAF tactical air capablllty? 

2. What ls meant by the "Kit" method of 
quick construction of land bases as briefly 
described in the August 25 edition of the 
Washington Post? 

3. What ls the capablllty of the Air Force's 
new air superiority fighter, the F-15? 

Although an attempt was made to keep the 
answers to these questions unclassified, to 
be completely responsive, an additional clas
sified answer was required for the F-15 be
cause some of the performance parameters 
of the aircraft are classified and similarly, a 
portion of the information relating to base 
closures is classified. 

If we can be of any further assistance, 
please call. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN R. MURPHY, 

Major General, U.S. Air Force, Director, 
Legislative Liaison. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
will eliminate enclosure No. 1 which will 
downgrade the classification from con
fidential to normal. I then ask unani
mous consent that attachment No. 2 and 
attachment No. 3 be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

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

TOTAL NUMBER OF AIRFIELDS BY COUNTRY AND BY 
LENGTH RUNWAY (FEET) 

0- 31-000- 5, 000- 8, 000 
3, 000 :>, 000 8, 000 or over 

Aden ... _________________________ 1 
Afghanistan .. ____ -----___________ 2 
Algeria. __________ .______________ 1 
Angola. __________ .______________ 6 
Argentina________________ 4 11 
Australia.___ ____________________ 11 
Austria __________________ 1 4 
Antarctica ______________________________ _ 
Azores. ________________________________ _ 
Bah rein. _____________________ --------- __ 
Belgium _____________ ____________ 4 
Bahamas.________________ _______ 1 
Br. Guiana.. ____ ----- ____________ ---------
Bornholm .•• ---- -- __ . _. ____ •• ___________ _ 
Balearic. ___________ -------------. ______ _ 
Bechuanaland ... __ _ _____ ____ _ ____ 1 
Bolivia__________________ 1 9 
Burma ____________________ ------- 6 
British Honduras_________ 1 --------
N. Borneo_______________________ 1 
Brazil.. •... ------------------___ 23 
West Berlin. ____ ------------------ -- ____ _ 
Brunei. .... -------------- .. -------- .... . Canary. _________________ ..•.. __ .. ____ .. . 
Central African Republic .....•...••........ 
Ceylon .. ___ ... -----------------. 1 
Chad.------- __ .... ___ ............. _--- --
Chile.................... 1 9 
Cocos Island ... _ .. ------------ •... _ .....• 
Caroline ......••. _------------- ---------
Cameroon ..... -- •••..•.•.........•.•.. ---
Canada _____ ------------- 24 82 
Columbia . __ ---- __ --------------- 2 
Congo, Republic of. ..••.•.••..•....•.•••.• 

1 1 
4 5 

12 15 
8 4 

31 11 
54 14 
6 1 
3 3 
1 2 
1 1 
1 9 
4 3 
1 --------
1 --------
1 2 
2 --------
5 2 
7 3 
1 --------
2 --------

37 7 
3 --------
2 --------
1 2 
3 1 
3 1 
5 1 

16 2 
1 1 
1 --------
3 1 

101 28 
9 3 
3 1 

TOTAL NUMBER OF AIRFIELDS BY COUNTRY AND BY 
LENGTH RUNWAY (FEET)-Continued 

0- 31-000- 5, 000- 8, 000 
3, 000 :>, 000 8, 000 or over 

!li~I'.'.i ::::::;:;;!'. '. '.'.; ;~:------!-
Dominican Republic....... ........ 1 

~t.:=:::::::: :::=:=:::: _: 
~t~~~:~~~----= = = = = = === == == == = = = = = = = = = = = = = 

if {i}~;;;;~; ;; ~ :~: \( (; ;;; ; ;' ;_ --__ 1 ! _ 
abon Republic................... 2 

f [~1~~~~~ ~~~~~~~-==_-_- -_-_=_======== == =====~= 
1 --------

!~r~:~a~~ :::::::::::::~~::: :==== ~ 
Federal Republic of Germany 35 23 

t~d~~nU:ti!=== = = = = ==: = = = = = = · -- · -== = = = = == ig = 

!t~I~::t; ;:;: :::; ;::::::: :;:-----:;-
Jam mu Kashmir ............••.. 

6 ~!t~~;;~~}\ \:(~ ~~ :_ -----; : : ::: : :j: 
Ma agasy Republic.............. j 

ill~~~::;:;;:;;;;;;;;:::::::; i: :: :: :': 
:rd~~~t:1a"iicC::: :: : : : : : : : : : = == == == ==: = = 
Mexico__ ________ ________ 1 7 

[~~f !:;~;;:: ::: :: :: : =::: ::: :(: :: : : : :1: 

~!~t {~:=::: :::=:::::_ ---- _'._ ------;-
New Zealand............. 2 28 
Muscat-Oman ..............••. ___ 1 
Paraguay________________ 3 3 
Peru__ __ ________________ 1 1 

~~~r;~nes_ - - - - -- -- ------ -- -- - -- - --- "iii" 
West Pakistan____________________ 1 
Panama_______________ __ 1 2 
Puerto Rico______________________ 4 ~~~u&iliiea ____________________________ 1 _ 

kfcn~~~i~anal_ Zone .....•........ . _ .. _·=·_ 

Ryukyu Islands................ .. . 1 
Mali ..... --- __ ...... __ .... ...••.. 2 
N. Rhodesia...................... 1 
S. Rhodesia...................... 1 
Solomon. _____ ____ __________ .••.. 2 
Sardinia ........ ____ .... ___________ •• ___ _ 

i~rrt======================== r Senegal..______ ___________ ____ ___ 1 
Somali. . ___________________ ...... ______ _ 

~ta~~~~r_e_·:=~===: ::::: :::::: ::::: i 
Saudi Arabia __ .. __ ...... ____ .....•... _ .. . 
Sp. Sahara _____ ..• __ ........•• ------ __ .. . 
Sao Tome. ______ _ .. ___ -------- ...•...... _ 
Sudan. ______ ..•. _______________ ..•. ____ _ 
Sweden____ ______________ 2 4 
Syria._ .. ________ ... __ .•.. ______ .••. _ •... 
Switzerland. ............. 5 5 
Tanganyika ..•.•.. ___ ___ ......... 1 
Trucial Oman ....•... _ ...... ______ ------. 
Thailand .------- _____ -------..... 7 

1 3 
1, ....... . 
2 1 
8 8 

10 3 
1 2 
1 --------
1 8 
1 --------
5 1 
1 --------
2 3 
6 29 
3 1 
4 2 
1 --------
2 4 

12 6 
51 17 
3 1 
1 1 
1 
1 1 
1 1 
1 --------
1 7 
1 --------
2 11 
2 1 
1 2 

27 34 
1 1 
2 --------

16 7 
1 --------
2 1 

36 38 
3 6 
8 13 
1 5 

16 21 
1 1 

13 14 
1 2 
4 --------
3 2 
5 6 
6 --------
1 --------
2 --------
4 2 
2 3 
2 --------4 2 

' I 2 •••••••• 
1 --------
7 3 

~ - 7 --------
1 --------

33 7 
8 3 

,.. 3 12 
2 --------
8 1 
5 1 
9 11 
1 ------- -
2 1 
8 --------
1 --------

10 2 
2 1 
1 1 
3 10 
1 --------
6 6 
9 8 
2 2 
2 3 
3 8 
1 --------
1 1 
1 1 
3 3 
3 1 
3 2 
3 1 
3 --------
2 1 
1 --------
3 2 
4 1 
2 1 
1 2 
l 2 
9 17 
3 8 
2 --------
1 --------
5 --------

47 6 
2 9 

10 6 
3 --------
1 2 
4 9 

TOTAL NUMBER OF AIRFIELDS BY COUNTRY ANO BY 
LENGTH RUNWAY (FEET)--Continued 

0- 3, 000- 5, 000- 8, 000 
3, 000 5, 000 8, 000 or over 

!if I;;;:;;;;;;:;;;;;:;;:::=::;===:===;= i --- -- -': 
Union South Africa........ 1 7 2~ 

1g 
United Kingdom__________ 4 41 88 33 

~Nifa~;t=_=_=_=:::=======~~~~~~~~- ----T ~ -------~ 
South Vietnam .. _________ _ 7 22 i ~ 

~~{i:r~~i;~~~~======~==== =====::··------ i ======== 
Yemen____________ ___ ___________ f -------2 
Yugoslavia_______________ 2 7 7 15 
Zanzibar......................... 1 ----------------

~:~~f~ita;: =:: = :: =: =: :: =: := == === = =-----== == = i 
Netherlands Antilles___________________ __________ _ } 

i[~:~t;~~~i~~t ==== ====== =========- ----=··· -- - ~ 
American Samoa .. ·------------------------------- } 
Trinidad .. -------- ____ ........ ------ ___ ._________ 1 
Uganda ..... -------------------------- ___________ , 2 
Rwanda_________________________ 1 -------- 1 
St. Pierre........................ 1 ------- - 1 
Port Timor.._____________________ 1 ________ 1 
Surinam .... __ ........ ____ -------- __ ...... ____ .. _ 1 
Qatar. ...... ______ .. __ ------. _____ .. ____ .. ______ . 1 
Cape Verde •...... ________________ -------_________ 1 
Andaman Island .. _ .. ___ _____ .. __ •... _____________ 1 
Barbados _________ .. _____ ___ ----------_. __ .. _____ 1 
Bermuda. ____________________ .. ______ .. __ . _____ . 1 
Burundi. ..... _______ . ____________ .... ____ ....... 1 
Cambodia _____________ .... ________________ ...... _ 2 
Nawpo Shoto Island______________ ____________ _____ 1 
Faeroe Islands ... _____ .• _____ .... 1 ...... _________ _ 
French Guiana ..... __ .. _____ _____ .. ______ ...... __ . 1 
Liberia______________ _____________ 1 -------- I 
Mascarene Islands_____________ ___ 1 ________ 2 
New Caledonia_ __________ ______ __ I ________ 1 

Total.. _________ ___ 128 541 1, 036 685 

SUMMARY 

Number of major 
bases 1 

Number of active 
national airfields 

Country 

Europe: 

Inacti
vated 

France...... 22 
Germany_____ 11 
Italy________ 3 
Netherlands.. O 
Spain....... 0 
United 

Kingdom... 14 
Others....... 0 

Subtotal... 50 

Mediterranean: 
Greece...... 0 
Libya________ O 
Morocco. ... . 4 
Saudi Arabia_ 1 
Turkey... . . . 0 
Others....... 0 

Subtotal. .. 

Longer 
Active than 
USAF 8,000 feet 

0 17 
8 34 
1 21 
1 12 
2 17 

9 34 
0 73 

21 208 

1 11 
1 3 
0 3 
0 8 
2 20 
0 98 

4 143 

All air
fields 

81 
119 
43 
16 
30 

171 
226 

686 

20 
6 

11 
11 
33 

149 

231 
============================ 

Pacific: 
Bonin Is..... 1 0 0 1 

4 14 59 
2 6 22 

Japan....... 9 
Korea ...... _ 1 
Others_______ 0 18 132 476 

Subtotal... 11 24 152 558 
============================ 

Others: Canada _____ _ 28 235 
Miscellan-

eous ___ _ 10 154 680 

Subtotal. .. 12 182 915 
============================ 

Total...... 67 61 685 2,39Q 

1 Bases in U.S.-owned territory excluded_ 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
did not mention the "KIT" construction 
matter that the Washington Post 
brought up. The Air Force does not 
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know what the Post is talking about. I am 
not surprised. That is customary. 

I should like to comment on the mat
ter because the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) was 
present earlier and called for overseas 
base reduction. 

I would point out that since the Ko
rean war, we have inactivated 67 over
seas bases, and there remain 61 active 
overseas Air Force bases. There are 685 
overseas national air fields, with longer 
than 8,000-foot runways. There are 2,-
390 airfields in all. 

Mr. President, I will eliminate any ref
erence to the F-15 question, because that 
remains, as it should remain from the 
nature of the information, a highly clas
sified one. However, I did want to get 
this matter disposed of today, because I 
felt distinctly that it was an effort to 
generate a feud between the Air Force 
and the Navy. And I have sat through 
too many hearings to think for one mo
ment that the Navy is out to get the Air 
Force, or that the Air Force is out to 
get the Navy. They work in a comple
mentary way. There are differences, of 
course; there always will be argument 
about weapons. 

I did not want the debate to proceed 
further with Senators thinking that the 
Navy was out to get the Air Force, or 
that the Air Force was out to get the 
Navy. Such is not the case. 

There is a distinct difference in the 
basic need for sea-air power as brought 
out very distinctly by the chairman of 
the committee. 

When I note that the basic require
ment of sea-air power is to provide air 
superiority for the fleet and for the con
veyance of merchandise and troops and 
heavy cargo overseas, their distinct use 
for tactical operation is largely for at
tacking tactical targets that we cannot 
attack from land because of the long 
distance involved. 

I cite the part played by the Navy in 
basing the carriers in the Tonkin Gulf 
and eliminating the need for the U.S. 
tactical aircraft to make long missions 
which require refueling. 

Mr. President, I appreciate the oppor
tunity to clear up this matter. 

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, I would 
like to commend the proponents of 
amendment No. 136 for drastically 
changing their original proposal. The 
distinguished Senator from Minnesota 
and the distinguished Senator from 
New Jersey have demonstrated wisdom 
and foresight by rewriting their amend
ment. 

As originally proposed, Mr. President, 
there were two items out of 14 that the 
Comptroller General could properly 
perform. 

The amendment as rewritten now 
seeks to have the Comptroller General 
investigate and report on only those two 
of the original 14 tasks. 

The amendment as originally pre
pared, after striking $377 million from 
the bill, sought to impose the Comptrol
ler General as a new form of con
gressional systems analysts reminiscent 
of that office that has caused such fear
ful headaches during the McNamara 
regime. 

CX:V--1580-Part 18 

I am particularly delighted that the 
original amendment has been withdrawn 
because the Congress never intended 
that the General Accounting Office 
should second guess the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. This is what that amendment 
sought to accomplish. 

The rewriting of amendment No. 136 
also demonstrates that the debate on the 
C-5A aircraft has provided a warning 
signal that the meat-ax approach is an 
exercise in futility. 

Mr. President, I would like also to 
say that I am pleased that the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota has 
now returned to his earlier thinking 
about the proper functions of the Comp
troller General and the General Ac
counting Office. 

During hearings on Economic Oppor
tunity Amendments of 1969 in May of 
this year before the Subcommittee on 
Employment, Manpower, and Poverty, 
Senator MONDALE addressed the Honor
able Elmer B. Staats, Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States as follows, from 
page 367 of the printed hearings: 

I don't wish to be unduly critical. I think 
that it was the Congress that insinuated 
the General Accounting Office in this whole 
arena. But I have grave doubts that this ls 
the role that the General Accounting Office 
should perform because these are political 
judgments. These are judgments in addition 
that require the sophistication of profes
sionals in education, in health, in legal serv
ices, that involve a lifetime of the most 
rigorous sophisticated academic and prac
tical background coupled with experience. 

I agree wholeheartedly with the dis
tinguished Senator from Minnesota. 

Thank you, Mr. President. During the 
debate I will further comment on the 
subject of this amendment. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the 
pending matter is the amendment of the 
Senator from Minnesota and the Senator 
from New Jersey, and I ask unanimous 
consent that when the Senate convenes 
on Friday the time on the amendment be 
controlled, commencing at 10: 30 a.m. I 
understand that an order already has 
been entered that the Senaite convene at 
10 a.m. on Friday. 

I also ask unanimous consent that the 
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. CASE) be 
recognired first to speak on the amend
ment; that the time, beginning at 10: 30, 
be controlled by and be equally divided 
between the proponents of the amend
ment and the Senator acting as floor 
manager of the bill on behalf of the com
mittee; and that we vote at 3 p.m., not 
before, on Friday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRANSTON in the chair). Without objec
tion, it is so ordered. 

The unanimous consent agreement, 
subsequently reduced to writing, is as 
follows: 

Ordered, That effective at 10:30 o'clock 
a.m., Friday, September 12, 1969, further de
bate on pending amendment No. 146, offered 
by the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. MON

DALE), to S. 2546, the m111tary procurement 
proponents (Mr. MONDALE) and the oppon
authorlzation blll, be limited to 4Y:! hours 
to be equally ddvided and controlled by the 
ent.a (Mr. STENNIS), and that the Senate 

proceed to vote on said amendmen·t No. 146 
at 3 o'clock p.m. on that day. 

Ordered further, That at 10:30 o'clock a.m., 
Friday next, the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. CASE) be recognized by the Chair. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I speak 
in opposition to the pending amendment 
which would strike from the fiscal year 
1970 Department of Defense authoriza
tion bill the funds necessary to build our 
third nuclear-Powered attack aircraft 
carrier, CVAN-69. 

My opposition to this amendment de
rives from three main considerations: 

First, there are only two practical ways 
to project modern tactical airpower in
to those parts of the world where we have 
vital interests-tactical aircraft :flying 
from Air Force land airbases and tactical 
aircraft :flying from the Navy's attack 
carriers. The United States could not 
build the number of land airbases around 
the world that would be required to meet 
all of our tactical air requirements. In 
fact, we are experiencing continuous ero
sion in the number of overseas bases 
available to us. For example, at the end 
of the Korean war we had 551 overseas 
bases. Today we have less than 173. Op
erational U.S. Air Force overseas bases 
have declined in number from 105 in 
1957 to 35. 

The difficulties involved in keeping 
foreign bases are beooming increasingly 
evident as the United States tries to ne
gotiate or renegotiate foreign base agree
ments. Also, land bases on foreign soil 
are vulnerable to political action. Re
gardless of treaties or agreements, a na
tion can unilaterally cancel a treaty and 
our bases in that nation are no longer 
available. This happened to us, for ex
ample, in Morocco and France. Further
more, the use of land bases can be tem
porarily denied to us for political rea
sons-and without warning. 

Naval attack carriers, by contrast, are 
mobile airbases which can be kept in 
home waters or deployed to meet con
tingencies, without political involvement. 
Operating from international waters, the 
carriers are normally unencumbered by 
overflight clearances and base restric
tions so frequently encountered by land
based air. 

Second, if any reduction in our car
rier force level is decided upon in the next 
several years, I beli~ve it should be made 
by retiring our World War II carriers, 
not by canceling or delaying the con
struction of our new nuclear-powered 
attack carriers. 

The Navy has built nine modern at
tack carriers since 1952, including the 
nuclear-powered Enterprise. The re
maining six attack carriers operating to
day were launched during or shortly 
after World War II; four of these are 
of the Essex class. 

It is not practical to further modern
ize the Essex-class attack carriers. They 
cannot operationally support several of 
the new aircraft: F-4 Phantom II, RA-
5C Vigilante, A-6 Intruder, E-2 Hawkeye, 
F-14. The problem is that aircraft size 
and speed have become too much for the 
smaller size decks of the World War II 
carriers. 

There are three carriers in the Mid
way class which were laid down at the 
peak of World War II. These ships are 
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larger than the Essex class, but much 
smaller than the Forrestal, Enterprise, 
and Nimitz classes. The Department of 
Defense had planned to modernize all 
three of these carriers over the next sev
eral years. However, the modernization 
of the Midway which is nearing comple
tion has turned out to be so expensive 
that plans to modernize her sister ships, 
the Franklin D. Roosevelt and Coral Sea, 
have been abandoned. 

The Nimitz-class carriers incorporate 
the most modern technological advances 
including nuclear propulsion and the 
capability to handle and support the 
newest tactical aircraft. In designing the 
CVAN-69 the Navy has drawn on many 
lessons learned in carrier operations in 
the Vietnam war, particularly in the 
areas of command and control, intelli
gence processing, ordnance handling, 
firefighting, and damage control. 

Also, since the nuclear carrier does not 
have to carry propulsion fuel oil, it can 
carry much larger amounts of aircraft 
fuel and other combat consumables 
which greatly increases its combat ca
pability. The nuclear cores being built at 
the present time for the Nimitz and the 
CV AN-69 will fuel the ships for at least 
13 years of normal operations. 

If it proves necessary for us to operate 
a smaller carrier force in the future, it 
will become. even more important that 
each ship in the operating forces be as 
up to date and capable as possible. In 
this regard, it should be noted that pro
ceeding with the CV AN-69 will not in
crease the number of carriers in the 
Navy's active inventory. When this car
rier joins the fleet in 1974 it will replace 
the Bon Homme Richard-which will 
then be 30 years old-a veteran of World 
War II, Korea, and Vietnam. 

Third, this ship-CV AN-69-has been 
in the 5-year defense plan for 4 years. 
Each year the need for the ship has been 
thoroughly reviewed and reconfirmed by 
the Department of Defense and Con
gress. 

Congress has already appropriated a 
total of $132.9 million for this ship over 
a 2-year period. The propulsion machin
ery for the CV AN-69 is well along in 
fabrication. The procurement of the re
maining components and the ship con
struction are carefully sequenced with 
the Nimitz for maximum economy-this 
economy can be achieved only if the 
funds required for this ship are retained 
in the fiscal year 1970 budget. 

To delay this ship now by further 
study-as would be done if the proposed 
amendment were adopted-would waste 
tens of millions of dollars due to the dis
ruption and inefficiency that would be 
forced into the ship construction by the 
holdup. 

Mr. President, I cannot see that it 
makes any sense to delay or otherwise 
interfere with the construction of this 
Nimitz-class carrier. I shall vote against 
the proposed amendment. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
I wish to commend the distinguished 
Senator from Washington for his very 
excellent presentation as to the reasons 
the pending amendment should be 
defeated. 

Mr. President, I support the author
ization of $377 million for the CV AN-69 

nuclear aircraft carrier. It is a vitally 
important part of the military procure
ment program and will provide an 
equally important element of our sea
power. Our Nation must remain mili
tarily strong if it is to remain free. 

The aircraft carrier is the primary 
striking force of our Navy. Our aircraft 
carriers must be modern if our Navy is 
to be modern. 

The carrier proposed for fiscal year 
1970 originally was scheduled to be 
funded in fiscal year 1969. Congress al
ready has appropriated nearly $133 mil
lion for this carrier, making a total cost 
of $510 million. 

The cost of a modern, nuclear aircraft 
carrier is great. But the stakes involved 
in control of the seas are even greater. 

The distinguished senior Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. AIKEN) recently used 
these words in discussing nuclear sub
marines: 

Whoever controls the seas will control the 
overriding question of peace or war. 

Because of sea power, I strongly urge 
authorization of the new nuclear car
rier, which will be our third such ship. 

I speak as one who does not believe 
in blank checks for Pentagon projects: I 
already have voted for a reduction of $2 
billion in the current military procure
ment authorization. 

Mr. President, it is important to put 
in perspective the money involved in the 
total procurement program. The budget 
submitted by the administration of Pres
ident Johnson in January called for a $23 
billion outlay for military hardware, re
search, and development. When Presi
dent Nixon came into office, this was re
viewed and the Nixon administration 
brought in a budget of $22 billion. 

The Armed Services Committee, under 
the leadership of the distinguished Sen
ator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS), 
went very carefully into the military pro
curement program, and the committee 
recommends to the Senate that $2 bil
lion be taken out of the request from 
the administration, leaving a military 
procurement authorization bill of $20 
billion. Thus, the committee favors a 
reduction, and the Senator from Virginia 
favors a reduction. We favor cutting the 
fat out of the military budget, but we do 
not favor cutting out the muscle. 

The carrier now being considered is 
the second in the Nimitz class. The name 
ship of the class, the Nimitz, now is un
der construction. The Nimitiz will be 
our second nuclear-powered carrier-the 
Enterprise, of course, already is in ac
tion-and the ship requested in the cur
rent authorization will be Navy's third. 

This program is essential if we are to 
maintain mobile bases for our tactical 
aircraft. 

Tactical aircraft are vital to the de
fense of our national interests. Tactical 
aircraft, like any other, need a place to 
land and a place from which to take off. 
Since 1954, the United States has lost 
two-thirds of its overseas bases, and 
there is nothing in the world political 
scene that indicates a future reversal 
of this trend. 

The aircraft carrier, therefore, is the 
only assured overseas "base" for tactical 
aircraft that can be bought today. The 
carrier does not come cheap, but the cost 

is not prohibitive, considering the stakes 
that are involved. 

It has been proposed that a review be 
made of the role of carriers in contin
gencies, the vulnerability of carriers, the 
policy of replacing carriers on a one-for
one basis and the foreign policy implica
tions of the carrier force. 

This kind of review is being carried on 
continually. I believe that the whole 
spectrum of American foreign policy and 
military posture should be under con
tinuous review by the Congress and the 
administration. 

However, even though such a review 
is carried out, it would not eliminate the 
need for this carrier. 

For one thing, no review of the inter
national situation and our military pos
ture can result in an accurate prediction 
as to when, or where, or under what 
conditions wars may be fought in the 
years to come. The only way to insure 
that a war will be fought in a particular 
place is to start it yourself, and that is 
not the policy of the United States. 

On the contrary, our policy is to deter 
war~ither limited or general-to the 
very best of our ability. 

I do not favor extension of U.S. mili
tary commitments overseas. As a mat
ter of fact, I feel that this country al
ready is overextended in its commit
ments. 

But this does not mean that the United 
States can stage an instant withdrawal 
from the world at large, nor does it mean 
that we can let our guard down. 

I do not favor a "world policeman" 
role for this country. 

I have felt from the beginning that 
the involvement of the United States in 
a ground war in Southeast Asia was a 
grave error of judgment. But in this un
certain and imperfect world, I want our 
Nation to remain militarily strong. 

There is a critical difference between 
declining to police the world because we 
do not choose to do so, and declining 
because we are unable to do so. 

Choosing not to do so is an act of judg
ment, which implies the existence of an 
American deterrent that discourages ad
venturism on the part of potential 
enemies. 

Being unable to do so implies a posture 
of impotence that can only encourage 
aggressors. 

We must be in a position of choice, not 
a position of impotence. 

We cannot escape our position of re
sponsibility in this imperfect world. I do 
not favor a policy of intervention-cer
tainly not a policy of unilateral interven
tion-but I believe in looking at the 
world as it is, not as we might wish it 
tobe. 

In the world as it is, the aircraft car
rier is an important instrument of na
tional policy. 

Before the Senate now is an amend
ment proposed by the Senators from 
Minnesota and New Jersey which would 
eliminate the nuclear-powered aircraft 
carrier from this year's military procure
ment authorization. 

I do not believe that the course rec
ommended in this amendment is either 
wise or safe. 

The sponsors of the amendment main
tain that the status and mission of our 



September 10, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 25075 

carrier force should be reviewed. I do not 
disagree. 

As a matter of fact, all weapans sys
tems should be under continuous review. 
The Navy, the Defense Department, the 
President, and the Congress have the ob
ligation to see that our defense dollars 
are wisely spent. 

But this should be a continuing proc
ess. Such questions as the mission of 
carriers, their overall effectiveness, their 
relative vulnerability, and the compara
tive effectiveness of alternate weapons 
systems should be reviewed regularly. 

However, this is being done. The De
fense Department constantly weighs the 
effectiveness of weapons systems against 
their cost. 

So far, experience has taught us that 
the aircraft carrier is a valuable and ver
satile member of our weapons family, and 
that nuclear power has great advantages 
over conventional power. That is why the 
Department of Defense now supports this 
third nuclear aircraft carrier. 

Mr. President, at this point, I might 
mention that the Senator from Minne
sota (Mr. MONDALE), in making his pres
entation today, painted out that the 
then Secretary of Defense, Robert S. 
McNamara, recommended in 1964 that 
the number of aircraft carriers be re
duced. That is an accurate statement by 
the Senator from Minnesota. 

What I think should be emphasized is 
that while he recommended that the 
number of carriers be reduced, he equally 
strongly recommended that three new 
nuclear carriers be built, because he rec
ognized, as I think most officials in the 
Department of Defense recognize, that 
if we are going to have a Navy, we had 
better have a modern Navy. 

In addition to Defense Department 
studies, there is the annual review of 
military spending proposals by the au
thorizing and appropriating Committees 
of Congress, and debates like the ones 
that have occurred on the floors of the 
House and the Senate .over the past 
6 to 9 weeks. 

If it is true that weapons systems once 
were automatically approved by the serv
ices, the Secretary of Defense and the 
Congress, that certainly is not the case 
today. I should say at this point that I 
heartily approve of the close scrutiny 
now being given military appr.opriations. 

I think it is well that the Senator from 
Minnesota presented this amendment. I 
think it is well that the Senator from 
Wisconsin presented the various amend
ments he has presented. I think it is well 
that the Senate and the Congress debate 
fully matters of military appropriations, 
because we should want to give the tax
payers a dollar's worth for every dollar 
of their funds that is spent; and that can 
only be done if there is a careful review 
on the part of the Congress. I approve 
of this debate. But, while I approve of 
this debate as a symbol of alertness to 
possible waste in the military, I cannot 
approve of the amendment proposed by 
my distinguished colleagues from Min
nesota and New Jersey. 

One of the announced aims of the 
pending amendment is economy. But 
even as an economy move, the amend
ment makes no sense. 

The fact is that $133 million already 
has been spent for a second Nimitz car
rier. If the carrier is eliminated from 
the budget, this money will be down the 
drain. 

If the construction of this carrier is 
delayed, of course, the cost will go up. 

Of course, it might make sense to sacri
fice $133 million if there were real reason 
to believe that the new carrier will not be 
needed. But this is not the case. 

I believe the role of aircraft carriers 
and the need for this particular nuclear 
carrier have been sufficiently studied and 
is sufficiently established. 

However, if the Senate should decide 
that additional study is required, with
out delaying the second Nimitz carrier, 
I would have no serious objection. I do 
not believe the study would be harmful. 
There may be some value in a review of 
the need for 15 carriers. 

Let us indulge in fantasy for a moment. 
Let us suppose that the proposed study is 
carried out and the verdict is that the 
United States will need only three air
craft carriers in the 1970's and beyond. 
Personally, I would call in to question the 
judgment of anyone who would come to 
such a conclusion, but for the sake of 
argument, let us assume for a moment 
that this unbelievable conclusion is 
reached and accepted. 

How would we go about reducing our 
future force to three carriers? By keep
ing the newest, of course, and retiring the 
older ones. 

But it is axiomatic that the smaller 
your force, the more important its qual
ity. Surely we do not have to prove 
again, having finally hammered it home 
even to Mr. McNamara, that nuclear air
craft carriers are the carriers of the 
future. 

The United States now has only one ac
tive nuclear-powered carrier, the Enter
prise. A second, the Nimitz, is under con
struction. That is all we have. 

So if this Nation were to have only 
three modem carriers, carriers with nu
clear power-why, even then, the ship 
proposed in this bill would demand im
mediate authorization. 

Proponents of the amendment now be
fore us maintain that land-based tactical 
aircraft can do the job of carrier-based 
aircraft more cheaply and efficiently. 

But tactical aircraft based on land 
cannot substitute for carrier-based 
forces. As a matter of fact, during World 
War II and in the Korean war aircraft 
based on carriers of ten were essential to 
provide air superioity in areas. where we 
seized bases that later became airfields 
for land-based tactical planes. 

I may point out that during the 
Lebanon crisis, a base was available in 
Turkey, but the use of this base was 
denied us because Greece, a NATO ally, 
refused to allow overflights. Our carrier 
fleet provided air cover for the Marine 
landing after the order was issued. 

The carrier force which we have today 
is rapidly aging. Of our 15 attack car
riers, seven were built during World War 
II or shortly thereafter. 

I have a list of all of those. Three of 
them were built 25 years ago. When these 
are replaced under the program which 
has been worked out, some of them will 

be 33 years old before they are taken 
out of service. I submit that those 
no longer can be called modem aircraft 
carriers. 

Three of these ships, the Essex 
class, are unable to operate some of 
the Navy's newest aircraft, including the 
F-4 Phantom II, A-6 Intruder, and the 
RA-5C Vigilante. The safety record of 
these old carriers is unsatisfactory; the 
landing accident rate aboard these ships 
is about twice that of their more modem 
sisters. 

It is possible that a review of our 
foreign policy and overseas commitments 
may conclude that fewer than 15 attack 
carriers will be needed in the fleet in the 
future. 

I do not argue as to whether we should 
have 15 carriers. I do reason we must 
have some modern, nuclear-powered 
carriers, and to date, we have only one. 

Another is being built and should be 
in service in 1971, and a third one is 
the one which is being considered today. 

It has seemed to me somewhat sad 
that the memory of that fine sailor, for
mer President Kennedy, should be hon
ored with an aircraft carrier powered 
with an outdated propulsion system. 

The decision to build the Kennedy 
with oil-fired engines was an error of 
judgment-nearly all military authori
ties agree on this point-and it is an 
error that should not be repeated. It was 
an error, I might say, not on the part of 
the professional military leaders, but 
rather on the part of Secretary of De
fense McNamara. 

Sooner or later, this new nuclear air
craft carrier proposed in the bill now be
fore the Senate must be built. Delay in 
providing the necessary funds will only 
increase the cost and lessen our security. 

We have only one nuclear carrier to
day-the Enterprise. The Nimitz nears 
completion, and a second Nimitz is the 
carrier to which the current authoriza
tion would apply. Thus, even with the 
currently sought authorization, we will 
have only three modem nuclear-powered 
aircraft carriers. 

Unless we want to get out of the sea
power business entirely, the very least 
we can do is have three nuclear-powered 
modem aircraft carriers. 

In analyzing and studying the excel
lent speech made this morning by the 
Senator from Minnesota-excellent from 
his point of view; I heard most of it; I 
read it twice-what impressed me about 
that speech was that his main argument 
is built along the line that we should not 
have 15 attack carriers. 

That is not the point at all, as I see it, 
Mr. President. The point is, shall we have 
a modern Navy? It is not a question of 
how many carriers we should have. That 
is not the question at issue today. The 
question at issue today is that we have 
one modem nuclear-powered carrier 
now, we have a second one being built, 
and the question is, Shall a third modern 
nuclear-powered carrier be built? 

That is the issue. It is not the issue 
whether we should have 15 carriers or 12 
carriers or 10 carriers, or whatever. This 
year, shall we have a modern fleet? Shall 
we have at least some modem carriers? 

I submit that these fossil fuel carriers 
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cannot be considered to be modern car
riers. The only modern carriers are those 
which are nuclear powered. 

Mr. President, I wish to say again that 
I believe very strongly that Congress has 
an obligation to cut the fat out of any 
military budget submitted to Congress. 
I have voted for very considerable cuts 
in budgets submitted by President John
son, and I have voted for cuts in the 
current budget which has been sub
mitted by President Nixon. I believe in 
cutting out the fat. 

But, Mr. President, we must not cut 
the muscle. We must not cut the muscle, 
and I say that if you cut out, eliminate, 
scuttle the nuclear-powered aircraft car
rier, we are cutting the muscle of the 
U.S.Navy. 

Mr. President, I was tremendously in
terested in one aspect--! was interested 
in many aspects of it, but particularly in 
one aspect--of the address of the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota, in 
which he said-and I read from page 4 
of his manuscript--speaking of his 
amendment: 

This 1s not an "anti-carrier" amendment, 
as Navy spokesmen would have us believe. 
our amendment in no way suggests that the 
attack carrier 1s obsolete or ha.s no viable 
role in the U.S. Navy. 

Mr. President, that is a very signifi
cant statement, I believe. And I might 
say that the able Senator from Minne
sota repeated several times in his com
ments today that he felt that the Navy 
has an important role to play. 

If that is the case-and I think it is
then I say we must have a modern Navy. 
There are Senators-and many of them 
have told me so-who do not believe that 
we should have aircraft carriers. They 
say there is no need for aircraft carriers, 
they are obsolete, and we ought to do 
away with them. 

I say that Senators who feel that way 
certainly should vote for the Mondale
Case amendment. It is the only logical 
vote for them to cast. But I point out, 
Mr. President, that Senator MONDALE and 
Senator CASE do not believe that the 
Navy is obsolete, and I have just quoted 
a passage from the speech of the Senator 
from Minnesota to justify that assertion. 
They do not believe that the Navy is 
obsolete and should be done away with. 
What they do want to do is eliminate 
from the present authorization bill the 
funds to construct a third nuclear
powered aircraft carrier. 

I can see the point of some Senators 
who say we should not have aircraft 
carriers. I do not agree with their view, 
but at least they have something that 
they can stand on. They just do not be
lieve in aircraft carriers serving a useful 
purpose. If they believe that, they ought 
to vote for the amendment. But I am 
convinced that the large majority of 
Senators do not feel that way. Most 
Senators feel we must have aircraft car
riers. 

I submit that if we feel we must have 
aircraft carriers, then it is only logical 
that we have modern, nuclear-powered 
ones, and not be forced to utilize carriers 
which are reaching a high age, and 
which, as a consequence, are and will 

continue to be much more costly to oper
ate. 

Mr. President, I think it would be un
wise if the Senate were to adopt the 
amendment of the distinguished Sena
tor from Minnesota and the distinguished 
Senator from New Jersey. I say again, it 
is not a question-and the amendment 
is built on this premise-of how many 
carriers the Navy ought to have. I do not 
argue whether the Navy should have 15 
carriers, 10 carriers, seven carriers, or 
whatever it should have; but if you con
cede that the Navy should have carriers, 
if you concede that we must have car
riers if we are to maintain a modern 
navy, then I submit, Mr. President, that 
the least number of modern nuclear
powered carriers we can or should have 
is three. -

We have to date one, the Enterprise. 
We have the Nimitz, which will be in use 
in 1971, and the funds for the third nu
clear-powered carrier are included in 
this bill, which the Senate has been 
debating for the past 8 or 9 weeks. 

So, Mr. President, I support the au
thorization of this third nuclear-powered 
attack aircraft carrier, and I oppose the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota and the Senator from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. President, in connection with my 
remarks about the value of aircraft car
riers, I ask unanimous consent that a 
study of the use of carriers, entitled 
"Carrier Employment Since 1950," by 
Adm. David L. McDonald, former Chief 
of Naval Operations, be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

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

CARRIER EMPLOYMENT SINCE 1950 
(By Adm. David L. McDonald, U.S. Navy, 

president, U.S. Naval Institute) 
At this time of international tensions that 

require large national investments for de
fense, at this time when technology makes 
possible a wide selection of complex, costly 
weapons, it 1s well, perhaps, to back off and 
look at the practical results recently 
achieved by any given major weapon under 
consideration. If it is true that the proof of 
the pudding is in the eating, then it is true 
that the proof of a weapon is in its employ
ment. Let us examine, then, the employment 
in recent years of one of the Navy's major 
weapons-the aircraft carrier. 

The end of World War II found the Navy 
with an inventory of 24 Essex-class attack 
carriers commissioned or building, eight 
light carriers, 74 escort carriers, and three 
obsolete prewar carriers. Of the 111 carriers 
of all types used in the War, 11 were lost in 
combat, none of which were Essex-class. If 
the performance of carriers in World War II 
can be summarized in one sentence, it is 
this---carrier strike forces, Japanese as well as 
American, always defeated land-based air 
forces. The issue was in doubt only when 
they were carriers on both sides of the battle. 

At the outbreak of the Korean War in the 
summer of 1950, the Navy had seven attack 
carriers, four light carriers and four escort 
carriers in commission. Three of the attack 
carriers were of the 45,000-ton Miclway
cla.ss-the Midway, Franklin D. Roosevelt, 
and Coral Sea, CVBs 41-43, respectively
which had joined the Fleet between 1945 and 
1947. The bulk of the force was in the 
Atlante or Mediterranean; the Pacific Fleet 
included only three attack carriers and two 

escort carriers. The one Pacific Fleet attack 
carrier west of Pearl Harbor, USS Valley Forge 
(CV-45), was in the South China Sea on 26 
June; on the 27th she was ordered to Korean 
waters. En route, she was diverted to make 
a show of force in the Taiwan Straits because 
of possible Chinese Communist invasion 
preparations. Operating in the Yellow Sea a 
few days later, she launched the first carrier 
strikes of the War on 3 and 4 July against 
Pyongyang, capital of North Korea and focal 
point of its western railroads. The Valley 
Forge was then ordered south to stand by 
to counter possible hostilities in the Taiwan 
Straits. Back in the Sea of Japan on 18 July, 
she supported the landings at Pohang. Re
maining in the area for several days, she 
operated to the south and west of the penin
sula with offensive missions against enemy 
troops and supply lines in support of the 
holding actions of Americans and South 
Korean ground forces. 

The Valley Forge remained the only en
gaged oa.rrier until the beginning of August 
when another Pacific Fleet attack carrier 
arrived. The build-up continued with two 
escort carriers whose ASW aircraft had been 
replaced by Ma.rin.e squadrons and by the 
third Pacific Fleet attack carrier-the USS 
Philippine Sea (CV-47)-which arrived in 
mid-September. The first Atlantic Fleet at
tack carrier-the USS Leyte (CV-32) arrived 
in early October. At this point, four of the 
seven attack carriers in operation at the be
ginning of the War were committed to 
Korean operations; the fifth and sixth were 
in the Mediterranean, and the seventh was 
operating in the Daribbean. 

In the meantime, reinforcements were ar
riving from the United States, and an am
phibious force was organized to land at 
Inchon, behind the front and halfway up the 
west coast. After delivering a capacity load of 
ammunt1on, 145 F-51s for the U.S. Air Force, 
and a number of radar vans, jeeps, and other 
material, from Alameda, California, to Yoko
suka., Japan, the USS Boxer (CV-21) returned 
to Alameda for reloading and rejoined the 
forces in the Western Pacific just in time to 
participate in the landing. Under cover of 
naval gunfire and sea-based aircraft from 
three attack carriers and two escort carriers, 
the landing force went a.shore at Inchon on 
15 September and pressed inland toward 
Seoul. 

The fighting during this period, ranging 
as it did from the retreat to Pusan to the 
Inchon invasion, comprehended a number of 
interesting characteristics. The final North 
Korean drive to the Pusan perimeter resulted 
in the withdrawal of all Air Force fighter 
bombers to Japanese bases, and this reduced 
the payloads and loiter time available for 
close support. Carrier-based aircraft there
after provided a substantial advantage in 
sortie rates, weapons, and time on station, 
but it proved difficult to exploit this. Even 
relatively modest numbers of aircraft tended 
to saturate the existing air control system 
(although targets were not lacking). Action 
reports of the period contain frequent com
plaints of the inability of the control system 
to absorb profitably naval close support 
missions. 

Following the Inchon landings our forces 
moved rapidly toward the Yalu River. Victory 
appeared imminent, so the Boxer was per
mitted to return to the United States for 
her delayed overhaul. The Valley Forge was 
also ordered home on 21 November. 

Chinese Communist forces from Manchu
ria. attacked en m.asse on 26 November. In 
addition to throwing back the Eighth Army 
in the west, they succeeded in cutting off 
the Tenth Corps near the Chosin Reservoir. 
At this point, with land-based tractical air 
being pushed off advanced bases, the situa
tion was critical; with only the Leyte and 
the Philippine Sea on the line, reinforce
ment was urgently required. The USS Prince-
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t011, (CV-37), freshly out of mothballs and 
already on the way, arrived on 2 December. 
A fourth attack carrier having just arrived 
in San Diego on 1 December, embarked the 
Boxer Air Group and returned to action on 
22 December in time to cover the last days 
of the evacuation. Marine Corps squadrons 
ashore, now without airfields, were used to 
fill empty deck spaces on three carriers off
shore (two escort carriers and one light car
rier) and continued their support missions. 
For 16 successive days, the surrounded Tenth 
Corps received on the order of 220 close sup
port sorties a day with a record peak of 316 
on one day at the height of the breakout. 
Each carrier-based sortie remained on sta
tion from one to 1.6 hours and made between 
five and nine attack passes. over three-quar
ters of these sorties were provided by car
riers, and it ls unlikely that the Tenth Corps 
would have broken out to the coast without 
them. As a result of the severe losses in
fiicted on the Chinese by the Tenth Corps 
and tactical air, the subsequent evacuation 
of over 100,000 troops and their full equip
ment was accomplished with negligible loss. 

Carrier operations in the remaining years 
of the Korean War emphasized sustained in
terdiction of the logistic net in the eastern 
half of Korea. When the Chinese undertook 
offensive ground action there were diversions 
to close air support and to airfield neutrali
zation during the periodic Chinese efforts to 
regain air superiority. The fact that the front 
line was perpendicular to the coast line gave 
carrier aircraft shorter radii and therefore 
higher payloads and sortie rates for many 
interdiction and airfield targets. Throughout 
1962 and 1963, about half of the Pacific Fleet 
carriers were maintained in Korean waters. 

Of the 11 attack carriers which ultimately 
saw action in Korea, only four were in active 
status at the start of the War. The carrier 
force level rose during the three years of 
war from seven at the beginning to 18 at the 
end by reactivating ships from the Reserve 
Fleet inventory which had been created as 
a result of World War II. 

The Korean Armistice went into effect in 
July 1963. Soon thereafter, the Communist 
effort was stepped up in Southeast Asia. In 
response, the Navy shifted the bulk of its 
Western Pacific carrier forces to the south. 
During the desperate battle of Dien Bien 
Phu in May 1964, two attack carriers were 
standing by to intervene on behalf of the 
entrapped French and Vietnamese forces had 
a decision been made to do so. 

The next major employment of attack car
riers occurred in 1966, north of the Taiwan 
Straits. The Chinese Communists assaulted 
and seized one of the Tachen Islands. Of the 
nine attack carriers in the Pacific Fleet, five 
were quickly assembled off the Tachens to 
cover another amphibious evacuation. The 
commitment of this major naval force un
mistakably indicated U.S. willingness to in
tervene, and the 1,800 sorties flown in a week 
also clearly demonstrated a capability to 
intervene effectively without recourse to nu
clear weapons. The over-all posture of the 
carrier force at this time was as follows: 
In commission _________________________ 16 

Overseas ------------------------------ 7 Coastal waters_________________________ 7 
Overhaul------------------------------ 2 

Active intervention in the Taiwan area was 
again necessary in 1968. The incident also in
volved coastal islands and was accompanied 
by renewed activity in the Straits, a build-up 
of forces on the Chinese mainland, and re
peated announcements that Formosa would 
be "liberated." The timing may have been 
influenced. by the simultaneous involvement 
of U.S. naval forces in the Lebanon crisis in 
the Mediterranean. If this was an attempt by 
the Communists to catch U.S. naval forces 
off guard, it failed. In fact, an immediate 
move was made to improve the readiness 
posture in the Western Pacific by sailing the 
USS Lexington (CVA-16) (when, in October 

1952, CVs and CVBs were officially desig
nated as CVs, they became in name what 
they had been in fact-attack aircraft car
riers) from San Diego on 17 July for that 
purpose. 

On 16 July with the situation in Lebanon 
rapidly approaching the crisis state, Presi
dent Dwight D. Eisenhower responded affirm
atively to President Camille Chamoun's ap
peal for intervention. At this time we had 
two attack carriers deployed in the Mediter
ranean out of a total of six in the Atlantic 
Fleet. Twelve hours after the President's or
der was issued, these two carriers supported 
U.S. Marine Corps landings to seize the Beirut 
airport. U.S. Army troops were air-lifted into 
the Marine-held airport four days later, on 
19 July. Clearances on over-flights and land
ing rights were required by several European, 
African, and Middle Eastern nations. Since 
these did not affect carrier operations, the 
Navy retained air support responsibllity until 
6 September. 

Turning back to the Pacific, the Commu
nists began shelling the islands of Quemoy 
and Matsu, off the Chinese mainland, on 23 
August 1968, thus preventing the logistic 
support of Nationalist garrisons there. When 
the Seventh Fleet intervened, all the ingre
dients of all-out war were present. 

The pattern of Fleet operations that de
veloped concentrated the attack carrier task 
groups on an arc around Formosa with their 
activity designed to make the enemy fully 
a.ware of both their presence and their 
strength. Carrier aircraft covered surface 
units escorting Chinese Nationalist logistic 
forces in international waters en route to 
and from the island groups under fire. U.S. 
support helped to keep the islands from 
falling to the Communists. 

On the day the shelling of Quemoy and 
Matsu ·began, we had 16 attack carriers on 
active duty and they were located as follows: 

Eastern Mediterranean (Lebanon area)_ 1 2 
Eastern Atlantic_______________________ 1 
East coast_____________________________ 2 2 
Overhaul east coast___________________ 1 

Total--------------------------- 6 

Western Pacific (Quemoy-Matsu) ------- 3 
En route western Pacific_______________ 2 
West coast ____________________________ 24 

Total___________________________ 9 

1 One CVA sailed five days later for WestPac 
via Suez, as her relief arrived in the Medi
terranean. 

2 One CVA on each coast was conducting 
refresher training subsequent to major over
haul. 

The situation again stabilized and the im
mediate threat of an over-water invasion 
subsided. Communist forces kept the issue 
alive, however. Unable to achieve control of 
Formosa Strait and the coastal water of the 
East China Sea, they turned with renewed 
effort to expand southward on the ma.inland. 
Without challenging the naval forces present, 
they waged war in Vietnam, in Laos, and on 
the borders of India. None of the countries 
in Southeast Asia escaped their persistent 
aggressiveness. 

During this general period, the carrier 
forces had been undergoing a gradual change 
in character and capabilities. Four Forrestal
class attack carriers-the Forrestal, Sara
toga, Ranger, and Independence, CV As 69-62, 
respectively-joined the Fleet between Octo
ber 1955 and January 1959. Two improved 
Forrestal-class carriers-the Kitty Hawk 
and the Constellation, CV As 63 and 64 were 
commissioned in 1961, as was the nuclear
powered USS Enterprise ( CV AN-65) . In 
response to announced national policy, the 
emphasis on nuclear delivery capabilities 
grew steadily. Aircraft primarily designed for 
nuclear strikes, such as the A-3, were in
troduced in quantity. Efforts were made to 

develop improved weapons like Bullpup 
despite increasing pressure to economize on 
conventional capabilities. 

In 1960, a major short-term build-up of 
U.S. retaliatory capability was undertaken 
in response to Soviet pressure on Berlin. 
Among other emergency measures taken was 
a major increase in the degree to which the 
carrier force was committed to a nuclear 
retaliatory role. Most noticeable was the 
deployment of an additional carrier to the 
Mediterranean bringing the total there to 
three. This carrier and one of the three 
carriers in the Far East were loaded with air 
wings which consisted almost entirely of at
tack aircraft. This emergency posture was 
maintained from mid-1960 to mid-1961, and 
provided for overseas deployment of six of 
the 16 available carriers during most of the 
period. The protracted commitment placed 
a severe strain on Fleet resources. 

During the spring of 1961, carriers were 
involved in readiness operations in the Carib
bean and Western Atlantic, which did not 
receiver public notice. This is an illustra
tion of the discreet manner in which air
craft carriers can be employed. 

A more recent crisis in which carriers par
ticipated involved Cuba. In October 1962, 
the late President John F. Kennedy de
manded the removal of Soviet missiles clan
destinely introduced into the island and 
took firm measures to back up his demand. 
The USS Enterprise ( CV AN-66) and the USS 
Independence (CVA-62) played major roles 
in the Quarantine action and they, along 
with the Lexington, would have supported 
the landings in Cuba had the President made 
a decision to invade. The adaptabllity and 
flexibility of the sea-air team was demon
strated by reassigning the Lexington, on 
duty as the Na.val Air Training carrieir, tem
porarily to attack carrier duty with an Air 
Wing embarked from a carrier in overhaUl. 
During the Quarantine, the Enterprise and 
the Independence were at sea for 49 and 41 
consecutive days respectively without relief 
or in-port replenishment, and their air wings 
averaged 120 fiights per day. Because of the 
possibility of Soviet moves elsewhere, for ex
ample against Turkey, the two attack car
riers in the Mediterranean were maintained 
on station. Similar contingencies in the Pa
cific motivated the movement of a carrier to 
the Hawaiian area to reduce the time re
quired to reinforce the three carriers already 
in the Western Pacific. The resulting posture 
is summarized below: 

Active carriers ------------------------- 16 
Committed to Cuban operation_________ 3 
Deployed overseas --------------------- 6 
Coastal waters and overhaul____________ 7 

There were other crises and incidents in 
which attack carriers played important roles. 

For almost three years following the 1948 
break between Moscow and Belgrade there 
was a steady military build up in the East 
European SatelUtes. This was coupled with 
economic, ideological, and implied military 
pressure. In the politically critical spring of 
1961, the United States suddenly doubled its 
Mediterranean Fleet by having the forces 
scheduled to relieve arrive about six weeks 
ahead of time and by retaining the forces 
due to be relieved for several weeks beyond 
their normal tour. In November, the United 
States formally committed itself to provide 
military assistance to Yugoslavia. A month 
later, a cruise by Marshal Tito in the USS 
Coral Sea ( CV A-43) further underscored this 
commitment and advertised the immediate 
availab111ty of U.S. milltary power in the 
Mediterranean even thought we were at the 
same time fighting a war in Korea. 

During the Suez crisis in late Ocrober 1956, 
the USS Franklin D. Roosevelt (CVA-42) cov
vered the evacuation by ship of 1,700 U.S. 
citizens from Israel and Egypt. Both Medi
terranean carriers were kept at a high degree 
of readiness during this crisis. 
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In April 1957, Sixth Fleet units, including 
the USS Forrestaz ( CV A-59) , were in the 
Eastern Mediterranean to support President 
Eisenhower's warning against a threatened 
take-over of the government of Jordan by 
the Communists. This show of force was 
maintained for a week to emphasize U.S. de
termination that Jordan should remain in
dependent. 

In the summer of 1960, the USS Wasp 
(CVS-18) arrived off the Oongo to help in the 
mass evacuation of Americans should that 
become necessary. She also delivered aviation 
gasoline to support the United Nation's air
lift of Congo forces. 

In November 1961, at the request of Guate
mala and Nicaragua, President Kennedy or
dered a naval patrol of Central American 
waters to intercept and prevent any Commu
nist-led invasion of those two countries from 
the sea. The USS Shangri-La (CVA-38) im
mediately initiated the patrol. 

Pacific Fleet carriers covered the deploy
ment of the Marines in Thailand in May 1962. 
This action, in response to the violation of 
the cease-fire in Laos, followed by major 
Pathet Lao successes, was designed to give a 
clear indication of U.S. intentions to defend 
ThaHand, to place a precautionary impact on 
the situation in Laos, and to maintain posi
tions for quick reaction in the event of a 
decision calling for further action. 

A table of crises showing carrier force 
levels and inventory is given below: 

CRISES INVOLVING CARRIERS 

Force 
CVA CVA 

Date Crisis level inventory 

June 1950 •. _ ---------- Korea (start) •• 7 27 
March-December 1951.. Yugoslavia ••• 14 27 
July 1953 ______________ Korea (end) •• 18 27 
February 1955 __________ Tachen 16 16 

evacuation. 
October 1956 ___________ Suez ___ ____ __ 19 17 
April-May 1957 _________ Jordan _______ 17 17 
July-August 1958 _______ Lebanon __ ____ 15 12 
August-December 1958 .• Quemoy- 15 12 

Matsu. 
July 1960 ______________ Congo ________ 14 14 
September 1960 ________ Berlin ________ 15 14 
November 1960 _________ Guatemala 14 14 

and Nica-
ragua. 

14 17 February-April 1961.. __ Laos0 •• -------

June 1961. _____________ Dominican 15 17 
Republic. 

15 17 May 1962 ______________ Thailand ••••• 
October-December 1962. Cuba _________ 15 15 
Present strength _________________ ----- 15 15 

Inventory includes those CV As capable of 
operating all models of CV A aircraft existing 
in significant numbers in the aircraft inven
tory. Where force level exceeds inventory, 
in the table above, obsolete carriers with 
second line aircraft were included. 

It is instructive to review the actual ways 
in which carriers have been used since 1950 
with a view to comparing doctrine with prac
tice. Since the demise of the Japanese Fleet 
and the appearance of nuclear weapons, car
rier force doctrine (in common with many 
other force doctrines) had emphasized nu
clear deterrence, with reduced emphasis on 
supporting amphibious operations, control of 
the sea, and showing the flag. All of these 
missions have continued to engage the Fleet, 
however. It is striking that amphibious 
evacuation has been encountered about as 
often and as importantly as amphibious 
Ms6Ault. Perhaps it is natural that this role 
has been commonly overlooked. Few planners 
plan on. <!taa::,ter, and the recurrent occur
rence of military and political reverses has 
been submerged by the generally successful 
results of the series of confrontations during 
the past decade. 

The classic World War II role of the car
rier-the gaining and exploiting of air su
periority in a local area until forward la.nd
based air could assume the !unction-has 
not been exercised in the recent past pri-

marily because such a challenge was declined 
by the opponents. However, the potential 
vulnerability of airlifted forces which was 
inferentially demonstrated in the 1961 
Laotian crisis implies that the air superiority 
mission of the carrier may recur with in
creasing importance. A new but related role 
has emerged since 1950 which provides cover 
for the arrival of airlifted troops and deploy
ing land-based aircraft. In Lebanon, this 
mission was only an extension of the basic 
purpose of amphibious operations. But in 
the 1961 Laotian crisis, the potentially 
chaotic ground situation at the terminal air
fields made troop commanders conscious of 
the importance of having close air support 
available immediately upon landing. Simi
larly, the proximity of the airlift route to 
Chinese airfields indicated the desirability 
of carrier-based fighter escort. 

A final characteristic of the past decade 
and a half can also be noted. This was the 
tendency of crises to occur in the Taiwan 
Straits coincidentally with the commitment 
of U.S. forces elsewhere. This happened sev
eral times during the Korean War, perhaps 
for diversionary purposes, and the Quemoy
Matsu crisis appears to have been a test of 
U.S. ability to respond while major forces 
were committed in the Middle East. 

It is interesting to note that although the 
carrier force is relatively slow moving in com
parison with modern aircraft, carriers have 
been on the scene early in the development of 
most major crises. This appears to result from 
one of the salient characteristics of the force. 
Although it moves in an assault configura
tion, essentially ready for maximum effort air 
operations, it can be moved as ostentatiously 
or as discreetly as desired. One thing in com
mon about most of these crises is the manner 
in which carrier forces have been moved to
ward the trouble spots, is they were in 
Lebanon, Quemoy-Ma.tsu, and Cuba, on the 
most tenuous strategic warning and prior to 
national politioal decisions. They have also 
moved in the face of substantial enemy 
threats as was the case both in Korea and 
during the Taiwan crises. 

Looking back over the last 15 years, what 
have the attack carriers' missions been and 
what have their particularly useful character
istics been? The missions can be summarized 
as follows: 

Provide air cover for amphibious landings, 
as in Inchon, Lebanon, and potentially in 
Cuba.. 

Provide close air support for ground forces 
as in Korea. 

Provide U.S. military presence, as during 
the Dominican Republic crisis, the Tachens 
evacuation, the Quemoy-Matsu and Lebanon 
crises. 

Provide air cover and ground support for 
amphibious evacuations as at Hungnam. 

Provide air cover for deployment of troops 
and land-based air as in Korea, Lebanon, and, 
more recently, Thailand. 

Prepare to conduct blockade, search and 
attack, as was done off Cuba, Guatemala, 
and Nicaragua. 

Contribute to the alert strategic forces for 
general war. 

The particularly useful characterlstlcs of 
attack carriers have been that they move in 
an assault configuration prepared, as they 
were in the Inchon and Lebanon landings, 
the Tachens and Hungnam evacuations, and 
the Quemoy-Matsu crisis, to take control of 
the air against air oppos.ition. As pointed out 
previously, they move easily to trouble spots 
on the basis of even tenuous strategic warn
ings. Lebanon, Quemoy-Matsu, Cuba, and 
the Dominican Republic a.re examples. Top 
level decisions to move naval forces prior to 
commitment have not been required because 
they were operating in international waters. 
Because they operate in international waters, 
permission from a foreign country has never 
been necessary to proceed to the scene of a. 
crisis, whereas U.S. land-based planes en 
route to Lebanon and the Congo required 

overflight clearances, sometimes a time-con
suming requirement. 

The aircraft carrier is sovereign U.S. terri
tory. The carriers have proven themselves to 
be initially self-sustaining and readily re
plenishable at sea during all of the crises in 
which they have played a role. In these crises 
they have not had to depend on preposi
tioned base facilities, supplies, etc., since 
overseas replenishment has been made at sea 
from an underway replenishment group. 
Carrier's launch and recovery areas have 
proven as extensive as international waters; 
for example, a show of force over the Tai
wan Straits and a few days later a strike 
from the Yellow Sea against Pyongyang. 
Tactically, carriers have been able, as in the 
Tachens evacuation and the Quemoy-Matsu 
crises, to concentrate as a. single force to 
obtain desirable odds. 

The records show that attack carrier force 
levels rose from a low of seven at the begin
ning of Korea to 18 at the end by recommis
sioning from the inventory created by World 
War II; force levels subsequently ranged from 
19 in 1956, to 14 in 1960, to 15 at the present 
time. The average number of active carriers 
has been slightly more than 15. 

Secondly, in the Far East, a maximum de
ployment of five carrters has been recurrent; 
in the Mediterranean, three have been used 
with additional carriers pushed forward in 
the Eastern Atlantic; and in the Caribbean, 
three have been called out. 

This history, covering a decade and a hal!, 
suggests the following conclusions about at
tack carriers: 

They have typically been on the scene 
when needed. 

They have been directly involved in the 
majority of post-World Wair II crises. 

They have been ideally suited for the pro
jection overseas of U.S. military power either 
discreetly or ostentatiously. 

They have been adaptable to a wide range 
of missions. 

Carriers have always been used advantage
ously by the United States; it is difficult for 
me to conceive of accomplishing the same 
results with fewer. 

SUMMARY OF USES OF CVA'S SINCE 1950-
CRISIS AND MISSION 

Inchon: Provided air cover for amphibious 
landings. 

Inchon, Lebanon, Thailand: Provided air 
cover for deployment of land-based air and 
troops-in Lebanon from time of landing of 
troops until relieved of air support responsi
bility six weeks later. 

Korea: Provided close air support for 
ground forces. 

Yugoslavia, Tachens, Jordan, Lebanon, 
Congo, Quemoy-Matsu, Dominican Republic: 
Provided U.S. military presence. 

Cuba, Guatemala, and Nicaragua: Prepared 
to conduct blockade, search, and attack. 

Hungnam, Tachens: Provided air cover for 
amphibious evacuation. 

Korea: Interdicted logistic net and neu
tralized airfields. 

Berlin: Contributed to nuclear strategic 
deterrent. 

Suez, Cuba: Provided air cover for evacua
tion of U.S. civilians in crisis area. 

Korea: Transported Army and Air Force 
equipment including planes, jeeps, vans, am
munition, etc. 

Congo: Transported gasoline to U.N. forces. 

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, today we 
begin the debate on the amendment to 
defer the construction of a second at
tack carrier already funded in part; and 
once again, as is so well pointed out in 
an editorial published in the Virginian
Pilot of September 8, 1969, the effective
ness of the attack carrier is being chal
lenged. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi
torial be printed in the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the editorial 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 

NAVY CHALLENGED AGAIN: THE CASE FOR THE 

CARRIER 

The Navy has had, heaven knows, experi-

ence enough at defending the aircraft car-

rier- in concep t, propulsion, numbers. I ts


current campaign against the Mondale-Case 

amendment in the S enate to cut the p ro- 

jected third nuclear-powered carrier from


the 1970 military authorization bill is a


reminder that one decade ago Senator Wil- 

liam Proxmire was arguing against the con- 

struction of a second nuclear carrier on the 

grounds that the first, which was a year from 

launching, would be obsolete in this "age of 

intercontinental and intermediate-range bal- 

listic missiles." 

In those days the N avy was insisting that 

the big attack carrier had a nuclear-deterrent 

role, just like the Polaris-missile submarines 

and the land-based ICBM. "In a nuclear war," 

Admiral George Anderson said when Chief 

of N aval O perations in the Kennedy years, 

"any carrier that could launch its air group 

equipped with nuclear weapons would have 

performed its mission. E ven if ten of our 

fifteen carriers were caught before they could


launch, planes from the five other attack car- 

riers could destroy any country in the world." 

That argument soon was shifted; the Navy 

began to justify the attack carrier for its 

guarantee to the N ation of "strategic air 

mobility" in distant corners of the world. 

S hould United S tates air bases abroad be- 

come untenable-as surely they w ould in 

many circumstances- the carrier's useful- 

ness as a mobile airfield would become highly


important. And even if land bases remained 

intact and available, carrier readiness and 

speed would be advantageous. "The best ex-

ample of comparative reaction time between


carrier-based and other air power was the 

L ebanon crisis," said V ice A dmiral P. D . 

S troop, then Chief of the Bureau of Weap- 

ons, in 1963. "S trike aircraft from the S ixth 

F leet were flying 120 sorties a day on the first


day-within twelve hours of President Cham- 

oun's request for aid-covering the landing


of 5,500 Marines. T he carrier planes con-

tinued this sortie rate for three weeks until


the first land-based aircraft-a T A C  strike 

group flown in to the big NATO jet base at 

A nda, Turkey-were available for sustained 

operations." 

The Lebanese affair of 1958 remains an ar- 

gument for the aircraft carrier. It also is an


anti-carrier argument. F or U.S . people have 

become progressively skeptical, largely in re- 

action to the V ietnam War stalemate, of the 

G overnment's involving itself in the far- 

place flaxeups that from time to time become 

inevitable. There is opinion that the carrier 

fleet tempts Washington into sticking its


nose w here it should not- into continuing


its dubious role of world policeman. 

Y et there is an overwhelming case for a 

powerful carrier force. Control of the seas is 

vital to the North A tlantic T reaty O rganiza- 

tion and to the system of Western alliances 

upon which the security of the United States 

has been built. So the Soviet Union's current 

drive for maritime dominance threatens to 

become the most important development of 

this half of the T w entieth C entury. T he 

principal Western check on that drive is the 

carrier and her family of escorts and aux- 

iliaries-is, in brief, the U.S . surface fleet. It 

is indispensable to the F ree World. 

AUTH ORIZATION F OR TH E TRANS- 

ACTION OF  ROUTINE MORNING


BUSINESS ON F RIDAY  

Mr. BY RD of 

West V irginia. Mr. Presi- 

dent, I ask unanimous consent that w hen 

the Senate convenes on F riday morning  

at 10 o'clock, there be a period for the 

transaction of routine morning business 

not to extend beyond 10:30 o'clock.


The PRESIDING OF F ICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR UNF INISH ED BUSINESS


TO BE LAID BEF ORE SENATE ON 

FRIDAY 


Mr. BY RD of West V irginia. Mr. Pres- 

ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 

pending business be laid before the Sen- 

ate as the unfinished business at the 

conclusion of the transaction of routine 

morning business on F riday morning, 

but not later than 10:30 o'clock. 

The PRESIDING OF F ICER. Without


objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BY R D  of West V irginia. Mr. 

President, I suggest the absence of a 

quorum. 

The PRESIDING OF F ICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 

T he assistant legislative clerk pro- 

ceeded to call the roll.


Mr. KENNEDY . Mr. President, I ask


unanimous consent that the order for 

the quorum will be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING 0.noICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL FRIDAY , SEP- 

TEMBER 12, 1969, AT 10 A.M.


Mr. KEN N ED Y . Mr. President, if 

there be no further business to come be- 

fore the Senate, I move, in accordance 

with the order of September 9, 1969, that


the Senate stand in adjournment until


10 o'clock F riday morning.


The motion was agreed to; and (at 5


o'clock and 50 minutes p.m.) the Senate 

adjourned until F riday, September 12,


1969, at 10 o'clock a.m.


NOMINATIONS


Executive nominations received by the


Senate September 10, 1969:


DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 

Joseph S . F arland, of the D istrict of C o- 

lumbia, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 

Plenip o ten tiary of the United S tates of 

America to Pakistan. 

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON THE ARTS 

Nancy H anks, of New Y ork, to be Chairman


of the N ational C ouncil on the A rts for a


term of 4 years, vice Roger L. Stevens, term


expired.


U.S. ATTORNEY 

Edward R. Neaher, of New Y ork, to be U.S. 

attorney for the eastern district of New Y ork


for the term of 4 years, vice Joseph P. H oey, 

resigned. 

U.S. MARSHAL


Gaylord L . Campbell, of California, to be 

U.S. marshal for the central district of Cali- 

fornia for the term of 4 years, vice George E. 

O'Brien, retired. 

A rthur F . V an Court, of C alifornia, to be 

U.S. marshal for the eastern district of Cali- 

fornia for the term of 4 years, vice John C . 

Begovich. 

A nthony T . G reski, of N ew Jersey, to be


U.S . marshal for the district of N ew Jersey 

for the term of 4 years, vice Leo A. Mault.


IN THE ARMY 

I nominate the following-named officer un- 

der the provisions of title 10, United S tates 

Code, section 3066, to be assigned to 

a posi- 

tion of importance and responsibility desig-

nated by the President under subsection (a)


of section 3066, in grade as follows:


To be lieutenant general


Maj. Gen. George Gray O'Connor, 021088,


U.S. Army.


The following-named officers for temporary


appointment in the Army of the United States


to the grade indicated under the provisions


of title 10, United States Code, sections 3442


and 3447:


To be major general


Brig. Gen. Robert C linton Taber,        

    , A rmy of the United S tates (colonel,


U.S. Army).


Brig. Gen. Charles Carmin Noble,        -

    , A rmy of the United S tates (colonel,


U.S. Army) .


Brig. G en. James F rancis H ollingsworth,


           , A rmy of the United S tates


(colonel, U.S. Army) .


Brig. G en. Burnside E lijah H uffman, Jr.,


           , A rmy of the United S tates


(colonel, U.S. Army) .


Brig. Gen. Warren Kennedy Bennett,     

       , Army of the United States (colonel,


U.S. Army) .


Brig. G en. John R eiley G uthrie,        

    , A rmy of the United S tates (colonel,


U.S. Army) .


Brig. Gen. Edwin I. Donley,            ,


A rmy of the United S tates (colonel, U.S .


Army).


Brig. Gen. Thomas Matthew R ienzi,     

       , Army of the United States (colonel,


U.S. Army).


Brig. Gen. F elix John Gerace,            ,


A rmy of the United S tates (colonel, U.S .


Army) .


Brig. Gen. Thomas H arwell Barfield.     

       , Army of the United States (colonel,


U.S. Army) .


Brig. Gen. Edward Michael F lanagan, Jr.,


           , A rmy of the United S tates


(colonel, U.S. Army).


Brig. G en. Bernard William Rogers,     

       , Army of the United States (colonel,


U.S. Army) .


Brig. Gen. Allen Mitchell Burdett, Jr.,     

       , Army of the United States (colonel,


U.S. Army) .


Brig. G en. John A lbert Broadus D illard,


Jr.,            , A rmy of the United States


(colonel, U.S. Army) .


Brig. Gen. Richard Logan Irby,            ,


A rmy of the United S tates (colonel, U.S .


Army) .


Brig. Gen. Richard McGowan Lee,        -

    , A rmy of the United S tates (colonel,


U.S. Army) .


Brig. Gen. John Daniel McLaughlin,     

       , Army of the United States (colonel,


U.S. Army) .


Brig. Gen. George Mayo, Jr.,            ,


A rmy of the United S tates (colonel, U.S .


Army) .


Brig. Gen. Albert H amman Smith, Jr.,     

       , Army of the United States (colonel,


United States Army) .


Brig. Gen. John Stephan Lekson,        -

    , A rmy of the United S tates (colonel,


U.S. Army) .


Brig. Gen. F ranklin Milton Davis, Jr.,     

       , Army of the United States (colonel,


U.S. Army) .


Brigadier General Leo Edward Benade,     

       , Army of the United States (colonel,


U.S. Army) .


Brig. Gen. Theodore Antonelli,            ,


A rmy of the United S tates (colonel, U.S .


Army) .


Brig. Gen. William Bennison F ulton,     

       , Army of the United States (colonel,


U.S. Army).


Brig. Gen. James George Kalergis,        

    , A rmy of the United S tates (colonel,


U.S. Army).


Brig. G en. E rw in Montgomery G raham,
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Junior,            , A rmy of the United 

States (colonel, U.S. A rmy). 

Brig. G en. Harry L ee Jones, Junior,      

       , A rmy of the United States (colonel, 

U.S. Army). 

Brig. G en. R obert Paul Young,         

    , A rmy of the United S tates (colonel, 

U.S. Army). 

Brig. G en. John Joseph Hennessey,      

       , A rmy of the United States (colonel, 

U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Darrie Hewitt R ichards,         

    , Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 

A rmy). 

Brig. Gen. Howard Harrison Cooksey,     -

       , A rmy of the United States (colonel,


U.S. Army).


Brig. Gen. Verne Lyle Bowers,            ,


A rmy of the United S tates (colonel, U.S . 

A rmy).


Brig. Gen. William Warren Cobb,        -

    , A rmy of the United S tates (colonel,


U.S. Army).


Brig. G en. Fred Kornet, Junior,        

    , A rmy of the United States (major, U.S .


A rmy).


Brig. G en. Harold G regory Moore, Junior,


           , Army of the United States (lieu-

tenant colonel, U.S . A rmy).


Brig. Gen. George William Casey,        

    , A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant


colonel, U.S. Army).


Brig. Gen. A lexander Russell Bolling, Jun-

ior,            , A rmy of the United S tates


(colonel, U.S. Army).


Brig. G en. William Love S tarnes,        

    , A rmy of the United S tates (colonel,


U.S. Army) .


Brig. G en. John Howard E lder, Jr.,      

       , A rmy of the United States (colonel, 

U.S. Army) . 

Brig. G en. Joseph E dward Pieklik,      

       , A rmy of the United States (colonel, 

U.S. Army) . 

The following-named officers for appoint- 

ment in the R egular A rmy of the United 

S tates to the grade indicated, under the 

provisions of title 10, United S tates C ode, 

sections 3284 and 3306: 

To be brigadier general 

Brig. G en. L eo E dward Benade,        

    , A rmy of the United S tates (colonel,


U.S. Army) .


Brig. G en. R ichard L ogan Irby,        - 

    , A rmy of the United S tates (colonel,


U.S. Army) . 

Brig. G en. Charles Carmin Noble,         

    , A rmy of the United S tates (colonel, 

U.S. Army) . 

Brig. Gen. George Mayo, Jr.,            , 

A rmy of the United S tates (colonel, U.S . 

A rmy). 

Brig. G en. Felix John G erace,         

    , A rmy of the United S tates (colonel, 

U.S. Army) . 

Brig. Gen. Franklin Milton D axis, Jr.,      

       , A rmy of the United States (colonel, 

U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. George Samuel Beatty, Jr.,      

       , A rmy of the United States (colonel, 

U.S. Army). 

Brig. G en. R obert C linton T aber,         

    , A rmy of the United S tates (colonel, 

U.S. Army). 

Maj. G en. Paul A lfred Feyereisen,         

    , A rmy of the United S tates (colonel, 

U.S. Army) . 

Brig. G en. A lbert Hamman Smith, Jr., 

           , A rmy of the United States (col- 

onel, U.S. Army) . 

Maj. Gen. R ichard George C iccolella,      

       , A rmy of the United States (colonel, 

U.S. Army) . 

Brig. G en. James Francis Hollingsworth, 

           , A rmy of the United States (col- 

onel, U.S. Army). 

Maj. G en. Wesley C harles Franklin,      

       , A rmy of the United States (colonel, 

U.S. Army). 

Brig. G en. Edwin I. Donley,            , 

A rmy of the United S tates (colonel, U.S . 

Army). 

Brig. G en. William Warren Cobb,         

    , A rmy of the United S tates (colonel, 

U.S. Army) . 

Brig. G en. E dwin Montgomery G raham, 

Jr.,            , A rmy of the United S tates 

(colonel, U.S. Army) . 

Brig. G en. Thomas Harwell Barfield,      

       , A rmy of the United States (colonel, 

U.S. Army) 

Brig. G en. John D aniel McLaughlin,      

       , A rmy of the United States (colonel, 

U.S. Army). 

Brig. G en. R ichard McG owan L ee,     

       , A rmy of the United States (colonel,


U.S. Army). 

Maj. G en. Jack Jennings Wagstaff,     

       , A rmy of the United States (colonel, 

U.S. Army).


Brig. G en. Warren Kennedy Bennett,      

       , A rmy of the United States (colonel,


U.S. Army) . 

Maj. G en. Harris Whitton Hollis,         

    , A rmy of the United S tates (colonel, 

U.S. Army). 

Brig. G en. John S tephan L ekson,      

       , A rmy of the United States (colonel, 

U.S. Army). 

Brig. G en. John A lbert Broadus D illard, 

Jr.,            , A rmy of the United S tates 

(colonel, U.S. Army). 

Brig. G en. R obert Paul Young,         

    , A rmy of the United S tates (colonel, 

U.S. Army).


Maj. G en. Francis Paul Koisch,         

    , A rmy of the United S tates (colonel, 

United S tates A rmy). 

Brig. G en. Thomas Matthew R ienzi,      

       , A rmy of the United States (colonel, 

United S tates A rmy). 

Maj. G en. Willis D ale C rittenberger, Jr., 

           , A rmy of the United S tates 

(colonel, United States A rmy). 

Maj. G en. Kenneth Lawson Johnson,      

       , A rmy of the United S tates (colonel 

United S tates A rmy). 

Maj. G en. D onald Hugh McG overn,      

       , A rmy of the United States (colonel,


United S tates A rmy).


Brig. Gen. Joseph Edward Pieklik,         

    , A rmy of the United S tates (colonel, 

United S tates A rmy).


Brig. Gen. William Love Starnes,        - 

    , A rmy of the United S tates (colonel, 

United S tates A rmy). 

Brig. G en. E lvy Benton R oberts,         

    , A rmy of the United S tates (colonel, 

United S tates A rmy). 

Brig. G en. William Bennison Fulton,      

       , A rmy of the United States (colonel, 

United S tates A rmy). 

Brig. G en. Harry L ee Jones, Jr.,         

    , A rmy of the United S tates (colonel, 

United S tates A rmy). 

Brig. Gen. James George Kalergis,         

    , A rmy of the United S tates (colonel, 

United States A rmy). 

Maj. G en. L eonard Burbank T aylor,      

       , A rmy of the United States (colonel, 

U.S. Army). 

To be brigadier general 

Col. Thomas McKee Tarpley,            , 

U.S. Army. 

Col. John Willson Donaldson,            , 

U.S. Army. 

Col. Ira A ugustus Hunt, Jr.,            , 

A rmv of the United S tates (lieutenant colo- 

nel, U.S. Army) . 

Col. Frederick James Kroesen, Jr.,        - 

    , U.S. Army. 

Col. E rnest G raves, Jr.,            , U.S . 

Army. 

Col. Herbert Joseph McChrystal, Jr.,      

       , A rmy of the United S tates (lieu- 

tenant colonel, U.S. Army) . 

C ol. A lexander Meigs Haig, Jr.,        

    , A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant


colonel, U.S. Army) .


C ol. G eorge S hipley Prugh, Jr.,        

    , U.S. Army.


C ol. Frank Ambler C amm,            ,


U.S. Army.


Col. William Roy Wolfe, Jr.,            ,


A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant colo-

nel, U.S. Army) .


Col. Robert Morin Shoemaker,            ,


A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant colo-

nel, U.S. Army) .


Col. Adrian St. John II,            , U.S .


Army.


C ol. C harles R obert Myer,            ,


A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant colo-

nel, U.S. Army) .


Col. Gordon James Duquemin,            ,


A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant colo-

nel, U.S. Army) .


Col. Henry Everett Emerson,            ,


A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant colo-

nel, U.S. Army) .


C ol. Herbert A rdis S chulke, Jr.,        

    , A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant


colonel, U.S. Army) .


Col. Charles James Simmons,            ,


A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant colo-

nel, U.S. Army) .


Col. Harold Ira Hayward,            , U.S.


Army.


Col. Thomas Joseph McGuire, Jr.,        

    , U.S. Army.


Col. John Quint Henion,            , U.S.


Army.


Col. Charles Austin Jackson,            ,


A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant colo-

nel, U.S. Army) .


Col. Charles Echols Spragins,            ,


A rmy of the United S tat 

.  (lieutenant colo-

nel, U.S. Army) .


Col. Robert Neale Mackinnon,            ,


A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant colo-

nel, U.S. Army) .


C ol. G eorge Magoun Wallace II,        

    , A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant


colonel, U.S. Army) .


Col. Henry R ichard Del Mar,            ,


A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant colo-

nel, U.S. Army) .


Col. William Randolph Bigler,            ,


A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant colo-

nel, U.S. Army) .


C ol. D eWitt C linton Smith, Jr.,        

    , A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant


colonel, U.S. Army) .


Col. Edward Bartley Kitchens, Jr.,        

    , U.S. Army.


Col. Jonathan Rowell Burton,            .


U.S. Army.


Col. Thomas Wilson Brown,            .


U.S. Army.


C ol. A rchelaus L ewis Hamblen, Jr.,     

       , U.S. Army.


C ol. Harold R obert A aron,            .


U.S. Army.


C ol. James Bradshaw A damson,        

    , U.S. Army.


Col. Robert Leahy Fair,            , Army


of the United S tates (lieutenant colonel,


U.S. Army) .


Col. Wilbur Henry Vinson, Jr.,            ,


A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant colo-

nel, U.S. Army) .


C ol. G eorge Smith Patton,            ,


A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant colo-

nel, U.S. Army) .


C ol. John R oyster T hurman II I ,        

    , A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant


colonel, U.S. Army) .


Col. Kenneth Trevor Sawyer,            ,


U.S. Army.


Col. John Einar Murray,            , U.S.


Army.


C ol. E dwin T homas O 'D onnell,        

    , U.S. Army.


Col. Kenneth Banks Cooper,            ,


U.S. Army.
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Col. Lawrence McCeney Jones, Jr.,         

    , A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant 

colonel, U.S. Army). 

Col. Rolland Valentine Heiser,            , 

A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant colo- 

nel, U.S. Army) . 

Col. Harry Ellsworth Tabor,            , 

U.S. Army. 

Col. William Holman Brandenburg,          

    , U.S. Army. 

Col. Harold Burton Gibson, Jr.,         

    , A rmy of the United States (lieutenant


colonel, U.S. Army) .


Col. John A lfred K jellstrom,            , 

U.S. Army.


Col. Peter George O lenchuk,            ,


A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant colo- 

nel, U.S. Army) .


Col. Charles M aurice Hall,            , 

A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant colo-

nel, U.S. Army) . 

Col. Daniel O rrin Graham,            , 

A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant colo- 

nel, U.S. Army) . 

Col. John Thornton Peterson,            , 

U.S. Army. 

Col. F rank Anton Hinrichs,            , 

A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant colo- 

nel, U.S. Army). 

Col. Joseph Charles Fimiani,            , 

A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant colo- 

nel, U.S. Army) .


Col. John Walter Collins 

III,            ,


U.S. Army. 

Col. T heme T roy E verton,           .


U.S. Army. 

Col. John Carpenter R aaen, Jr.,         

      U.S. Army. 

Col. Alvin Curtely Isaacs,            , U.S.


Army.


Col. Carl Vernon Cash,            , Army


of the United S tates (lieutenant colonel,


U.S. Army).


Col. Carl Ray Duncan,            , U.S . 

Army.


Col. Bruce Campbell Babbitt,            ,


A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant col-

onel, U.S. Army). 

Col. Robert Charles Hixon,            , 

U.S. Army. 

Col. John M urphy Dunn,            , 

A rmy of the United S tates (major, U.S . 

Army). 

Col. James A lexander Grimsley, Jr.,      

       , A rmy of the United S tates (lieu- 

tenant colonel, U.S. Army) 

Col. Eugene Priest Forrester,            ,  

A rmy of the United S tates (lieutenant col-

onel, U.S. Army) .


CONFIRMATIONS


Executive nominations confirmed by


the Senate September 10, 1969:


U.S. ATTORNEYS


Wayman G. Sherrer, of Alabama, to be U.S.


attorney for the northern district of A la-

bama for the term of 4 years.


Peter M ills, of M aine, to be U.S . attorney


for the district of M aine for the term of 4


years.


U.S. MARSHALS


Harold S. Fountain, of Alabama, to be U.S.


marshal for the southern district of A la-

bama for the term of 4 years.


John H. deW inter, of M aine, to be U.S .


marshal for the district of M aine for the


term of 4 years.


M arvin G. Washington, of M ichigan, to be


U.S . marshal for the western district of


M ichigan for the term of 4 years.


Charles S. Guy, of Pennsylvania, to be U.S.


marshal for the eastern district of Pennsyl-

vania for the term of 4 years.


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS


ONE MILLION STUDENTS BENEFIT 

FROM  COLLEGE WORK-STUDY 

PROGRAM—ROXANNE LAHTI REC- 

OGNIZED AT OFFICE OF EDUCA- 

TION CEREMONY 

HON. JENNINGS RANDOLPH 

OF WEST VIRG INIA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Wednesday, September 10, 1969 

M r. RANDOLPH. M r. President, in 

the 5 years since it was passed by the 

Congress, the college work-study pro- 

gram has opened the door to a college 

education to many young people who 

might not otherwise have had the op- 

portunity. 

This morning it was my pleasure to 

participate in a ceremony at the U.S . 

O ffice of Education recognizing M iss 

Roxanne Lahti, of the University of Min- 

nesota, as the one-millionth student to 

participate in this valuable program. 

M iss Lahti was presented a certificate 

signed by Dr. James E. Allen, Deputy 

As- 

sistant Secretary for Education, which 

read as follows: 

Given in recognition of R oxanne Lahti 

as the one-million th student in co llege 

work-study program of federal financial as- 

sistance to the youth of America in her ed- 

ucation. 

Dr. Preston Valien, Acting Associate


Commissioner for Higher Education, 

presided and an informative address 

was made by Timothy Wirth, assistant to 

the Under Secretary of Health, Educa- 

tion, and Welfare. Two distinguished 

legislative leaders from the House of 

Representatives, Hon. JOHN A. BLATNIK, 

who represents M iss Lahti's district in 

Minnesota, and Hon. JOHN BRADEMAS,


member of the House Education Sub- 

committee, had timely remarks about 

this young lady and the program that is 

helping her obtain a college education. 

I was privileged to speak for the Senate 

Education Subcommittee. 

A lso participating in the program


were James W. M oore, Director of the 

Office of Education's Division of Student 

Financial A id, and these Office of Edu- 

cation staff members: Norman Brooks, 

James Allen, Mike Oliver, Warren Trout- 

man, and Ed Sanders. 

M r. President, I ask unanimous con- 

sent that the address of M r. Wirth and


my remarks be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection the addresses 

were ordered printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 

AD DRESS BY TIMOTHY WIRTH


It is a pleasure to greet the distinguished 

guests who have come here this morning to 

join us in the Department of Health, Educa- 

tion, and Welfare in honoring M iss Roxanne 

Lahti, the one millionth student to hold a 

job under the College Work-Study program.


Roxanne grew up on a farm near Barnum,


M innesota, where she attended high school, 

ta k in g  a n  a c tive  p a r t in  he r s c ho o l 's  

activities— including playing clarinet in the 

band. She has done all the work there is to 

do in running a farm—beginning with milk- 

ing cows at age four—and learning, by age 

nineteen, to say "You can't beat the tran-

quillity of the country." 

As a former peach farmer from California, 

I know M iss Lahti has long been interested 

in medical science. T his, with her natural 

love for animals, has led her to an early and 

logical career choice. She is going to be a 

veterinarian. 

Her school—the University of M innesota, 

Duluth Campus—also made a logical choice 

in arranging M iss Lahti's summer time job 

under the College Work-Study program. She 

was employed by the Duluth Zoo, where she 

bottle fed baby tig ers and other young 

animals, and worked in the museum. 

W herever possible, the 2,200 colleges 

participating in the College Work-Study pro- 

gram try to provide employment for their


students in occupations related to their 

career objectives. For example: 

James Bryant, a 30-year old veteran major- 

ing in special education here in Washington 

at D.C. Teachers College, spent the summer  

working with elementary school children


with learning difficulties;


Horace Williams, a major in graphic de-

signs at the K ansas City A rt Institute and


School of Design, has been writing pamphlets


and taking pictures for the Police Depart-

ment this summer;


F indley Scribner, a deaf mute vocational


student at Idaho State University, who plans


to become an upholsterer, has been refur-

bishing a college office this summer.


Lydia Sonia Vasquez, a business adminis-

tration major at M etropolitan S tate College


in Denver, works as a secretary in the Col-

lege's Financial Aid Office;


E ilien Duda, a senior at A laska M ethodist


University in Anchorage, who wants to be a


nuclear technician, is working as a hospital


x-ray technician;


William S . LaCorte, a pre-med student at


Johns Hopkins University in Baltimore, has


worked this summer in biomedical research


with N IH's N ational Cancer Institute;


Employment in the College Work-S tudy


program is varied: Some students are also


food service workers, typists, library assist-

ants. Some mow the lawns and others work


with sophisticated computers, or work off-

campus in hospitals, local units of govern-

ment or in the school system. But they have


one thing in common: They are performing


a useful service, and they all need their job


to help pay college expenses.


A s a Nation we move toward the goal that


no talented young American will be denied


a college education because he can't afford


the costs. We are not there yet— but every


year we get a little closer to the goal, and


our society is that much richer for it.


This year more than a million young Amer-

icans will continue their education beyond


high school with the help of about one bil-

lion dollars in Federal support through the


four major programs of financial assistance


administered by the Office of Education: The


College Work-S tudy program, the N ational


Defense S tudent Loan program, the Educa-

tional O pportunity Grant program, and the


Guaranteed Loan program.


M any of you in Congress who are here


today have worked hard, using your time


and creative talents in developing and sup-

porting the legislation that makes these sta-

tistics possible. A nd I am certain that you


share with us a pride in the knowledge of
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