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rather than improving. For example, in 
1960 the frequency per million man
hours was 1.15, while in 1968, the fre
quency rate was 1.28 fatalities per million 
man-hours. I cite these statistics, Mr. 
President, only to illustrate what is obvi
ous to all of us, that the American coal 
miner does not now have the protection 
to which he is entitled. 

The record in the safety field is echoed 
in the area of coal mine health. Coal 
related diseases are ravaging our mining 
population to a point where a major 
crisis is developing in every coal field in 
this Nation. It has been estimated that 
125,000 U.S. coal miners, active and re
tired, suffer from coal workers' black 
lung disease. More significantly, medi
cal testimony indicates that there is an 
increasing incidence of the dust diseases 
among younger men who face the pros
pect of this work-related disease during 
what should be their prime working 
years. 

I am alarmed, as I know you are, by 
these facts. Assuredly, the record sub
stantiates the need for legislative action 
by this Congress and the proper enforce
ment of the coal mine health and safety 
statutes. 

Coal mining is a vital industry in the 
United States. Coal is produced here by 
the most modern mining techniques 
available anywhere in the world. Out
put per man-day has improved to the 
point where the American coal miner 
is the most efficient miner on earth. Pro
duction and consumption, after a long 
period of decline in the early post-war 
years, has turned upward. Today the 
coal industry can look to the future with 
more confidence than it has ever done 
before. A part of this confidence is based 
upon the ever growing demand for all 
forms of energ-y in the United States. 
Since coal is the largest indigenous 
source of energy available to our Na
tion, it seems to be inevitable that coal 

mining must expand to meet a large 
part of this energy growth. 

However, it is imperative that as coal 
mining grows, the coal miner should not 
be made to suffer from occupational 
death and disease. He should not be 
subjected to the daily threat of a roof 
fall, a fire, or an explosion, as well as 
other coal mining hazards, which will 
kill or maim him. Nor, should he have to 
face the grim probability that his :final 
years on earth will be spent gasping 
for breath through lungs :filled with 
deadly coal dust. 

The cost of such human misery is 
more than thE: American people have to 
or will bear. 

I support the bill (S. 2917) as reported 
by the Senate Labor and Public Welfare 
Committee. However, I feel that it can 
and should be improved, and I shall 
support the amendment to be offered by 
the Senator from Montana (Mr. MET
CALF) to make mandatory civil penalties 
for violation of the act. 

It should not be left to the discretion 
of the Secretary of the Interior as to 
when penalties should be imposed. There 
should be no doubt that they will be 
imposed whenever the coal operator vio
lates the law. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 
TOMORROW AT 11 A.M. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask . 
unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate adjourns tonight, it stands in ad
journment until 11 o'clock tomorrow 
morning. 

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

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I may be ex
cused from attendance on the proceed-

ings of the Senate tomorrow, due to a 
death in the family. 

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 11 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, if there 
be no further business to come before 
the Senate this evening, I move, in ac
cordance with the previous order, that 
the Senate adjourn until 11 o'clock to
morrow morning. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 
o'clock and 34 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
adjourned until tomorrow, Thursday, 
October 2, 1969, at 11 o'clock a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate October 1, 1969: 
!NTERNTIONAL BANK FOR RECONSTRUCTION 

AND DEVELOPMENT 

Robert E. Wieczorowski, of Illinois, to be 
U.S. Executive Director of the International 
Bank for Reconstruction and Development 
for a term of 2 years, vice Covey T. Oliver, 
resigned. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate October 1, 1969: 
U.S. CmcUIT COURT 

Arlin M. Adams, of Pennsylvania, to be 
U.S. circuit judge, third circuit. 

FOUR CORNERS REGIONAL COMMISSION 

L. Ralph Mecham, of Utah, to be Federal 
cochairman of t he Four Corners Regional 
Commission. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, October 1, 1969 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
Great peace have they who love Thy 

law; nothing can make them stumble.
Psalm 119: 165. 

Almighty and most merciful Father, 
who art ever coming to Thy children 
with strengthening spirit, make us strong 
in Thee that we may serve our country 
with great and genuine devotion. 

Give us steadfast minds with no room 
for unworthy thoughts, serene hearts 
which no trouble can disturb, and strong 
hands with which to do Thy will in lifting 
our Nation to higher levels of patriotic 
living. 

We commend to Thy loving care all 
who are giving their lives for our country, 
that living or dying they may win for our 
world the fruits of justice and peace. 

In the spirit of Christ we pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The Journal of the proceedings of yes

terday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Arrington, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate agrees to the amend
ment of the House to a bill of the Senate 
of the following title: 

S. 713. An act to designate the Desolation 
Wilderness, Eldorado National Forest, in the 
State of California. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bill of the follow
ing title, in which the concurrence of 
the House is requested: 

S. 1366. An act to release t he conditions in 
a deed with respect to a certain portion of 
the land heretofore conveyed by the United 
States to the Salt Lake City Corp. 

SPECIAL ELECTIONS-FOUR OUT OF 
FIVE 

(Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, congratulations to the people 

of the Sixth Congressional District of 
Massachusetts on the election of MICHAEL 
J. HARRINGTON to Congress yesterday. 

MICHAEL J. HARRINGTON' married and 
the father of four, is a lawyer and mem
ber of the State house of representatives. 

HARRINGTON is the first Democrat to 
represent this district in 157 years. He 
ran a hard-hitting and forceful campaign 
by taking a stand on the issues and by 
meeting the people to discuss with them 
the problems of the district. 

MIKE HARRINGTON, who recently turned 
the age of 33, expressed his position on 
national and international issues. 

Some 60 percent of the district's regis
tered voters turned out, an unusually 
h igh figure for a special election. 

Complete unofficial returns from the 
186 precincts gave HARRINGTON 72,030 
votes to 65,453 for his Republican oppo
nent, William L. Saltonstall. 

With HARRINGTON'S overwhelming vic
tory, he becomes the fourth Democrat to 
succeed in five special elections this year. 
Democrats have replaced Republicans in 
three of the :five special elections. 

We welcome him to !;he 91st Congress. 
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VIETNAM DEMOCRATIC VICTORY IN SPECIAL 
ELECTION IN SIXTH CONGRES
SIONAL DISTRICT OF MASSACHU
SE'rI'S 
(Mr. BOLAND asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to join my colleague, the gentle
man from Massachusetts (Mr. BURKE), 
in congratulating MICHAEL J. HARRING
TON, the Democratic candidate, on his 
spectacular victory in the special elec
tion for Congress in the Sixth District of 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. Speaker, this election had partic
ular significance. It was, indeed, a per
sonal victory for MIKE HARRINGTON. It is, 
surely, a tremendous victory for the 
Democratic Party. For this is the first 
time since 1812-157 years-that this 
district will be represented by a Demo-
crat. 

But, Mr. Speaker, above and beyond 
its significance to our party, the result 
of the election demonstrated beyond any 
shadow of a doubt that the people, not 
alone in this district but throughout the 
land, are concerned with the issues that 
perplex them. MIKE HARRINGTON hit the 
issues head on. The war in Vietnam, our 
foreign policy, reform of the draft, our 
national priorities, military expenditures 
and particular systems like the ABM, 
and a host of other issues came under 
scrutiny in this special election. HAR
RINGTON'S victory reflected the grave con~ 
cem that the people of his area have for 
the direction in which this country is 
headed. Some 137 ,000 people voted in 
this special election. I know of no other 
special election that has attracted such 
voter attention. This outpouring of peo
ple and MIKE HARRINGTON'S win are dra
matic evidence that people do interest 
themselves in the problems that beset 
our Nation. 

Mr. Speaker. MIKE HARRINGTON was an 
outstanding candidate and the Demo
cratic Party in this House can rejoice 
in his success. His ability, knowledge, 
dedication, his willingness to learn, his 
capacity for work, and his perceptive 
mind can and will add to the character 
of this House. I welcome him to this 
body. 

THE MASSACHUSETI'S SPECIAL 
ELECTION 

(Mr. ALBERT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I join with 
the distinguished gentleman from Mas
sachusetts who has just stated that yes
terday's stunning victory by MICHAEL J. 
HARRINGTON in Massachusetts is of major 
national significance. 

Mr. Speaker, the Sixth Massachusetts 
Congressional District has never been 
represented by a Democrat. It has been 
held by the Republican Party since before 
the Civil War. Our late colleague Wil
liam Bates, was reelected last Nov~mber 
with 66 percent of the vote. He had won 
the seat in 1962 with 56 percent in 1964 
with 65 percent, and in 1966 with 66 per
cent. Mr. HARRINGTON captured the seat 

for the Democratic Party yesterday by a 
vote of 72,030 to 65,453. Sixty percent of 
the registered voters turned out, an ex
cellent showing for a special election. 

I assume before long that spokesmen 
for t~e Republican Party, based on our. 
experience in recent years, will start is
suing statements as to the number of 
~mocratic seats they intend to capture 
m 1970, and the news media will specu
late at length on whether Democratic 
losses will be 20, 30, or more seats. I 
would respectfully urge on my Repub
lican friends and the news media a word 
of caution. We have had five special con
gres~ional elections this year, the Demo
cratic Party has won four of them In 
three widely scattered sections of 

0

the 
c?untry, Democrats have captured pre
viously held Republican seats. The 
Seventh Wisconsin District, which has 
never been held by our party in the 
20th century, shifted from Republican 
to Democratic. We took the Second Mon
tana District which had not elected a 
Democrat since 1958, and now the Sixth 
I?istrict of Massachusetts, Republican 
smce the 1850's, is ours. In Tennessee, in 
the face of an all-out Republican effort 
we retained a Democratic seat. In Cali~ 
f omia, in a strongly Republican district 
the Democratic vote increased from 28 
percent in 1968 to 43 percent in 1969 
Thes~ elections are not isolated events: 

. I beheve they represent a national pat
tern. They reflect a widespread dissatis
faction on the part of the American elec
torate with the performance of the in
~umbent administration and the Repub
llcan Party. These special elections 
clearly foretell what is going to happen 
in n~xt year's midterm congressional 
elect10n. That election, I have every 
confidence, will result not in Republican 
gains in the House but rather a substan
tial increase in our Democratic majority. 

PERMISSION FOR COMI\fiTl'EE ON 
APPROPRIATIONS TO FILE PRIV
ILEGED REPORT ON PUBLIC 
WORKS AND ATOMIC ENERGY 
APPROPRIATION BILL 
Mr. ~s of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, 

I ~sk unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Appropriations may have until 
~~ht Thursday, October 2, to file a 
privileged report on the public works and 
atomic energy appropriation bill for 1970. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin reserved all 
points of order on the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten
nessee? 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION TO COMMITrEE ON 
MERCHANT MARINE AND FISH
ERIES TO FILE A SUPPLEMENTAL 
REPORT ON H.R. 12605 

Mr: GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unammous consent that the Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries may 
file a supplemental report on H.R. 12605 
to correct a printing error in that re
port. 
. The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

<~. _JACOBS asked and was given 
pe:mission to address the House for 1 
mim:~te, to revise and extend his remarks 
and mclude extraneous matter.) 

M:· JACOBS. Mr. Speaker let us get 
specific. ' 

Yesterday morning certain national 
leaders, including the President himself 
called upon the American people to al~ 
low ~ousands more of their sons to die 
horrible deaths for the dubious cause of 
defending a dictatorship against a dic
tatorship in Vietnam. 

Yesterday evening the only Americans 
having an official opportunity to answer 
that. unfortunate request said "No" by 
electmg the first Democrat in 157 years 
~o represent their congressional district 
m the Speaker's home State of Massa
chusetts. 

That ~ew Member campaigned against 
?ur tragic and unnecessary intervention 
m that unhappy land which we have 
been able to make no happier by our 
staggering human and material sacrifice 
there. 

There is a difference between guts and 
foolhardiness. And what "bugs" me is to 
hear those whose own lives are not being 
"bugged in" calling opposition to un
necessary death "bugging out." To them 
I.say, do not be a hero on somebody else's 
trme--or try to save the face of mistaken 
Politicians by somebody else's sacrifice. 

STUDENT LOANS 
<M:· SCHERLE asked and was given 

PE:rmission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SCHER.LE. Mr. Speaker, we are 
now in the third week since passage of 
the "emergency and urgent" student 
loan ~111. On September 15, 1969, I stood 
in. this well and asked the Members of 
this House to vote down the suspension 
and give. the Members of this body an 
?PP~rturuty to amend that bill, regard
m~ ~nterE:st rates, student riots, and ad
mmistration. During debate the chair
man of the House Rules Committee as
sured the House that the b111 would be 
granted a rule immediately and back on 
the House floor, open to amendments. 

After passage of the bill dozens of 
Members of this body came and said to 
m_e, "BILL, I am sorry I could not vote 
with you. We do not like to operate under 
a 'gag rule,' but because of the urgency 
of this measure, we have to act on it 
right away to provide immediate funds 
for our college students." 
" Yet, today, in the third week, this 
emergency measure" is still tied up in 

conference. We have met only twice and 
on two other occasions the meetings 
were canceled. Where has all the "ur
gency and emergency" that allegedly 
prevailed gone? It is doubtful as to when 
this bill will get out. Were it not for the 
arbitrary action of the chairman of the 
~ouse Education and Labor Committee 
m holding this bill up and not releasing 
it in time for a rule so that the House 
could work its will the bill would have 
been passed long ago in both Houses and 
more students would have had an op
portunity for loans. 

Who is responsible for the failure to 
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obtain the "quick passage" which this 
House was promised if they swallowed 
the "gag rule"? 

COTTON FARMERS WANT 
PAYMENT LIMIT 

(Mr. FINDLEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, lobbyists 
are hard at work on Capitol Hill in at
tempting once more to rally opposition 
to the limitation written into the House 
appropriation bill for agriculture, the 
limitation that fixes a ceiling of $20,000 
annually on the total amount any single 
farmer can get under the various pro
grams authorized by the Agriculture Act 
of 1965 as extended. 

Their theme, as I gather it from re
ports, is that this would be a disaster 
for the cotton farmer, that the cotton 
farmer is opposed to a limitation on pay ... 
ments because it would mean his ruin. 

What do the farmers in the Cotton 
Belt really think about the limitation 
idea? Progressive Farmer is the maga
zine that is nationally regarded as the 
chief publication of the Cotton Belt. The 
magazine circulates almost exclusively 
in the cotton States. I have just received 
a copy of the October issue of the maga
zine, which reports on a survey it has 
taken of 6,300 farmers in the Cotton 
Belt. One of the questions asked of these 
cotton farmers was: Do you favor an 
annual limitation on payments to any 
one farmer under Federal farm pro
grams? The answer was: 71 percent fa
vored a limitation on payments. 

Then, as a further inquiry this ques
tion was asked: At what level do you 
favor the limitation? Five percent of 
them favored the limitation at $100,000; 
11 percent of them favored it at $40,000; 
and 35 percent at $20,000; and 44 percent 
at $10,000. 

So I think it is quite clear from this 
report by Progressive Farmer magazine 
that in the land of cotton the farmer 
definitely wants a limitation on individ
ual payments, and the farmer there 
thinks even the $20,000 figure is too high. 

DISCLOSURE AND LIMITATION OF 
CAMPAIGN COSTS 

(Mr. CONABLE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks. ) 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, I am 
today introducing an election reform b111 
which would make our law governing 
Federal election campaign spending con
sistent with already declared intentions 
of full disclosure and limited campaign 
costs. A full summary is being included 
in today's appendix. Present law may at
tempt to accomplish these ends, but it 
offers such a variety of subterfuges that 
it makes any compliance a voluntary act. 
I am concerned about the advantage 
which the wealthy presently have in 
seeking public office or in influencing the 
outcome of the election process. 

My bill proposes extensive changes in 
CXV--1761-Part 21 

three broad aspects of the law: individ
ual contributions, the total amount 
which may be spent on a campaign, and 
the administration of the election financ
ing law. 

I would place a realistic limit on the 
amount an individual may contribute to 
a candidate and on the amourit which is 
spent in a campaign. I also propose that 
an independent agency administer the 
disclosure provisions and have broad ad
ministrative powers to deal with viola
tors. 

In introducing this legislation I am 
encouraged by the recent passage of the 
resolution to change the method of 
electing a President and by the activity 
of the Rules Committee concerning leg
isla,tive reorganization. I hope that this 
atmosphere of change will continue. 

During the 90th Congress election re
form received a great deal of attention. 
The other body passed and the House 
Administration Committee reported bills 
which would have gone a long way to
ward reforming our election laws. This 
session of Congress has not seen a simi
lar interest in this matter, for at present 
there is only one other bill pending off er
ing meaningful reform of our election 
financing laws. There is a clear need for 
activity, for without reform in this area, 
our government will neither be truly 
representative nor responsive. 

PRESIDENT DOING HIS BEST TO 
EXTRICATE US FROM VIETNAM 
<Mr. CARTER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I regret to 
say that the leadership of the past two 
Democratic administrations led us into 
the war in Vietnam. Under President 
Johnson the Gulf of Tonkin resolution 
was passed. Under Presidents Kennedy 
and Johnson the number of men in Viet
nam increased from 600 to 542,000. 

Voices strangely silent during those 
years are now blatant and raucous. They 
would call it Nixon's war. History defi
nitely refutes this. 

As a friend said to me years ago when 
I asked him for one of his red apples, 
"I guess you do wish it." 

As for labeling this Nixon's war, "I 
guess you do wish it." 

Our President is doing his best to ex
tricate us now from this horrible war in 
Vietnam. 

LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS TO 
FARMERS 

(Mr. CONTE asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 minute 
and to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I was 
pleased to hear the gentleman from Il
linois (Mr. FINDLEY) say that he intends 
to offer a motion to instruct the con
ferees to maintain the $20,000 limitation 
on farm subsidy payments. I welcome his 
support for this measure. 

Earlier this year, my amendment to 
the agriculture appropriatiJJn bill to limit 
farm subsidy payments to $20,000 passed 
in this body by a vote of 224 to 142. It 

was a long hard fight, as many of my 
colleagues may remember. 

Now I realize that the gentleman from 
Illinois has circulated a letter indicating 
that he will offer the motion I have al
ready described. I read over his letter and 
certainly do not disagree with the argu
ments he has set forth in favor of the 
limitation. 

However, for the record, I would like 
to clarify one point that the distin
guished gentleman from Illinois appears 
to have left out of his letter. 

The p.oint, Mr. Speaker, is that it was 
my amendment to the authorization bill 
that passed this body last year. And, as 
I have already stated, it was my amend
m~nt _that was offered again this year, 
this tune to the appropriation bill, and 
that was passed by this body. 

In addition, Mr. Speaker, I would like 
at this time to inform the gentleman 
from Illinois that I intend to offer a mo
tion to instruct the conferees to keep the 
$20,000 limitation on farm subsidy pay
ments that passed earlier this year. 

ELECTION REFORM 
(Mr. HAYS asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I was at a 
loss to know why I got a couple or three 
calls this morning from newspaper re
porters and TV reporters wanting to 
know what I was going to do about elec
tion reform. Then I heard the gentleman 
from New York make a speech, and I 
suppose he circulated a press release 
about this election reform. One of them 
asked me what I intended to do about 
it as a member of the Elections Commit
tee, and I told him nothing, My State 
has a good, sound election reporting law. 
You have to report all contributions and 
all expenditures. All expenditures over 
$20 have to be accompanied with a 
receipt. If the gentleman from New York 
is so upset about corruption in New York, 
I suggest that he take it up with the 
Legislature and the Governor of New 
York, because it is the States that con
duct the elections and not the Federal 
Government. 

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE 
NO. 5, COMMITTEE ON THE JUDI
CIARY, TO SIT DURING GENERAL 
DEBATE TODAY 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that Subcommittee 
No. 5 of the Committee on the Judiciary 
may sit during general debate today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON ELECTIONS, COMMITTEE ON 
HOUSE ADMINISTRATION, TO SIT 
DURING GENERAL DEBATE TO
DAY 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Subcommit
tee on Elections of the Committee on 
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House Administration may sit during 
general debate today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 

make the point of order that a quorum is 
not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the 

following Members failed to answer to 
their names: 

Abbitt 
Addabbo 
Bell, Call!. 
Blanton 
Blatnik 
Bolling 
Bow 
Buchanan 
Cab1ll 
Carey 
Clark 
Clawson, Del 
Clay 
Colmer 
Corman 
Daddario 
Dawson 

[Roll No. 194] 
Dickinson 
Dorn 
Dowdy 
Esch 
Eshleman 
Fallon 
Farbstein 
Fascell 
Fulton, Tenn. 
Fuqua 
Gallagher 
Gettys 
Hawkins 
Holifield 
Jacobs 
Jarman 
Karth 

Kirwan 
Koch 
Lipscomb 
McMillan 
Mann 
May 
Mills 
Murphy, N .Y. 
Ot tinger 
Patman 
Pepper 
Powell 
Sandman 
Scheuer 
Teague, Tex. 
Whalley 
Wydler 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 379 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

AUTHORIZING APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR MILITARY PROCUREMENT, 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, 
1970, AND RESERVE STRENGTH 
Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, by direc-

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 561 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

H. RES. 561 
Resolved, That upon the adoption o! this 

resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
o! the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration o! the bill (H.R. 
14000) to authorize appropriations during 
the fiscal year 1970 !or procurement of air
craft, missiles, naval vessels, and tracked 
combat vehicles, research, development, test, 
and evaluation !or the Armed Forces, and 
to prescribe the authorized personnel 
strength o! the Selooted Reserve o! each 
Reserve component of the Armed Forces, and 
for other purposes. After general debate, 
which shall be confined to the blll and shall 
continue not to exceed !our hours, to be 
equally divided and controlled by the chair
man and ranking minority member o! the 
Committee on the Armed Services, the bill 
shall be read !or amendment under the five
mlnute rule by title instead o! by sootion. 
At the conclusion of the consideration of the 
bill !or amendment, the Comm1ttee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been 
adopted, a.,nd the previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the b111 and amend
ments thereto to final passage without inter
vening motion except one motion to recom-

mit. After the passage of H.R. 14000 it shall 
be in order in the House to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill S. 2546 and move to 
strike out all after the enacting clause of 
the said Senate bill and insert in lieu thereof 
the provisions contained in H.R. 14000 as 
passed by the House. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Texas 1s recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
minutes to the .distinguished gentleman 
from California (Mr. SMITH), pending 
which I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 561 
provides an open rule with 4 hours of 
general debate for consideration of H.R. 
14000, the military procurement authori
zation for fiscal year 1970. The resolution 
also provides that the bill be read for 
amendment by title instead of by section 
and that, after its passage, it shall be in 
order to take S. 2546 from the Speaker's 
table and amend it with the House
passed language. 

The purpose of H.R. 14000 is: 
First, to authorize appropriations dur

ing fiscal year 1970 for (a) major pro
curement, and (b) research, develop
ment, test, and evaluation by the De
partment of Defense; 

Second, to continue the authority for 
merging military assistance financing 
for South Vietnam, other free world 
forces there, Laos, and Thailand, with 
the funding of the Department of 
Defense. 

Third, to authorize the personnel 
strengths for fiscal year 1970 for the 
Selected Reserve of each of the Reserve 
components of the Armed Forces; and 

Fourth, to provide other authorities 
and impose certain limitations with re
speot to procurement actions, and for 
other purposes. 

The total authorization is $21,347,-
860,000. Of this amount $13,926,460,000 
is for procurement, as follows: $6,963,-
800,000 for aircraft, $3,138,260,000 for 
missiles, $3 ,591,500,000 for naval vessels, 
and $232,900,000 for tracked combat 
vehicles. 

The balance of the authorization, $7,-
421,400,000 is for research, development, 
test and evaluation, as follows: $1,664,-
500,000 for the Army, $1,990,500,000 for 
the Navy-including the Marine Corps
$3,241,200,000 for the Air Force, $450,-
200,000 for the defense agencies, and 
$75,000,000 for the emergency fund. 

H.R. 14000 includes, among other 
things, a limitation of active duty mili
tary personnel strength to 3,285,000, 
effective July 1, 1970; elimination of $142 
million for TOW missile procurement; 
$110 million reduction in tracked vehicle 
authorizations; a IO-percent cut in re
search, development, test and evaluation 
funds; reductions in OV-1 Mohawk, the 
Cheyenne helico,pter, the CH-46E Sea 
Knight, the Hawk missile, air defense 
control, XM-43 launcher, and the fast 
deployment logistics ships. 

Mr. Speaker, there is ample time for 
the bill to be thoroughly gone into during 
debate and I urge the adoption of House 
Resolution 561 in order that the bill may 
be considered. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may 'Con
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, as stated by the distin
guished gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
YouNG), House Joint Resolution 561 does 
provide 4 hours of debate with an open 
rule for the consideration of H.R. 14000, 
the military procurement and research 
and development authorization for fiscal 
year 1970. It does provide that the bill will 
be read by title and that subsequent to 
the passage of the bill the language of the 
House bill can be substituted for that of 
the Senate bill. 

I understand there will be a number 
of amendments offered and we had some 
question in the Committee on Rules as 
to the amount of time. The Committee 
on Armed Services asked for 3 hours. 
Some Members wanted considerably 
more. So we agreed on 4 hours. I think 
that should be adequate time with the 
time under the 5-minute rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to commend 
the Committee on Armed Services, its 
distinguished chairman and the ranking 
minority member, as well as other mem
bers, and particularly the staff, for the 
tremendous cooperation they have ex
tended in connection with this measure. 
When we wanted to program this bill 
last week for today, we had to have ad
herence to our rules. I know that the 
staff worked well into the night to pre
pare this report which they hand deliv
ered to our office Saturday so that we 
could have the report and bill to com
ply with our rules, which require that 
we have the bill 24 hours before it is 
heard in the Committee on Rules. 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize 
funding during fiscal year 1970 for major 
military procurement programs and the 
military research, development, and eval
uation efforts. The bill also authorizes 
the personnel strengths for the Selected 
Reserves of the Armed Forces. 

Authorizations contained in the bill 
total $21,347,860,000. Of this amount 
$13,926,460,000 is for military procure
ment of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, 
and tracked combat vehicles; $7,421,-
400,000 if for research and development 
programs. This is $615,800,000 below 
what the Defense Department formally 
requested on April 15. When the termi
nated manned orbiting laboratory and 
the Cheyenne helicopter costs are re
moved, the bill is still $47,100,000 below 
the Department's revised request. 

The procurement authorization is 
broken down among the Armed Forces 
as follows: 
Army: 

Aircraft-----------------
Missiles ------------------
Tracked combat vehicles __ _ 

$570, 400, 000 
780,460 , 000 
195, 200,000 

Total----------------- 1,546,060, 000 

Navy and Marine Corps: 
Aircraft------------------ 2,391,200,000 
Missiles ------------------ 871, 400, 000 
Tracked combat vehicles___ 37,700,000 
Vessels--- -- -------------- 3 , 591,500,000 

Total- - --------------- 6,871,700,000 

Air Force: 
Aircraft------------------ 4,002,200,000 
Missiles ------------------ l, 486, 400, 000 

Total------ - ---------- 5,488, 600,000 
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The research and development author
izations are broken down as follows: 
Ariny --------------------- $1,664,500,000 
Navy and Marine Corps_____ 1, 990, 500, 000 
Air Force __________________ 3,241,200,000 
Defense agencies___________ 450, 200, 000 
Emergency fund----------- 75, 000, 000 

Total --------------- 7,421,400,000 

A number of major defense programs 
or systems are covered by the bill. These 
include the Safeguard ABM system, the 
C-5A transport, the construction of nu
clear powered surface ships, and the ad
vanced manned strategic aircraft. 

The authorizations contained in the 
bill for the Safeguard system total 
$746,400,000; of this total $345,500,000 is 
for hardware procurement with the re
maining $400,900,000 for continued re
search and development. The projected 
total cost of the complete ABM system 
called for by the President last March 
is $10,300,000,000. The committee be
lieves both that the system will work 
and that it is n~cessary to begin deploy
ment this year. 

On this last point, the committee 
points out that the Soviets have de
ployed their ABM system around 
Moscow. They also note that the SS-9 
ICBM now used by the Soviets is aimed 
primarily at knocking out our Minute
man missile silos, not at our cities. Pro
tection is necessary. Our Safeguard sys
tem would also be very helpful in stop
ping all-out nuclear attacks by others 
than the Russians or an accidental 
launch by any nation. 

The bill contains $940,000,000 for pur
chase of the C5-A transport. This will 
purchase the first 23 such planes along 
with the necessary spare parts. This 
plane can carry a 100,000-pound payroad 
2,900 miles and return without refueling. 
Because of its double-deck construction 
83 soldiers can be carried along with all 
types of heavy equipment, guns, trucks, 
tanks, and so forth. 

The committee discusses the problem 
of the cost overruns on the C5-A. This 
overrun is estimated at approximately 
$1,300,000,000; all of this was not rea
sonably foreseeable by either the depart
ment or the contractor. The procure
ment contract technique used in this 
instance was a new one and not fully 
perfected. Mistakes have been discovered 
and cured. 

The bill authorizes $100,200,000 for re
search and development of the advanced 
manned strategic aircraf~the new 
bomber-something the committee be
lieves is vitally necessary and which past 
Defense Secretaries have opposed. Also 
authorized is $44,900,000 for further re
search and development of the new tank 
in which we are cooperating with West 
Germany. No procurement is authorized 
on either project. 

The reported bill adds about $1 b11lion 
to the requested authorizations for ship
building, bringing the total authorized 
for this item to $3,591,500,000. Author
ized is a new nuclear aircraft carrier at 
$515,000,000, eight destroyers, three at
tack submarines, and one nuclear guided 
missile frigate. Not included in the bill 
are funds for the fast deployment logis
tic ships; this continues the policy the 
committee took last year. 

The bill also sets the ceiling on per
sonnel of the Armed Forces selected re
serves for fiscal year 1970. These are: 
Ariny National Guard ______________ 393, 298 

Ar1ny R.eserve -------------------- 255,591 
Naval R.eserve -------------------- 129,000 
Marine Oorps R.eserve-------------- 49,489 
Air National Guard________________ 86, 624 
Air Force R.eserve__________________ 50, 775 
Coast Guard R.eserve______________ 17, 500 

Finally, section 407 of the bill estab
lishes a new temporary ceiling of 3,285,-
000 on the overall active duty personnel 
of the Armed Forces. This figure will re
quire an actual decrease of 176,300 mem
bers by July 1, 1970. The reductions are 
allocated among the services as follows: 

Ariny ----------------------------- 34,000 
Navy ----------------------------- 72,000 
Air Force------------------------- 50,000 
Marine Corps ---------------------- 20, 300 

This reduction in active duty person
nel during fiscal 1970 is expected to re
sult in savings of approximately $2,000,-
000,000. 

The committee voted t.o report the bill 
36 to 3. The bill is supported by the De
fense Department, as shown by depart
mental letters contained in the report. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of the 
rule and reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
ttme as he may consume t.o the distin
guished majority leader. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker I take this 
time merely to advise Members that if 
this bill is finished tomorrow, it will be 
our plan to adjourn over until Monday. 
If we do not finish it t.omon~w. we will 
have to continue on with it on Friday. 
We, of course, want to accommodate the 
Members while at the same time not 
wishing to cut off anyone. However, I 
would like to make this announcement 
at this time so the Members may be ad
vised accordingly. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr . .Speaker will the 
gentleman yield? ' 

Mr. ALBERT. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I, too, ex
press the hope of the distinguished ma
jority leader that we can complete the 
general debate today even though the 
rule provides for 4 hours of general de
bate-that we may finish that sometime 
today and then proceed to what the gen
tleman from Oklahoma has in mind to
morrow and complete action on the bill. 

Mr. ALBERT. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 

minutes to the distinguished gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. O'NEILL) for 
the purpose of debate only. 

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in opposition to House 
Resolution 561, which calls for consider
ation of H.R. 14000 with 4 hours of 
debate. 

I cannot object too strongly to the 
great mistake I believe we are making 
here today. 

We are going to discuss an authoriza
tion of more than $21 billion for military 
procurement, and for new weapons tha.t 
may mean an entirely new defense and 
military policy. 

Four hours is simply not enough. It is 
not only that we would be authorizing at 
a rate of almost $5 ¥2 billion an hour, but 

more importantly, we are to consider 
such major new weapons systems as the 
antiballistic-missile system, the MIRV. 
new planes, and missiles. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. I shall 
be happy to yield to the gentleman from 
South Carolina. 

Mr. RIVERS. The authorization is not 
for $23 billion. It is for $21.3 billion. 

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. I am 
sorry. I thought it was $23.1 billion. I 
stand corrected. I Inisread my notes. 

Mr. RIVERS. If the gentleman wants 
an authorization of $23 billion I am sure 
we can amend it to bring it up to that 
amount. 

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. In
deed you would. We discussed it before 
the Rules Committee yesterday and I 
thought it was $23.1 billion but the 
worthy chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services says it is $21.3 billion. 
However, it is still the largest procure
ment or authorization bill that has ever 
come before the Congress, or before any 
legislative body in the annals of history. 

There is disagreement among the 
Members as to the worth of these systems 
and equipment. There was a minority 
report and additional views on the com
mittee's bill. 

We cannot dispose of such important 
legislation in a mere 4 hours. 

The other body discussed this bill for 
2 months-are we to discuss a bill of this 
magnitude and significance in 2 days? 

In the Rules Committee yesterday I 
attempted to obtain an open rule, with 
10 hours of debate divided equally be
tween the majority and the minority, 
with each side pledging one-half of its 
time to the minority view of the bill. 

I believe this is the only fair and the 
only sensible way in which this bill can 
be discussed and voted on. 

The committee's report was not avail
able until Monday morning. This has 
scarcely been sufficient time to digest 
the report, the minority views, and to 
adequately think about each weapon and 
each weapons system. 

Yesterday, our committee was told 
that there is no need for additional time, 
that each Member of this body knows 
how he is going to vote on the bill. 

That may be true, but I doubt it. 
Perhaps each of us knows how he will 
vote on ABM and MffiV, but there are 
many other programs and weapons in 
this bill that have not been widely dis
cussed nor thought about. 

I do not believe that intelligent de
bate will have no effect on Members• 
decisions. 

I have read the cominittee report and 
the minority views. I know that I will 
support certain amendments. But I also 
know that the five members of the 
Armed Services Committee who wrote 
the minority report have much more in
formation that they would like to im
part to their colleagues. I would like to 
hear them and I would like my col
leagues to hear them and obtain the 
benefit of their knowledge and their 
views; and a dialog will be good for 
the public. 

I intend to vote against the ABM. In 
1968 I was one of a handful of Mem
bers who voted against it. I think this is 
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a system that is unproven, unnecessary, 
and wasteful. I would like my colleagues 
to have the benefit of the views of the 
writers of the minority report, and I am 
sure they have much to say. 

I believe we could easily spend the en
tire 4 hours on that one issue. 

MIRV deserves and requires much 
more time. If the authorization is 
granted we will be entering an entirely 
new phase of the arms race-an area 
I believe that will bring the Nation much 
more harm than good. 

I would like to see much more time 
spent on the consideration of each weap
ons system. 

There seems to me to be too much 
waste in the defense budget, uncalled 
for overruns, needless expenditures. 

I am also worried about the timing of 
some of this procurement. Weapons and 
systems have not been sufficiently tested 
or developed to enter this stage of pro
curement. Why must we buy now when 
we are not prepared to specify or test 
what we are buying? 

There are other programs that need 
to be funded. The Nation's needs cry· 
out for help. Our domestic l)roblems need 
funding of the programs we have passed. 

What good will be accomplished by 
thousands upon thousands of weapons, if 
there is no nation to save or protect? 

In the past 5 years we have granted 
more than 4 hours' time to at least 10 
pieces of legislation. 

The Civil Rights Act of 1964, 10 hours; 
The Housing and Urban Development 

Act of 1965, 6 hours; 
Medicare, 1965, 10 hours; 
OEO Amendments in 1966 and 1967, 8 

and 6 hours, respectively; 
Model cities in 1966, 6 hours; 
ESEA of 1965, 6 hours; 
Law enforcement in 1967, 5 hours; and 
Extension of the surtax and the elec-

toral college's reform this year, 5 hours 
and 6 hours. 

Today we will begin discussion of ex
traordinarily important legislation. This 
legislaition may ultimately mean the pos
sibility of war is lessened or increased, 
that billions are wasted or are used for 
other programs that the Nation des
perately needs. 

I believe we need more time to discuss 
this among ourselves, to give the public 
the benefit of our views and facts, to 
insure that the minority opinon has time 
to make its case and present its view of 
the facts and its understanding of our 
defense needs. 

I oppose this rule, because the destiny 
of this great Nation cannot be considered 
and disPosed of in 4 hours. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON). 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak
er, I had not intended to take the floor 
today to speak on this rule. I think my 
colleague, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. SMITH) has certainly in very ade
quate fashion performed the duties on 
our side of the aisle explaining what the 
rule is about. 

I do, however, take 2 minutes to tell 
this House that I join in many of the 
sentiments which have been expressed 
by the gentleman from Massachusetts 
<Mr. O'NEILL). He knows I supported 

him in the Committee on Rules when 
this question came up, on the motion 
that would have allowed additional time 
for discussion of this very important bill. 
I am not suggesting, when I agree with 
him on that, that I share all of the reser
vations that he has about this bill. It so 
happens that I am for the ABM. He is 
against it. But I do have to somehow 
rise to object to the increasing tendency 
in this House to feel that you should not 
take the time under general debate or 
under the 5-minute rule to explore 
fully the arguments pro and con. There 
are some, I suppose, who think that only 
those on the committee are privy to all 
of the knowledge and all of the expertise 
on what are admittedly some very com
plicated and some very technical fields. 

But it is for that very reason, I think
for that very reason we ought to have 
more debate here on the floor of this 
House, and particularly this bill coming 
on today as it does-and the announce
ment that has just been made by the 
distinguished majority leader, which I 
think makes it clear that an effort is 
going to be made to finish this bill in 
order that we not have a Friday session. 

I would express the hope that Mem
bers will not be offering motions to cut 
off debate, when we get to the 5-minute 
rule and there are people who want to 
be heard on both sides of these very diffi
cult and controversial questions, and that 
we will have that opportunity for debate, 
that is not, unfortunately, available un
der the rule itself. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to 
the distinguished majority leader. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, the gentle
man from Illinois has placed an inter
pretation on my remarks which I 
thought should be clarified, and that is 
why I have asked him to yield. 

I did say that if this bill is not finished 
tomorrow night, we will meet on Friday. 
I thought it was incumbent upon me as 
majority leader to let the Members know 
that there is a very decided possibility 
of a Friday session and that Members 
should make arrangements accordingly. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. May I as
sure the distinguished majority leader 
that I intended no c,riticism, actual or 
implied, of his announcement. I do not 
mean to imply that he is using that as a 
device to cut off debate. What I am sug
gesting, and I think it is realistic to ex
pect, however, in view of the pressures 
that will begin to mount, because we 
know that a Friday session is forthcom
ing, that perhaps Members will become 
anxious to see a limitation placed upon 
the debate. 

I have some engagements for Friday 
myself and I would be very happy myself 
to cancel them to stay here because I 
think it is important to give the Mem
bers a chance to be heaTd on this bill. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gentleman 
from Alabama <Mr. ANDREWS). 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Speaker, I agree wholeheartedly with the 
gentleman from Massachusetts <Mr. 
O'NEILL) that this is one of the most im
portant bills ever to come before this 
House for consideration. 

This bill is focused on Vietnam-on 
that ugly war that has been going on for 
far too long. 

Mr. Speaker, I support this rule and 
I will supPQrt the bill. As a. member of 
the Defense Appropriations Subcom
mittee, I will do my part to see that the 
provisions of this bill are implemented 
with funds. 

Now people say "Nixon's war," "John
son's war," "Kennedy's war." This is 
America's war. But, unfortunaitely, it 
seems that only those who are really 
interested in the war are those who have 
loved ones in South Vietnam. We are 
fighting the smallest country we have 
ever engaged in a war, and yet the war 
has lasted longer than any war in the 
history of this Nation. 

We were not fighting to win under the 
other administration. We are not fighting 
to win under this administration. I renew 
my plea to the President: "If you are not 
going to fight to win, get out of there, 
lock, stock, and barrel." It is an injustice 
to our troops in South Vietnam to keep 
them down there in a war which they 
know they will not be permitted to win. 
That is not the American way of fighting 
a war. 

I do not believe in pulling out troops 
piecemeal, because every time you pull 
out a contingent of troops, you endanger 
the lives of the remaining troops. 

Those who think any good will come 
out of the peace conference in Paris are 
just whistling in the dark. It took them 
2 months to decide what size and shape 
table they would sit around. Do you know 
it is costing Russia $1,200 million a year 
to keep this war going? It is costing Red 
China $200 million a year to keep it 
going. So for $2 billion Russia and China 
have their most powerful potential en
emy pinned down, and when I say pinned 
down, in my opinion that is an under
statement. Of course they do not want 
the war to end. Look what the envoys 
do when they leave Hanoi to go to Paris. 
They stop first in Peking, in Moscow, 
and then in Paris. When they leave Paris 
they go to Moscow, Peking, and back to 
Hanoi. 

There is but one way to get out of 
South Vietnam honorably, and that is to 
win the war and defeat the enemy. I have 
said for years the greatest way to fight 
this war is just to pick up the telephone 
and call them in Hanoi and say, "If you 
are not out of there within 30 days, we 
are going to bring you to your knees. We 
think we can do it with conventional 
weapons.'' 

I have talked to many high-ranking 
Air Force people. They do not tell our 
committee, because if they did, their 
heads would roll off their shoulders. But 
I get them in the restaurant for a cup 
of coffee or a bowl of bean soup and they 
say, "We can win this war if given per
mission." 

Curt LeMay told our committee: 
You should not leave two bricks together 

with mortar in North Vietnam. 

Now, let us act like men. Let us act 
like Americans. Let us fight this war to 
win or, as was said in the Navy when I 
was in the Navy, "Get the hell out of 
there." 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
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minutes to the distinguished gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MOORHEAD). 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I have 
asked for this time on the rule because 
although I am not a member of the 
Armed Services Committee I have, 
through service on other committees, be
come familiar with some of the matters 
contained in the bill. 

I serve on the Military Operations Sub
committee which this year held extensive 
hearings on the subject of procurement. 
I serve on the Subcommittee on Economy 
in Government of the Joint Economic 
Committee which held extensive hearings 
this year on the subject of national pri
orities and the military budget. From 
both of these hearings I have concluded 
that the American people, :first, will not 
tolerate waste or mismanagement in pro
curement and, second, would pref er the 
Congress to spend less rather than more 
than amounts re<;uested by the Defense 
Department. 

The C-5A is a classic case of waste 
and of questionable practices in procure
ment. It is a buy-in bail-out deal. The 
contractor bought-in at a :figure so much 
below the Air Force cost estimate that 
this might have been the reason for a 
number of corporate officers selling large 
blocks of stock a few months later. 

A few months later when it appeared 
to Air Force Secretary Brown that there 
would be cost overruns he believed that 
he was protected because this was sup
posed to be a :fixed price contract. I dis
covered a memorandum quoting the Sec
retary making the following comment: 

The overhead rates are Lockheed's prob
lem, aren't they? Can they increase our price 
beyond the ceiling? I don •t think so. 

There is a memorandum replying to 
that comment which says: 

You are correct in your statement that 
Lockheed cannot increase our price of the 
current C-5A contract beyond the contract 
ce111ng-providing we introduce no changes 
to that contract. 

This memorandum was ref erred to an 
Assistant Secretary who was described 
by a witness before our Military Opera
tions Subcommittee in the following 
words: 

I know of one such Secretary who will tell 
you that he held.eves no defense contractor 
should be allowed to lose money on a govern
ment contract. 

At that time it seems clear that the Air 
Force Secretary did not know of the re
pricing formula under which, if the Air 
Force was willing, the contractor would 
be paid so much for the second run, or 
run B, of the airplanes that it would be 
bailed out of its losses on the :first run. 

I understand that the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. PIKE) will offer an 
amendment to delete this bail-out run of 
23 C-5 airplanes. Mr. Speaker, this 
amendment should be adopted because 
these 23 airplanes are unnecessary; be
cause the 58 C-5's which we will have 
without the additional 23 will be suffi
cient; because the aircraft has not yet 
been brought up to performance specifi
cations; and because it is doubtful that 
we will ever again authorize the use for 
which it is intended, which is in connec-
tion with the massive intervention of 
large numbers of American troops into an 

underdeveloped country, like Vietnam, 
which has no improved airports. 

The second thing that I learned as a 
result of the hearings before the Joint 
Economic Committee was that the people 
expect us in Congress to be a check upon 
the Pentagon. This is in accordance with 
the Constitution. Of late much has been 
said and written about clause 1 of section 
2 of article II of the Constitution which 
provides: 

The President shall be Commander in 
Chief of the Army and Navy of the United 
States. 

Under the Constitution the President 
commands whatever Armed Forces are 
provided to him but the decision as to the 
number of soldiers and sailors, and 
whether they shall be equipped with 
Sheridan tanks, and how many aircraft 
carriers, under our Constitution, is not 
his to make. 

The so-called "war power" clauses of 
the Constitution are clauses 11, 12, 13, 
and 14 of section 8 of Article I of the 
Constitution. 

These clauses provide that Congress 
has power, "to declare war, to raise and 
support armies, to provide and maintain 
a NaVY, to make rules for the government 
and regulations of the land and naval 
forces." 

The war power clauses of the Consti
tution which give Congress authority "to 
raise and support armies, to provide and 
maintain a Navy" and so forth, were not 
inserted for the purpose of endowing 
the National Government with Power to 
do these things, but rather to designate 
the branch of Government which should 
exercise such Powers. 

These provisions grew out of the con
viction that the Executive should be de
prived of the sole power of raising and 
regulating fleets and armies which 
Blackstone attributed to the King under 
the British Constitution. 

I submit, therefore, that whlle we have 
the power to authorize, for example, 
more naval vessels than are requested by 
the Department of Defense we should be 
very reluctant to do so. If we do so I be
lieve we are out of step with the Amer
ican people. 

I, therefore, will support the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. PIKE) to strike the $1.023 bil
lion add-on for the shipbuilding program 
to reduce the program to the level of sup
Port agreed to by the administration and 
authorized by the other body. 

Included in the unrequested add-on is 
money for long-lead items for nuclear 
carrier No. 70 even though the other body 
so seriously questioned the future use
fulness of carriers that it directed a spe
cial study of this subject to be made. 

In this connection I note that in his 
supplemental views the gentleman from 
California (Mr. LEGGETT) says: 

I make no pretense that the Committee has 
considered the greater defense policy issues 
of the size of or necessity of a 15 carrier task 
force. 

Under our constitutional duty to pro
vide for the common defense and general 
welfare and "to provide and maintain a 
Navy," that is exactly what we should 
consider. 

Do we need to maintain our superiority 

in attack carriers over the Communist 
nations at 15 to O or will 12 to O or some 
other :figure be adequate to provide for 
the common defense? The Soviet Union 
does not now have a single attack car
rier in their entire fleet. In their mod
ernization program there is no indica
tion that they expect to construct any
thing but light helicopter carriers. They 
appear to believe, and they may be right, 
that large attack carriers are becoming 
increasingly obsolete. 

I recognize that there is a need for 
modernization of our Navy, and the bill 
without the add-on provides for modern
ization. But I think, at this time of in
flation, the modernization program 
should be developed at the slowest safe 
pace and should not proceed at a pace 
faster than that requested by the De
partment of Defense. 

I believe that the unrequested add-on 
should be deleted. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. FINDLEY). 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I listened 
with great interest to the remarks 
by the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. 
ANDREWS) just a moment ago when he 
was discussing the dilemma proposed by 
the conflict in Vietnam. What he said 
about either getting in or getting out, 
winning the war or pulling out lock, 
stock, and barrel reflects sentiments I 
have heard expressed often in my own 
district. 

I feel we have a resPQnsibility in the 
Congress to help at least to deal with 
fundamental questions like this. I would 
like to ask the gentleman from Alabama, 
if he feels inclined to respond, whether 
or not he feels it would be in order under 
these circumstances, in order to clarify 
this issue and bring it to a head and get 
public discussion undertaken here in this 
great forum, to introduce a resolution of 
war declaration. Understand, I am not 
suggesting it because I do not favor that 
course of action, but I am sure the gentle
man was sincere in what he said, and I 
would appreciate a response if the gentle
man would feel inclined to respond. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Speaker, if the gentleman will yield, if 
I thought a resolution would do any good, 
I would introduce it. I am not a prophet. 
The gentleman saw what happened in 
Massachusetts. The war was an issue. 
The American people are not going to 
put up with a way of life which results 
in 1,500 to 2,000 casualties a week. I will 
make a prediction, and it will not sound 
good, even though I am not a prophet. 

I am going to predict, if this war Is 
going next year 80 percent of us sitting 
Members will have to :find something 
else to do. The American people are not 
going to stand for it any longer. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Would this not add 
further justification to the gentleman's 
action of introducing such a resolution? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Perhaps 
I did not understand the gentleman's 
suggestion. 

Mr. FINDLEY. In other words, the 
political problem the gentleman says we 
all face together with this unpopular 
war, I would think, would motivate the 
gentleman to give substance to. the views 
he just expressed by causing him to in-
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troduce a war declaration and do it 
quickly. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I would 
be willing to introduce it. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gentleman 
from California (Mr. HANNA). 

Mr. HANNA. I thank the gentleman 
for giving me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I assure the Members I 
am not going to speak as a specialist on 
military affairs. I will leave that to my 
leader and friend who heads the com
mittee. 

There is an aspect to this I believe 
needs our close thought and considera
tion. I should like to speak a little more 
on the subject brought up by the gentle
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. MOORHEAD) 
about our procurement policy. 

If we are going to spend $21.3 bil
lion we are going to do it through the 
procurement policies we have been fol
lowing, and I suggest that those pro
curement policies indicate something is 
wrong or we would not have some of the 
problems that keep their heads popping 
up and embarrassing both the Govern
ment that is spending the money and the 
industry that is trying to do the job 
for the country. 

I happen to represent a district in 
which a good deal of the work is done 
for some of the programs in defense. 
Discussing these problems with people in 
my district I have come to some con
clusions I should like to take this op
portunity to share with the Members. 

It seems very clear to me when we 
have a procurement policy in new weap
onry that starts out with a contract that 
is trying to describe something which 
has not yet been bunt. We then sit down 
to say, ''We are going to have a closed 
bid operation on that thing which has 
been very ill-defined," and then come to 
the point where it ls actually to be 
constructed and find we have to make 
some adjustments-this means overruns. 

When contracts are being made under 
our present procurement policy, the peo
ple who are in charge, who dominate so 
far as the Government is concerned, and 
sometimes on the other side, are ac
countants. When we get to the execution 
of the contract it is put then in the hands 
of engineers. Engineers work in the real 
world with practical demands and prac
tical limitations ultimately the original 
contract must adjust to their real world. 
This reads out as negotiated change 
orders. Change orders read out as over
runs. Overruns read as higher costs and 
then somebody has to take the rap. 

It kind of reminds me of a situation 
which happened in the Army. A certain 
major was always dreaming up new and 
different projects for his unit. The fel
low who had to see that the men carried 
them out was the sergeant. One day the 
major came in to "chew out" the ser
geant, as he often did when one of his 
great ideas failed to achieve success as 
he had envisioned it. The major said, 
"Sergeant, what is the trouble?" The 
sergeant said with immense sarcasm, 
"The same old thing, I guess, sir; this 
is a program conceived by a genius and 
carried out by an idiot." 

It seems to me, whenever we have one 
group in charge of setting up a contract, 

which has one frame of reference that 
includes very broad, ill-defined ideas, 
and then ask somebody else to do it, 
the result is usually different than the 
conception. 

We must come on line with some kind 
of realistic view. Perhaps what we need 
is a policy that recognizes the difficulties 
of defining a prototype weapons system. 
A negotiated contract for the prototype 
that reflects the difficulties of construct
ing something that has never been built 
before is in order. And then once we 
have a real firm understanding of what 
can be accomplished we can put the 
f ollowup contracts out to bid. For then 
we will be dealing in concrete terms and 
progress, costs, and delivery can be 
measured by real standards. What I am 
suggesting is a separate approach for 
a contract calling for a first-of-a-kind 
system. Contracts for followup hardware 
can then be based on tangible standards 
determined during the development of 
the prototype system. 

I believe if we do not change our pro
curement policies to something along the 
order of which I just suggested we will 
continue to have overruns, overruns, 
ovierruns in negotiated and bid contracts. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that we 
ought to have enough experience to know 
by now that that is not the way to go. 
There is another instance that hap
pened that I think you should know 
about. When we have problems with 
these things the reaction in the Pentagon 
is generally to send out some more men 
to watch over the shoulders of the people 
who are doing the job. Now these men 
are coming on the line with no experi
ence, and the result of what they do slows 
up the whole process. And you have an 
overrun. Then, in response, a whole group 
of other people are assigned to try to find 
out what is going on. This slows things 
down even more. 

It is obvious we cannot continue in 
this way. We have to find a better way 
to do it. If we are going to spend $21.3 
billion doing what we have been doing 
up to now, it seems to me we will not be 
able to justify to the taxpayers and to 
the consumers the impact this spending 
is going to have on this Nation. 

I hope that as a part of this program 
we will somewhere here in this bill or 
somewhere here in this House indicate 
that we are asking for-no, demanding
a procurement approach in the expendi
ture of this money which will leave us 
where we are not embarrassed every time 
we try to justify what is being done. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. Moss). 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, I want to pay 
my compliments to the statement made 
by the distinguished gentleman from 
Massachusetts <Mr. O'NEILL), and to the 
concurring remarks made by the gen
tleman from Illinois <Mr. ANDERSON). 

I think it is time that this House be
come concerned over the role it is being 
relegated to, that of less and less signifi
cance in the Government of the United 
States, that of less and less significance 
in the legislative processes of the United 
States. We are being forced time and time 
again to consider under conditions of 
limitation the most far-reaching policy 

commitments any legislative body in the 
world is called upon to consider. The gen
tleman from Massachusetts pointed out 
that under 4 hours of general debate we 
will be discussing at the rate of in ex
cess of $·5 billion an hour. More signifi
cantly, how many hundreds of billions 
of dollars are implicit in some of the 
policy decisions which will be made. in 
connection with the authorization of this 
bill? Must it always be said of the House 
that it fails to consider; that it does not 
know what it is doing; that it does not 
act upon the facts? I voted this year for 
an open rule on taxes because I felt that 
I was sent here as a responsible legisla
tor and I feel that we should have leg
islated on that issue openly and not 
forced to take a paeka.ge or reject it. The 
other body, with unrestricted debate, has 
the opportunity for every Member to gain 
the knowledge he should have as an 
effective legislator. I say to every Mem
ber of this body that there is no issue 
upon which you are receiving a greater 
volume of mail today than those which 
are contained in this bill. 

We ought to know what we are doing. 
We ought to have adequate time to en
gage in a meaningful debate and not be 
forced to compact it all into 4 hours. I 
know what is going to happen. We are 
going to try to get the 4 hours out of 
the way probably today and then under 
the pressure of avoiding a Friday ses
sion try to limit debate tomorrow. 

If we debated this thing for a week we 
would be giving it inadequate attention. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOSS. I would be happy to yield 
to the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

Mr. RIVERS. Did the gentleman from 
California ask the Rules Committee to 
grant any additional time? 

Mr. MOSS. The gentleman from Cali
fornia was occupied in the Committee 
on Interstate ::md Foreign Commerce 
in a markup session to attempt to elimi
nate the problem of overcrowding in the 
Nation's airways which he regards as 
one of the most frightening domestic 
crises we face. 

Mr. RIVERS. For which I congratu
late the gentleman. The gentleman is 
doing a terrific job. 

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. FRASER. Would the gentleman 
agree that if a vote should occur on 
the adoption of the rule, a vote against 
the adoption of the rule would indicate 
our concern about the problem of having 
inadequate time during which to dis
cuss this bill? 

Mr. MOSS. I would certainly inter
pret that vote as indicating that we do 
not have enough time during which to 
evaluate and debate all of the aspects 
of this legislation. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOSS. I yield to the distinguished 
minority whip. 

Mr. ARENDS. It just so happens that I 
am in charge of 2 hours on this side of 
the aisle. The manner in which things 
happen at this time, if the Members stay 
on the floor this af temoon, I would not be 
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surprised but what there will be a lot of 
time for discussion and debate on this 
issue. I do not feel that anyone will be 
shut off. I think there will be time avail
able here this afternoon to Members con
cerned during which to discuss this bill. 

Mr. MOSS. I would say to the distin
guished minority whip that he is a very 
wise legislator, one for whom I have tre
mendous respect. However, the gentle
man knows that a lot of Members will 
not be here because of the 4-hour limita
tion and because they know unless they 
are a member of the Committee on 
Armed Services, they do not have the 
chance of the proverbial snowball in hell 
of addressing themselves to the issues 
contained in this legislation. 

Mr. ARENDS. That is why I made the 
statement to my good friend, that I think 
they will find within the time allocated 
for general debate, if they are here, time 
during which to be heard. 

Mr. MOSS. I think we should insure 
that the time is available. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from California has expired. All 
time of the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
YOUNG) has expired. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself 30 seconds. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
on this statement just made about vot
ing down the rule, I would like to call 
the attention of the Members of the 
House to the fact that if we vote down 
the rule, school is out. They w111 have to 
go back to the Rules Committee for a.n
other rule and then have it back here 
on the floor of the House next week for 
consideration. That will take a consider
able amount of time. When the rule was 
under consideration in the Committee on 
Rules some wanted general debate 
limited to 3 hours while others wanted 
10 hours. We gave them 4 hours. When 
the time for general debate was arrived 
at, the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services said he 
would not attempt to start cutting off 
debate and I do not believe that anyone 
w111 be foreclosed from speaking on this 
bill. I think they will get ample time to 
discuss this issue. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from South Caroltna. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I told the 
members of the distinguished Rules Com
mittee-and it ls interesting to note that 
not one person from the bleeding heart 
society was there to oppose the rule-
that I felt 3 hours of general debate was 
sufficient. The distinguished gentleman 
from ·Massachusetts (Mr. O'NEILL) said 
that we needed 10 hours in which to dis
cuss this bill. I said, "Well, give us 
10. I did not come here to fight you." If 
I wanted to take on anyone, it would 
not be the gentleman from Massachu
setts. 

I told the Rules Committee to give 
us what they thought was necessary. 
If the House does not like this rule, 
then turn 1t down. My term ends a 
year from next January, so I wlll be here 
that long. If you want to debate this 
thing as long as the other body debated 
1t, go ahead and do 1t. 

I am going to read to this House how 

many committee meetings we had and, if 
necessary, I will tell you how much time 
was taken by those who wrote the addi
tional views. Everyone had his time. As a 
matter of fact, some people probably had 
more time than they deserved. 

Now, I want the House to understand 
one thing. If overnight the military has 
become so terrible, repudiate them. 

It is a popular thing to do now to take 
out after the m111tary. If you want to 
take out after the military, go ahead and 
doit. 

I was elected by this House as the 
chairman of our committee, and we have 
38 fine members. We have disagreements, 
and we try to handle them on a high 
plane. 

When this bill was reported out only 
three members voted against the bill
three members. I will read the vote on 90 
percent of the amendments offered dur
ing the write up of the bill. Nobody-but 
nobody-was run over. That is not the 
way we operate in our committee. 

I want this House to do exactly what 
it wants to do, but I am going to call out 
the cards; and I am going to give you 
the facts, 1f and when I am allowed to 
give them to you. But until then, 1f you 
think 4 hours are not enough, vote the 
rule down, send it back to the committee. 
I will take whatever time you give me, 
and I will be glad to have it, and I will 
not impugn anybody's motives. I do not 
believe that overnight lightning struck 
the intelligence tap of the Rivers family 
tree, as far as my source of intelligence 
goes. 

Now, insofar as these Johnny-come
lately military experts are concerned, I 
want them to know that I do not claim 
to have all the knowledge there is about 
military matters. I do not question any
body, but I do not like the idea of people 
throwing darts at this committee by say
ing that we have led somebody down the 
primrose path. 

We held over 63 committee hearings. 
We were in session for about 7 weeks, and 
we had 30 related subcommittee meet
ings. I do not believe it is going to take 
us 2 % months to tell the story. If we do, 
I think the whole Committee on Armed 
Services ought to resign. I can tell my 
story in less than 2 % hours. 

Now, do what you wish to do, but for 
heaven's sake let us take up this bill. We 
are pretty late. The cupboard is pretty 
bare since the late Robert Strange Mc
Namara once presided over the Defense 
Department. I remember something 
about that. I can tell you something 
about the cost overruns on the F-111, 
and I can tell you about the cost over
runs on other defense items. But the mil
itary are not the only people who have 
had cost overruns; for example, the Ken
nedy Cultural Center. There are many 
nondef ense cost overruns. 

If the gentleman from Massachusetts 
wants us to take more time to talk, I will 
take 12 hours. But let me say this, Mr. 
Speaker: When the gentleman from New 
York, the beloved MANNY CELLER, came 
1n here with his so-called civil rights 
bllls and his so-called voting right b1lls--
aimed at only six Southern States-we 
could hardly get sufficient time to say 
good morning. But I do not recall any 
complaints from the voices I have heard 

here today. It was just that we got in too 
late. The fellows south of the Mason
Dixon Line just lost their turns, that 
was all. 

Where were these people who were 
hollering for equality? They did not seem 
to care about that. I did not complain. I 
have been here long enough to know that 
this is a coldblooded place. 

But this is your military. If you do not 
want to provide for it, then go ahead. 
This is your military, and this is your 
Committee on Armed Services. If you 
want to repudiate us, that is your respon
sibility. 

I will give you the facts as best I can. I 
will not complain about the results. 

Now, let us vote and see just exactly 
where we stand. We are very late. 

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, wm the gentleman yield for a 
1-minute statement? 

Mr. SMITH of California. I will yield 
briefly to the gentleman. I will yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts. 

Mr. O'NEil.L of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I just want to comment on the 
remarks made by the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. RIVERS), the chair
man of the committee. He asked for 3 
hours and he said that is the prerogative 
of the Committee on Rules and the Com
mittee on Rules can give or take as much 
time as they want. 

He said: 
I have no objection. 

He says: 
I will take 10 hours or 12 hours or any

thing you want to give us. I think we can 
get by with 3 hours. 

The truth is we made different motions 
before the committee and the commit
tee came up with 4 hours. Overnight I 
have been greatly concerned with the ac
tions of the committee and I do not feel 
that it is enough time. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that the House 
votes down the rule and that it wm go 
back and the bill w111 be brought up next 
week. , 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I think the matter has been adequately 
debated on the rule. 

I urge the adoption of the rule and 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
ordering the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present and 
make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms w111 notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the 
roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were--yeas 324, nays 61, not voting 45, 
as follows: 
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[Roll No. 195 I 
YEAS-324 

Abbitt Frelinghuysen Montgomery 
Abernethy Frey Morgan 
Adair Friedel Morse 
Adams Fulton, Pa. Mosher 
Albert Fulton, Tenn. Murphy, Ill. 
Alexander Fuqua Myers 
Anderson, Ill. Galifianak.is Natcher 
Andrews, Ala. Gallagher Nelsen 
Andrews, Garmatz Nichols 

N. Dak. Giaimo Nix 
Annunzio Gonzalez O 'Konski 
Arends Goodling Olsen 
Ashbrook Gray O 'Neal, Ga. 
Aspinall Green, Oreg. Passman 
Ayres Griffin Patman 
Baring Griffiths Pelly 
Barrett Gross Pepper 
Beall, Md. Grover Perkins 
Belcher Gubser Pettis 
Bennett Hagan Philbin 
Betts Haley Pickle 
Bevill Hall Pirnie 
Blackburn Hamilton Poage 
Boggs Hammer- Poff 
Boland schmidt Pollock 
Brademas Hanley Preyer, N.C. 
Bray Hansen, Idaho Price, Ill. 
Brinkley Harsha Price, Tex. 
Brock Harvey Pucinski 
Brooks Hastings Purcell 
Broomfield Hathaway Quie 
Brotzman Hays Quillen 
Brown. Mich. Hebert Randall 
Brown, Ohio Heckler, Mass. Rarick 
Broyhill, N.C. Henderson Reid, Ill. 
Broyhill, Va. Hicks Reifel 
Burke, Fla. Hogan Rhodes 
Burke, Mass. Horton Rivers 
Burleson, Tex. Hosmer Roberts 
Burlison, Mo. Hull Rogers, Colo. 
Bush Hungate Rogers, Fla. 
Byrne, Pa. Hunt Rooney, N.Y. 
Byrnes, Wis. Hutchinson Rooney, Pa. 
Cabell !chord Rostenkowski 
Caffery Jacobs Roth 
Camp Jarman Roudebush 
Carter Johnson, Calif. Ruppe 
Casey Johnson, Pa. Ruth 
Cederberg Jonas St Germain 
Chamberlain Jones, Ala. Sandman 
Chappell Jones, N.C. Satterfield 
Clancy Jones, Tenn. Saylor 
Clark Karth Schade berg 
Clausen, Kazen Scherle 

Don H. Kee Schneebeli 
Cleveland Keith Schwengel 
Collier King Scott 
Collins Kleppe Sebelius 
Conable Kluczynski Shipley 
Conte Kuykendall Shriver 
Corbett Kyl Sikes 
Corman Kyros Sisk 
Cowger Landgrebe Skubitz 
Cramer Landrum Slack 
Cunningham Langen Smith, Call!. 
Daniel, Va. Latta Smith, Iowa 
Daniels, N.J. Lennon Smith, N.Y. 
Davis, Ga. Lloyd Snyder 
Davis, Wis. Long, La. Springer 
de la Garza Long, Md. Stafford 
Delaney Lujan St anton 
Dellen back Lukens Steed 
Denney McClory Steiger, Ariz. 
Dennis Mccloskey Steiger, Wis. 
Dent McClure Stephens 
Devine McCulloch Stratton 
Dingell McDonald, Stubblefield 
Donohue Mich. Stuckey 
Dowdy McEwen Sullivan 
Downing McFall Symington 
Dul ski McKneally Taft 
Duncan Macdonald, Talcott 
Dwyer Mass. Taylor 
Edmondson MacGregor Teague, Calif. 
Edwards, Ala. Mahon Thompson, Ga. 
Edwards, La. Mailliard Thompson, N.J. 
Eilberg Marsh Thomson, Wis. 
Erlenborn Martin Tiernan 
Esch Mathias Tunney 
Evins, Tenn. Matsunaga Udall 
Fallon Mayne Ullman 
Feighan Melcher Utt 
Findley Meskill Van Deerlin 
Fish Michel Vander Jagt 
Fisher Miller, Calif. Vanik 
Flood Miller, Ohio Vigorito 
Flowers Minish Waggonner 
Flynt Minshall Waldie 
Foley Mize Wampler 
Ford, Gerald R. Mizell Watkins 
Foreman Mollohan Watson 
Fountain Monagan Watts 

Weicker 
Whalen 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitten 
Widnall 
Wiggins 
Williams 

Wilson, Bob 
Wilson, 

CharlesH. 
Winn 
Wold 
Wolff 
Wright 
Wyatt 

NAY8-61 

Wylie 
Wyman 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young 
Zablocki 
Zion 
Zwach 

Anderson, Fraser N edzi 
Calif. Gaydos Obey 

Ashley Gibbons O'Hara 
Biaggi Gilbert O 'Neill, Mass. 
Biester Green, Pa. Ottinger 
Bingham Gude Patten 
Bras co Hanna Pike 
Brown, Calif. Hechler, W . Va. Podell 
Burton, Calif. Helstoski Pryor, Ark. 
Button Howard Railsback 
Chisholm Kastenmeier Rees 
Clay Koch Reid, N.Y. 
Cohelan Leggett Reuss 
Conyers Lowenstein Riegle 
Coughlin McCarthy Robison 
Culver McDade Rosenthal 
Derwinski Madden Ryan 
Eckhardt Meeds St . Onge 
Edwards, Calif. Mikva Stokes 
Evans, Colo. Mink 
Ford, Moorhead 

William D. Moss 

NOT VOTING-45 
Addabbo 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Bell, Calif. 
Berry 
Blanton 
Blatnik 
Bolling 
Bow 
Buchanan 
Burton, Utah 
Cahill 
Carey 
Cell er 
Clawson, Del 
Colmer 

Daddario 
Dawson 
Dickinson 
Diggs 
Dorn 
Eshleman 
Farb stein 
Fas cell 
Gettys 
Goldwater 
Halpern 
Hansen, Wash. 
Hawkins 
Holifield 
Kirwan 
Lipscomb 

McMillan 
Mann 
May 
Mills 
Morton 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Powell 
Rodino 
Roybal 
Scheuer 
Staggers 
Teague, Tex. 
Whalley 
W ydler 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the fallowing 

'pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Addabbo for, with Mr. Hawkins 

against. 
Mr. Holifield for, with Mr. Fa.rbstein 

against. 
Mr. Rodino for, with Mr. Powell against. 
Mr. Teague of Texas for, with Mr. Scheuer 

against. 
Mr. Daddario for, with Mr. Diggs against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Mills with Mr. Bow. 
Mr. Carey with Mr. Cahill. 
Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr. Wydler. 
Mr. Celler with Mr. Morton. 
Mr. Blatnik With Mr. Bell of California. 
Mr. Kirwan With Mr. Eshleman. 
Mr. Staggers With Mr. Berry. 
Mr. Gettys with Mr. Dickinson. 
Mr. Fascell with Mr. Lipscomb. 
Mr. Dorn with Mr. Buchanan. 
Mr. Colmer with Mr. Goldwater. 
Mr. Blanton with Mrs. May. 
Mr. Anderson of Tennessee with Mr. Del 

Clawson. 
Mr. McMillan with Mr. Burton of Utah. 
Mr. Mann with Mr. Whalley. 
Mr. Roybal with Mr. Halpern. 
Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mr. Daw

son. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The doors were opened. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I move that 

the House resolve itself into the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for the consideration of the 
6111 (H.R. 14000) to authorize appropri
ations during the fiscal year 1970 for 

procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval 
vessels, and tracked combat vehicles, re
search, development, test, and evaluation 
for the Armed Forces, and to prescribe 
the authorized personnel strength of the 
Selected Reserve of each Reserve compo
nent of the Armed Forces, and for other 
purposes. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
South Carolina. 

The motion was agreed to. 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill H.R. 14000, with Mr. 
ROSTENKOWSKI in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 

gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
RIVERS) will be recognized for 2 hours, 
and the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
ARENDS) will be recognized for 2 hours. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. RIVERS) . 

Mr. RIIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

It took a long time to get here, Mr. 
Chairman, but here I am. 

Mr. Chairman, today we consider the 
annual weapons procurement and re
search and development bill that totals 
over $21 billion-as a matter of fact, it is 
$21.3-plus btllions. 

My remarks will not be too detailed, 
because many members of the commit
tee are going to participate in this de
bate, because I observe-or get the in
ference from what has transpired before 
the adoption of this rule--that there are 
a lot of people seeking information, and I 
will not be surprised if we have a very 
large attendance here this aftemoon
indeed, I hope we will, because if we do 
have a quorum here I think we can finish 
this bill reasonably soon. 

It is not going to take me 2% months 
to present you with all the facts. I can 
say aH I have got to say in a much shorter 
time than that. I think we have sense 
enough to solve this question in a much 
shorter time than that. 

This bill is for your security and your 
country. It provides hardware for our 
military. 

I am expendable. I have been here 
almost 30 years, but if I lose this one 
it will affect all of you. ' 

I hope that I will not in any way say 
anything that will offend anybody-at 
least, I will try not to. I want to discuss 
this matter as dispassionately as we can, 
and I shall assign, as I said, to each of 
you the same heart and purpose that I 
want you to assign to me. 

The Congress and the people have seen, 
this year, a wider discussion of our de
fense budget than ever before. This, from 
the overall view, I assure you, in my 
opinion, is a very good thing. The extent 
of the debate in the Congress and the 
wide coverage of this discussion in the 
press has given everyone, the Congress 
and the people, a much better under
standing, and a much better knowledge 
of what exactly is involved in defending 
this country and in keeping our commit-
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ments with free nations throughout the 
world. 

World leadership is a tough business. 
America has assumed this role of world 
leadership, and we cannot forfeit it. We 
just cannot forfeit this leadership. We 
are the only ones who can handle it, so 
now let us handle it. 

But, as helpful as the discussion has 
been, I feel that, because of the way some 
of it has been handled in the press, there 
is pretty good reason to believe that there 
are some misunderstandings somewhere. 

One reference in the press was to the 
effect that "open season" has been de
clared on the Armed Forces. This kind 
of statement would indicate that per
haps things are getting somewhat out of 
hand. I hope that no responsible person 
in this country feels that there is an open 
season on your military. They are your 
flesh and blood-born of your bodies. 
They are doing the best they can. I do 
not think they seek glory on the battle
field of Vietnam, especially since they 
have been ordered not to seek victory, 
yet 38,000 American lives have been 
lost-get that and do not forget it. 

Certainly this year has seen greater 
questioning of our defense budget and 
of Armed Forces matters generally. As 
chairman of the committee, I do not 
object to this. 

There are even more questions being 
asked now than there were, as some of 
you will remember, in the days of the 
B-36 controversy when we had a lot of 
questions being asked. 

But this is not, in my opinion, by any 
reach of the imagination, the declara
tion of an open season on the men who 
wear the colors of my country-your 
country. Perhaps it is time to sit back 
and do a little self-appraisal. I say this 
because I feel from my reading of the 
press that there is a very real danger 
that the people of the country-through 
misunderstanding-can come to the 
point of losing faith in our civilian and 
military leaders and in the Department 
of Defense. This is a most dangerous 
thing. 

We, as individuals and Americans, are 
not militaristic-we are antimilitaristic. 
The military comes under civilian con
trol-where it belongs. We are funda
mentally civilian in our attitudes and 
beliefs. This is as it should be. Many of 
our fathers and grandfathers and great
grandfathers came to this country to es
cape oppressive military rule or to avoid 
military service to a government in 
which they could not and did not believe. 

Perhaps it is partly this tradition and 
history that has brought a substantial 
number of our people and some o.f their 
Representatives in the Congress to the 
point of questioning the very foundation 
of our national defense itself. I do not 
object to this. What is wrong with it? 
Everything should stand the searching 
light of public questioning. 

But a traditional American attitude 
that is quite reasonable in its genesis-
the questioning of any governmental de
cision whatever it may be-is becoming 
excessive, and to my mind dangerously 
excessive, in its application. 

If I have the time I am going to an
swer some of the many erroneous state
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ments that were made in the statement 
attributed to the gentleman who signed 
the additional views. 

I did not have the time to answer all 
of those mistakes in that statement, but 
I will try to get around to answering 
a couple dozen of them or something in 
that neighborhood, if I have the time. 

Mr. LEGGET!'. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIVERS. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. LEGGET!'. I would say that the 

gentleman from South Carolina had the 
privilege of having the additional views 
in his hand before you published your 
main majority report. We did not have 
your majority views in our hands when 
we published our additional views. So it 
was no handicap to the gentleman. 

Mr. RIVERS. I would not publish any
thing of which I am not certain. 

A famous writer wrote these words: 
A lie will hold its throne a whole age 

longer if allowed to skulk behind the shield 
of some fair seeming name. 

I would not publish anything of which 
I am not certain. 

We have got to be responsible. Never 
has there been any virtue in irresponsi
bility. Our great Speaker has always said 
we have got to be responsible. We have 
got to be strong. We have got to uphold 
our President, regardless of who he may 
be, because when he makes a decision he 
is speaking for all of us. And I am going 
to back him up to the limit of my ca
pacity. 

Today, many people in this country 
are finding their objections to militarism 
as necessarily extending to a distaste for 
even commonsense affairs. It is anti
militarism gone completely berserk. This 
is illogical. This is frought with danger. 
There can be no doubt that this misun
derstanding, this misinterpretation of 
the word "militarism" does exist. 

We were not ashamed in World War 
II to call America the arsenal of de
mocracy. Hitler said: 

I fear the productive capacity of America. 

Our industrial complex was not a bad 
word then. 

Kipling said this: 
It's yes, sir, Mr. Atkins, when the bands 

begin to play--

And, Mr. PIKE, you can quote the other 
stanza better than I. But I tell you this: 
Do not let us fall into the ditch blaming 
somebody else for our own mistakes. 
There is room enough for us all to par
ticipate in this high privilege of saving 
what is left of this great country. 

Our international difficulties do not 
arise because we have a large Military 
Establishment. We have a large Military 
Establishment because there are those 
who threaten us. That is the only rea
son. Do you want to bring everyone home 
from NATO. Go ahead and do it. I do not 
think it would be wise. I do not think we 
can bring everybody back from the Pa
cific. I do not think it would be wise. 

We must face the cold facts of life. 
Are we going to heed these facts or dis
regard them? There are only two courses. 
We are not in a debating society now. 
The question now is preparation for sur
vival. You can participate if you want to. 

If you do not want to do so, that is your 
responsibility. 

Have you forgotten the vote in this 
House, Mr. Chairman, on the fortification 
of Guam? How many of those people who 
were here then would like to relive that 
day? Some of you must remember that 
vote. We are not saying that we must 
satisfy some newspaper editor or some 
TV commentator or the howling mob. 
We have a higher issue here. 

Have you forgotten the Frenchman 
who said when he saw the mob in the 
street, "I've got to go out there and see 
in which direction they are headed, be
cause after all I am their leader." 

The other day two young men called 
on me. They had just been freed. They 
had just been freed from a jail in Hanoi. 
One of them came to me and mentioned 
the names of some Members of this 
honorable body whose words were played 
over and over again. He said, "I was so 
glad to hear your name mentioned." 

I said, "What did they say about me?" 
He said, "It wasn't anything good, but 

we sure wanted to applaud." 
I said, "Why didn't you?" 
They said, "We wanted to live." 
That is the kind of enemy we face. 
This is the kind of enemy we face and 

he will kill us if we let him. 
I am not talking about the things 

that are necessary to give our men a 
chance-at least some chance of vic
tory. God forbid that another holocaust 
should come in our time. We will not 
have the luxury of time again. Inciden
tally, should we lose our military superi
ority, church is out for us all. I am not 
here referring to the anti-ballistic-mis
sile system or to more or fewer nuclear 
submarines or to aircraft carriers. I am 
not talking about the morality or im
morality of the war in Vietnam. I am 
talking about the danger of adopting 
an inadequate bill. 

Heaven help us all if the position pre, 
vails of those who say we can grow 
stronger by lowering our guard or we 
can achieve a world Utopia if we lay 
down our guns. I say: "We are a peace
loving people and we will prove it by 
laying down our weapons. If you are as 
nice and as reasonable and as free from 
intention to attack us as we are to at
tack, of course you will do the same 
thing.'' 

It just does not work out that way. 
At least it never has, and I do not think 
it is going to sta;rt in 1969 or during my 
lifetime. I am not that silly or that naive. 
I question no one's patriotism in this 
House. I have something else to do. But 
I appeal to the judgment of Members 
and I appeal to their judgment as re
sponsible men, and I appeal to the rea
son of those who are as dedicated as 
I am. 

As for the objections that have been 
raised and will be raised in connection 
with this military procurement and re
search and development bill, certainly no 
one can question the right or obligation 
of Congress to look in the closest fash
ion into the vast expenditures authorized 
in this bill. Close analysis of some of 
these programs can go far toward bring
ing out the facts and helping to clear 
the air of suspicion and misapprehen-
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sion that is now so prevalent both in 
the Congress and in the public mind. 

But let us exercise the greatest care 
to a void the danger of overshooting the 
mark, of attacking excesses in an ex
cessive fashion. There are indeed defects 
in our Defense procurement procedures, 
but there are also deep and abiding dan
gers which face this country. I feel cer
tain that many share my concern that, 
in countering the one, we may run the 
danger of contributing to the growth of 
the other. We can rightly deal with the 
excessive costs of weapons systems and 
the failure of systems to perform in the 
manner intended, but if our view is lim
ited to errors made and does not extend 
to the defensive and offensive position 
that this country needs to achieve, we 
will have failed to maintain a proper bal
ance in our search for a reasonable and 
adequate national defense. 

We think in generalities, all of us, but 
unfortunately we must live in detail. It is 
just a fact of life. It is an acceptable if 
not proven generality that militarism is 
bad. Generalities have no surface points 
to contact that one can grasp, but below 
the surface are those particulars, those 
small hard facts that we are sometimes 
unwilling to grasp or to gather. It is in
deed a true generality that war is a ter
rible thing, but it is a hard fact of life 
that some wars must be fought. 

I wish I knew how to stop them. If I 
did, I would not be in this Congress. It is 
an attractive generality that peace and 
the plucking of fruit from the tree is a 
way of life devoutly to be sought, but it 
is also a hard fact that he who would 
pluck the fruit often is confounded by 
the common enemy. Remember that. 

It is a disturbing generality that the 
making of machines of destruction is 
contrary to our higher ethic, but it is a 
hard fact that someone with a gun is 
even now on the horizon. 

Booby traps and pitfalls, I can a.ssure 
you, were here long before Vietnam. This 
world is not a garden of Eden. In the real 
world in which we live comforting self
serving generalities just do not exist. 
They just do not exist. 

So let us debate matters of defense in 
an atmosphere of good sense, but let 
us not make the military the whipping 
boy in the process. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, w111 the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIVERS. I will yield to the gen
tleman from North Carolina any tlme 
he wants to ask me a question. 

Mr. JONAS. The gentleman owns a 
house in Charleston, S.C., a home? 

Mr. RIVERS. That is about the only 
thing I do own. 

Mr. JONAS. The gentleman, I hope, 
has never experienced a fire in that resi
dence? 

Mr. RIVERS. Not in my house. 
Mr. JONAS. Does the gentleman carry 

insurance? 
Mr. RIVERS. I pay for it. I have to pay 

it in installments. 
Mr. JONAS. The gentleman does not 

consider the insurance he pays for pro
tection against fire wa.sted money, does 
he? 

Mr. RIVERS. I know what the gentle
man is talking about. I know what he 
means. 

We must have this insurance. We never 
need a fire engine until the fire breaks 
out. 

Let me tell the gentleman a story. Once 
we had a Secretary of Defense--! do 
not know whether he is st111 living or 
not-who wa.s closing up everything. He 
came to me and he said, "we have got this 
MATS outfit"-we changed the name of 
MATS to MAC-"over at the National 
Airport, and we have got a fire engine. 
We do not need that fire engine." I said, 
"why of course you do not need it. Sell 
it. You are never going to have a fire at 
National Airport. Those planes are not 
going to crash. Get rid of it." Do you 
know what? He did get rid of it. 

Mr. JONAS. If you have a fire and do 
not have fire insurance you are going to 
be sorry you do not have insurance. 

Mr. RIVERS. Then you have had the 
course. 

There is an attractive generality about 
peace. 

We can have our differences. That is a 
part of our system. But let us avoid the 
seeking of simple answers to difficult 
problems through name calling. This 
does not serve any purpose. 

We are all on the same side. In our 
committee we had some very fine debates. 
We had differences. When the final anal
ysis came, three out of 39 voted against 
it. Our batting average is pretty good. 
Even the good Lord had two out of 12 
against him when the going got rough, 
so I do noit think that our batting aver
age is too bad. 

I know the imperfections I have. 
Somebody said I wa.s the southern dis
tributor for mistakes. If somebody did 
not say it, somebody should have said it. 

So let us all start at the same place 
and end up at the same place in this day 
of debate and discussion, so we can find 
some answers. 

In another context, John W. Gardner, 
who is fairly prominent around these 
parts, said that "America needs physi
cians, not executioners." John Gardner 
is right. This is what we need. I agree 
with that statement. 

So now let me deal briefly with the bill. 
Let me deal briefly with some of the 
highlights of the bill. 

As I said before, other members of 
the committee will deal with particulars. 
They are knowledgeable. They will par
ticipate in this debate. I do not want to 
take their time. 

This bill before you totals $21,347,860,-
000. This includes $14,926,460,000 for 
procurement and $7,421,400,000 for re
search and development and test and 
evaluation. 

This bill is $615.8 million less than the 
revised budget submltJted by Defense 
Secretary Laird on April 15. 

It is $1.8 billion less than the budget 
originally submitted by Secretary Clif
ford for the Department of Defense in 
January. After submitting his budget 
Secretary Laird terminated the manned 
orbiting laboratory and the Cheyenne 
program. If the money saved on these 
two programs were included, the present 
bill is $47 .1 million less than the Laird 
budget of April 15. Our bill is $1,288,360,-
000 more than the Armed Services Com
mittee of the Senate approved and $1,-
358,974,000 more than the final bill 

passed by the Senate. Our bill is still 
$277,890,000 less than the authorization 
bill passed by the House last fiscal year. 

Now, you can see, with all of this in
flation, that we have combed this with 
the finest of combs. The committee has 
given more time to a thorough study of 
the items contained in this bill than any 
previously made in my memory, and I 
went on this committee when it was 
founded and before that I was on the 
Naval Affairs Committee. The full com
mittee has been working on this bill for 
more than 6 months. We had a total of 91 
meetings that contributed to the bill be
fore us today. We had 61 full committee 
meetings on the bill. In addition there 
were 12 sessions by our Seapower Sub
committee headed by the distinguished 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. BENNETT), 
and nine meetings by a special subcom
mittee on the Army tank headed by the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. STRAT
TON). There were six meetings by the 
subcommittee headed by the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. PRICE), which was 
made up of members formerly on the 
Research and Development Subcommit
tee and which will be reestablished. There 
was also meetings by the Anti-Submarine 
Warfare Subcommittee. 

Every working minute, every working 
day we have dedicated ourselves to this 
bill. If we have made a mistake, it may 
be because we just did not know how to 
do anything any better. I can assure you 
we have done the very best we know how 
to do. I am jealous of this committee. It 
ha.s been an illustrious group that hal 
headed up this committee, and I do not 
propose to sit down and see anybody de
grade it. I do not propose to sit down and 
not defend it. I do not hold anything 
against any member of the committee. 
This is not my committee. This is your 
commitee. This is your committee. If you 
do not think it is run democratically, ask 
every member on it. Everybody has his 
say. 

The hearings of our committees on this 
legislation to date fill 2,660 pages, not 
counting the additional hearings by the 
subcommittees to which I have referred. 
We have had our full staff devoting virt
ually its full working time to this bill for 
about 6 months. I want to say that all 
members of the committee have worked 
dillingently on this legislation. All mem
bers have had an opportnuity to make 
a contribution, and we have taken time 
to consider divergent views. Ask any 
member of the committee. 

Now let us get to what this thing is 
about. 

The very real threat posed to this 
country is the Soviet threat. The Soviet 
military development of recent years is 
covered thoroughly in our committee re
port on pages 8 through 13. I hope you 
will read them. 

Other members of the committee I am 
sure will want to address themselves to 
this phenomenon. 

I want to particularly stress to all 
Members of the House the great leap 
forward taken by the Soviet naval au
thorities in recent years-and the So
viets have obviously made a conscious 
decision to compete for the position of 
dominating seapower, to dominate see.
power totally not only in the Russian 
waters but elsewhere. 
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At this very minute they are walking 

into the vacuum of the Indian Ocean. 
The Soviets are not just modernizing 
their navy. They are using it. They are 
demonstrating that they understand the 
totality of seapower. They understand, 
the combined effect of a modern naval 
force--a vigorous and modernized naval 
fleet, an expanded merchant marine and 
fishing fleet and then, of course, re
search, and development in this and 
other areas is recognized to the fullest 
in this Soviet effort. Right today there 
are ships off Nantucket. Right today 
there are ships off my native South 
Carolina. They have been there so long 
that I think that they feel they have a 
right to occupy the waters off South 
Carolina. And, they are not kidding; 
they are not kidding. They have been 
all around the world. They have got the 
power to back it up. 

The great growth of Russian combat 
power is discussed fully in the important 
report of our Seapower Subcommittee 
which is chaired by the gentleman from 
Florida <Mr. BENNETT) and which is now 
a best seller in England. 

The Soviets now have the largest sub
marine force in the world. They have 
some 350 subs, including 65 nuclear
powered submarines. We have 140; 58 
percent of the ships of the Soviet Navy, 
58 percent, is under 10 years of age, 
while 58 percent of ours are over 20 years 
of age. Less than one-quarter of 1 per
cent of the ships in the Soviet Navy are 
over 20 years of age. It is because of 
these facts which were revealed by a 
thorough review conducted by the gen
tleman from Florida <Mr. BENNETT) and 
his Seapower Subcommittee that the 
committee added $960 million to the ad
ministration's request for the modern
ization of the Navy. And, let me say here 
that this $960 million was the figure that 
the Navy recommended. This is not our 
figure. Every singlE. ship of every cate
gory counted in that $960 million were 
the ships the Navy asked for. The com;; 
mittee did not put these in as the result 
of some fanciful idea based solely on its 
own knowledge. We got the information 
from headquarters. 

This ls but the first installment of a 5-
year program that shall have to be 
funded to as much as $4 b1llion a year 
if we are to catch up with the Soviets 
and again be the first naval power in the 
world. 

Now, the Soviet power is a real threat. 
It exists now. It speaks more eloquently 
of the realities which we have to face 
here today than all of the noble speeches 
I or any member of this committee, 
may make on the subject. 

We have all manner of experts in this 
country today telling us tha-t we should 
be stopping our own national security 
developments, that the Russian threat 
will go away. Who believes this? You 
have not forgotten what happened in 
Czechoslovakia, have you? They are just 
plainly not kidding. You do not think 
that they are in the Mediterranean just 
for the purpose of a leisurely Mediter-
ranean cruise. If you think so, just go 
down and look at them. They are loaded 
for bear. Take that from me. You can 
get all kinds of brilliant analyses from 

people who have never smelled gunpow
der. 

And let me say this: With reference to 
this addition for the Navy I speak for 
the highest authorities. 

The President of the United States has 
promised me that he is going to proceed 
with this addition in as orderly a fashion 
as he can, and as fast as he can. And I 
do not believe Richard Nixon would say 
that if he did not mean it. He happens to 
be concerned for the U.S. Navy. 

In this connection I inserted into the 
RECORD yesterday an answer to the study 
group on two things I do not recall what 
pages they are on, but if you will look 
in the RECORD today you will find what 
I inserted in answer to the study group 
on the overall defense picture, and also 
from Adm. Hyman J. Rickover, a fellow 
well known for his knowledge on nuclear 
propulsion. Read these. They might help 
you. It would help to resolve some of the 
questions that are assailing you because 
of so much misinformation being put 
out. 

The committee has approved some 
major programs as recommended by the 
administration, and in these we are not 
in conflict with actions of the Senate. 
These include the ABM, the C-5A, the 
F-15, the F-14, the AMSA and a nuclear 
carrier. The Safeguard antiball1stic mis
sile system approved in the b111 will pro
vide $345 million to begin procurement. 
And then there is the additional $400 
million for R.D.T. & E. for the Safeguard 
system. The House will recall that we 
already provided in our military con
struction authorization funds for con
struction of R.D.T. & E. facilities for 
the ABM in the Pacific. 

Keep in mind that the deployment that 
would be started by the ABM procure
ment funds in the b111 will not provide 
the first phase of the Safeguard until 
1974. If the second phase is required, it 
would not be in place until 1976. By that 
time-the experts tell me that the Rus
sian SS-9 threat, if continued at its 
present development, will be a serious 
threat to our land-based retaliatory 
forces. 

Now, this is what worries us. We have 
spent in the past some $4 billion on 
ABM research and development work, 
and all of that is available to the Safe
guard system. 

The extensive hearings held by our 
committee on this issue have shown that 
the ABM can be made to work, and is 
technologically feasible. Other members 
of the committee will express themselves 
fully on this point. And I will answer 
you like Senator PASTORE answered some 
of the skeptics in the other body: Do 
you not tell me that the brains who sent 
those boys to the moon, and who brought 
them back here to tell us--"! walked on 
the moon."-do not tell me that the 
brains who sent them and brought them 
back cannot shoot down something that 
is man made. Anybody who makes a 
weapon can find a way to neutralize it. 
That has never failed in the history of 
the world. And I would not deprecate 
the energies and the efforts of my own 
fellow Americans to say that we cannot 
shoot down a missile that is headed for 
New York or Washington, or Philadel-

phia or Chicago or San Francisco, or 
Los Angeles, or some missile site. I would 
not say that of my scientists. I believe 
they can do it. 

I know good and well that we can af
ford it. Any nation that is approaching a 
trillion dollars gross national product 
can afford to spend enough to survive. 

As Senator Pastore said: 
What good is it to have a belly full of food 

and no place to live? 

Sam Rayburn said: 
I would rather be a live American with an 

empty pocketbook than a dead one with a 
full one. 

It is as simple as that. I would just hate 
for that missile to head for one of our 
teeming metropolitan centers and not be 
able to do something about it. If we do 
not, somebody will jump up and say: 
"Why didn't Congress give us the ABM?" 

I can say, "Not me-I urged you to 
adopt it." And I believe you will. And I 
do not think it is going to be by one vote 
either. 

We have a great group on our side who 
have been advising us and who have not 
failed us in the past. I believe like the 
rock of ages, they will come through now. 
This is my posi,tion on the ABM. It is as 
simple as that. I would rather have it 
than want it. How can you beat that? It 
is like a raincoat. I would rather have it 
on my arm than want it on my back. 
Nobody ever dislocated his arm carrying 
a raincoat. 

Now you have read that there are five 
other people in this nuclear club. Com
munist China, France, England, Russia, 
and the United States. 

McNamara said that we needed only 
one radar face to detect an attack. This 
would give us coverage of only 180 de
grees at most. The Ru.ssian scientists 
have radars that cover 360 degrees and I 
do not know whether the fractional or
bital missile that Russia has is going to 
come up over the North Pole or the Gulf 
of Mexico to this country. But if it comes, 
I want to be ready for it. I think the 
American people want to be prepared. 

That is all I am going to say about the 
ABM. 

The bill includes $940 million for the 
support of the 4th Squadron C-5A81 air
craft. At the proper time we will tell 
you about the C-5A. 

The $52 million requested for long lead 
items for the 5th Squadron was denied 
on the basis that a decision has not been 
made to go beyond four squadrons. 

The C-5A was started some time ago. 
It was not laid down yesterday. 

Lockheed came before our committee 
and said they are going to lose money 
on it. 

I want the C-5A. It is a weapons sys
tem and nothing anywhere in the world 
can take its place. 

You say-why not the 747, built by the 
great Boeing Co.? There is no greater 
company on earth than Boeing. But it 
cannot fill the bill. It is not a weapons 
system. 

The C-5A has 28 wheels on it. It can 
come in on a crosswind and land. That 
did not come out of my head, it came out 
of some scientist's head. This is the larg
est plane ever built and it will work as 
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sure as you are a foot high, It will work 
just like the Polaris built by the great 
Lockheed Corp. out in California. They 
built that Polaris missile. Now it is build
ing the Poseidon. Lockheed is a great 
company and the Poseidon is working. 
That great Lockheed Corp. built the fast
est airplane that this country or any 
country has ever seen. It will build the 
C-5A. I am not going to demean a great 
corporation which has contributed so 
much to our land. 

Consider the great North American 
Oorp., which was down in the dumps 
when the RS-70 did not work. We did 
not give up. We did not say, "Abolish 
the North American Corporation." The 
great committee headed by the gentle
man from California (GEORGE MILLER) 
made money available, NASA awarded 
the Apollo contract to North American 
and through their leadership sent men to 
the moon and back. 

I am not here to deprecate the e:ff orts 
of American industry. I am here to 
say good words for their efforts. That 
is the least I can do. 

Consider the great McDonnell Corp. 
I remember the time the McDonnell 
Corp. had a contract to build a Navy 
plane that never got above the ground. 
What happened to McDonnell? They did 
not give up. They built that great 101, 
in the same series, which is in use today. 
And I do not have to tell this country 
or this Congress what the McDonnell 
Douglas Corp. does today. It is a versatile 
company, building some of the greatest 
planes on earth today, like the F-4 and 
theA-4. 

I believe American industry can rise 
to the challenge. Let us give them a 
hand. Tlley need a pat on the back. If 
they ever needed it, now is the time. Ex
perts are mushrooming all over the place 
like toadstools. I have run across more 
experts in the last year than there are 
dogs at a county fair. You know what I 
am talking about. That is the language 
you use in Georgia. 

But I also know we must have some
thing to take the place of the F-4. The 
F-4 has reached the end of its growth 
potential. The F-4 was laid down in 
1954. It is high time we were moving 
on its successor and that will be the F-15. 

And then there is the F-14. Someone 
has suggested restudying the F-14, but 
I point out that one of the great cor
porations in the country, Grumman is 
building it. Let us let them go ahead and 
continue to build it. The Navy badly 
needs it. 

But I am not going to overlook the 
great General Dynamics Corp. The Gen
eral Dynamics Corp. built the B-58 and 
the F-111. The General Dynamics Corp. 
builds submarines. General Dynamics 
does not need a kick from MENDEL 

RIVERS. But it needs a boost from all 
of you. Look at Fairchild-Hiller and the 
great workhorse the F-105. These are 
all great companies-and America's des
tiny rests in their industrial capacity 
and skill. 

Of course, they make mistakes. They 
make a ton of them. But look at their 
successes. 

Now let us get to the advanced manned 
strategic aircraft, the follow-on for the 

B-52. We do not have one new B-52 in 
Vietnam; did you know that? Not one. 

Do Members know what a new B-52 
is? It is one that is about 10 years old. 
We do not have any new ones over there. 
We have now new pure jet engines, but 
the new engines in the B-52s have the 
fans-and they are 10 years old at least. 

Do we need an AMSA? I should say 
we do. I do not want to frighten any 
Members. I know this Congress is going 
to vote for an AMSA. There is no ques
tion in my mind about it. But there have 
been some statements that the Russians 
are not building an advanced bomber. I 
tell Members I do not believe this, and I 
have very good reasons for making this 
statement. That is all I will say. 

We had better get on with the AMSA 
before it is too late. The experts tell me 
we need an AMSA, and one that can han
dle the problem. We do not have anything 
like that, now. 

What is wrong with the AMSA? For 
years we begged Secretary McNamara to 
start this, and in this bill we give the 
money for the fuselage and configuration 
and engine and other parts. 

Members of Congress have been re
corded in favor of efficiency and economy 
in government. The MIRV program was 
a perfect example of a weapons system 
that does exactly this. It is an offensive 
capability with a classified number of 
warheads, and we can achieve the same 
capability at savings of almost $7 billion, 
the multiple independently targeted re
entry vehicle. In the case of Minuteman 
III, we are able to take advantage of an 
investment already made in the silos and 
launch facilities for the earlier versions 
of the Minuteman missile. 

In the case of Poseidon, we are able to 
retrofit existing Polaris-type submarines 
at a cost far less than that which would 
be required for a new missile submarine. 
with this economical missile. 

Will MIRV work? Four out of the last 
five Poseidon MIRV tests have been com
pletely successful, and five of the last 
seven Minuteman m MIRV tests have 
been successful with an additional one 
being partially successful, and only one 
being a complete failure. 

That is how far we have gone. In my 
opinion this program would truly lend 
credibility to our strategic deterrent. 

Remember, our strategic force is a de
terrent. We do not seek to destroy oth
ers. Our MIRV'ed warheads do not con
stitute a first strike threat against So
viet hardened missile sites. They, there
fore, would not start a new spiral in the 
arms race. The Soviet SS-9 missile on 
the other hand can launch three 5-mega
ton warheads which provide a real threat 
to our Minuteman silos. They can do 
this. 

Nobody in this country died when the 
Soviets were getting ready to put all these 
defenses around Moscow. Why should 
they worry if we do the srune thing in 
New York or Washington or with our 
defensive and offensive capabilities? 

They could not care less. Positively I 
could not care less what they think. I 
want this protection, and our commit
tee is giving the Congress the opportu
nity to accept it or reject it. 

In comparison with the action of the 
other body, the committee has taken 

action on a variety of programs which 
were deleted or reduced by the Senate 
in their action on the administration's 
request. I will not go into these in great 
detail as they are explained thorough
ly in the committee's report on pages 
59 through 79. Let me list a few of these: 
First, we approved $66 million plus for 
the E-2C aircraft which had been de
leted by the Senate. This is a much 
needed aircraft to provide the fleet with 
an airborne early warning capacity. It 
is something they can see with far away 
from our ships. We do not have any
thing this modern. We just want to have 
our fleet have a plane that can get high 
enough and see where the enemy is. 

We approved $165 million plus for the 
S-3A aircraft---,and I w111 tell you what it 
is-for which the Senate made a reduc
tion of $25 million. This is a new anti
submarine aircraft designed for carrier 
use and much needed for the Navy's anti
submarine warfare function. Mr. STRAT
TON will tell you something about this. 

We removed the ban on ~he A-7D and 
A-7E aircraft imposed by the Senate. 
The A-7 aircraft is the only aircraft we 
have for close ground support. This mis
sion was turned over to the Air F'orce, 
and this is the only plane available. It is 
a new plane, subsonic but a superior close 
air support weapons system. 

The total funds requested for the A-
7D and E are $478.7 million. 

The Senate bill reduces to $15 million 
the $60 million requested for the air
borne warning and control system, called 
AW ACS. The committee recommends 
enactment of $40 million for this air
borne surveillance capability with its 
associated command and control com
munications system. AW ACS will provide 
valuable airborne intelligence and battle 
management capability for the Tactical 
Air Command and the Aerospace Defense 
Command. 

The bill provides the full $75 million 
authorization requested for the SAM-D 
surface-to-air missile system which the 
Senate deleted. The SAM-D, on which 
Mr. PHILBIN is an authority, and which 
he will explain to you f uliy, will provide 
a major improvement for defending our 
field armies against an air threat. It 
would replace the Hawk and Hercules 
missiles, which are based on technology 
that is at least 20 years old. It will cost 
less than half as much to maintain, and 
the savings in operation and mainte
nance alone will pay for the system in 
5 to 8 years. 

This is a complicated bill. At the same 
time it is a comprehensive bill. 

The bill authorizes $105 million plus 
for the short-range attack missile, 
SRAM, and $4-0 million for modifying the 
B-52 to carry this missile. 

The Senate bill provided $67 million 
plus for the SR.AM and deleted the funds 
for the modification work on the B-52's. 
The SRAM encountered difficulties in its 
development stages, but recent tests that 
have been held indicate those technical 
difficulties have been solved. 

The SRAM missile is a key element in 
maintaining the capability of our 
manned strategic aircraft to carry out 
their assigned mission through the 
1970's. 

The bill also provides $67 million for 
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the advanced surface missile system; $20 
million for the undersea long-range mis
sile system; $28.1 million for the T-X 
navigational trainer; $10 million for the 
heavy-lift helicopter; $1 million for the 
light intratheater transport; $38.5 mil
lion for the A-37 tactical aircraft; $15 
million for the RF-111 reconnaissance 
aircraft; and $18.5 million for the Conus 
air defense interceptor. 

I said earlier in the day, our cupboard 
is bare. We need many new weapons. We 
do not now have them. This bill is the 
beginning. 

The committee has worked very hard 
in trying to report to you a bill that has 
been considered at great length, and 
which the committee considers to be at 
least what this country can afford to 
maintain if we are threatened. 

I urge you, and respectfully request 
you, to give us your attention. I thank 
you, too, for having given me yours. 

We have done the best we can. 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself as much time as I may consume. 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, the 

Members of the House today are voting 
on perhaps the most important bill of 
the year, and it is a moment when all 
Members of the House must feel the 
weight of their responsibilities. There 
has been a new climate in consideration 
of Defense matters on Capitol Hill this 
year which reflects a climate of ques
tioning and concern throughout the 
country. I find all manner of experts 
ready to give their advice to the Mem
bers of Congress on national defense pol
icy. I have seen newspaper advertise
ments signed by every kind of expert 
from botanists to football coaches. But 
it is the Members of the House here to
day who must make the decision on na
tional defense and he must answer to 
the American people and to history if 
that defense is inadequate. 

I think of something the late Presi
dent Kennedy used to like to quote 
about decisionmaking. It is from the 
Spanish poet Garcia Lorca: 
Bullfight critics row on row 
Crowd the vast arena. full 
But only one man's there who knows 
And he's the man who fights the bull. 

The Members of the House today are 
the ones who know. You are the ones 
who have gotten all of the information 
and heard all sides of the issues. But 
you cannot put responsibility for your 
decision on any number of noted college 
professors or Nobel Prize winners. You 
cannot tum the matter over to Vince 
Lombardi. You must make the decision. 
You must guarantee the adequacy of 
America's defense capabilities-not only 
today but into the foreseeable future. 

The bill before you provides $21,347,-
860,000. This money would do two prin
cipal things: It wm provide $13,926,460-
ooo for procurement of aircraft, missiles, 
tracked vehicles, and ships to provide 
the strength currently needed by our 
Armed Forces. It will provide $7,421,-
400,000 in research, development, test, 
and evaluation to assure the future 
readiness of our defense capability. 

The amount requested in our bill is 
$615,800,000 less than the amount re
quested by Secretary Laird in his re
vised budget of April 15,. It is $47 .1 mil-

lion less when one excludes the Manned 
Orbiting Laboratory and Cheyenne pro
grams. The bill is $1,803,800,000 less than 
what was originally proposed by former 
Defense Secretary Clifford in January 
of this year. 

While the totals in our bill are close to 
what was recommended by the admin
istration I think it should be clear that 
our bill is selective in its reductions and 
in its additions. The committee worked 
its will on this legislation. Nobody could 
call this a rubber stamp bill. We added 
roughly $1 billion in shipbuilding funds 
to start a needed modernization of the 
Navy. We made a reduction in research 
and development, test and evaluation 
funds of $801 million. But we exempted 
certain needed weapans systems from 
this cut since we felt they were vital 
to our capabilities. And we specifically 
directed the reduction and elimination 
of other programs such as the AX air
craft, the TOW missile, the Sheridan 
vehicle, the main battle tank-MBT-
70-and the M-60 AlE2 tank. 

The committee's main reductions are 
discussed throughly in part 3 of the re
port. Those items which the committee 
specifically exempted from the R.D.T. & 
E. cuts are discussed in part 4 of the re
port where the committee's actions are 
compared in detail with changes made 
in the authorization request of the ad
ministration by the Senate. 

COMMITTEE OVERSIGHT 

I want to take a little time to men
tion the effort the committee is making 
to improve its control of the defense 
budget. I believe these efforts are in re
sponse to the general desires of the 
House. 

Hundreds of thousands of transactions 
and decisions take place daily in the 
Pentagon. It is virtually impossible for 
Congress to examine every action in de
tail. The committee, therefore, must work 
to bring about progressive improvements 
in management techniques and to do 
this, it has moved to take on more re
sponsibility for surveillance of Defense 
Department programs. 

I ask the Members of the House to 
reflect a little bit on the great growth in 
committee work over the last decade. The 
first law requiring congressional author
ization of military expenditures for the 
procurement of aricraft, missiles, and 
naval vessels was enacted in 1959. The 
law was further amended by the 88th and 
89th Congresses to require authorization 
for research and development and for 
tracked combat vehicles. This year, the 
committee has included a provision in 
the bill, section 405, to extend the au
thorization requirement to all vehicles, 
all weapons, all ammunition, and the re
lated spare parts for these items. It will 
aid surveillance over $3 billion for the 
annual funding request for procure
ment. 

This will place additional burdens on 
the committee and on its staff but it is 
an attempt by the committee to do an 
even more thorough job on the defense 
program. I might note that two profes
sional staff members from the General 
Accounting Office have been assigned to 
the committee on a continuing basis to 
aid in the committee's important tasks. 

The committee, of course, has had its 
investigative atuhority for 20 years, and 
we have recently sharpened the use of 
this authority to help the full committee 
in making decisions on weapons pro
grams. The actions of the committee in 
the present bill on the General Sheridan 
tank, the M6AlE2 tank, the MBT-70 
tank, and the TOW antitank missile sys
tem is an example of how our inves
tigative efforts have aided our weapons 
decisions. The committee has deleted 
nearly one-quarter of a billion dollars 
from the 1970 funding request for these 
programs. This is because our inves
tigations disclosed basic weaknesses in 
military management which showed 
these funds could be safely eliminated. 
This investigation also made recommen
dations for correcting the management 
deficiencies uncovered. We are going to 
have more of these in-depth examina
tions of major programs in the future 

Proposals were made in the Senate to 
have the General Accounting Office 
handle much of the task of overseeing 
defense programs. Your committee be
lieves that such oversight and direction 
should be a committee function of the 
Congress. The General Accounting Office 
can aid in this work to a considerable 
degree but the responsibility must be 
maintained within the Congress and 
within the appropriate committee. 

As a further effort to improve its sur
veillance of programs, the committee 
added title V to the bill. This provides 
statutory authority to keep the Congress 
fully and currently informed on defense 
programs. The language here is similar 
to the language in the Atomic Energy 
Act which gave authority to the Joint 
Atomic Energy Committee to get all the 
information to be fully and currently in
formed about the activities of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. Again this is a step 
by the committee to help it better per
form the function assigned to it by the 
House. 

SOVIET THREAT 

We have heard a great deal recently 
about the desire for stopping the arms 
race and a need to stop nuclear prolif era
tion throughout the world, but I think 
Members should keep in mind that it 
takes two to tango and it takes both nu
clear powers to bring about a real reduc
tion in nuclear arms. We see no evidence 
that the Soviets are stopping their nu
clear arms development. The evidence is 
quite to the contrary. I urge all Members 
of the House to read the discussion of 
the Soviet nuclear developments which 
begins on page 8 of the committee report. 

The Soviets have developed a missile, 
the SS-9, which can lift a 25-megaton 
warhead and deliver it near one of our 
Minuteman silos with great accuracy. 
This missile is much larger, much more 
accurate in its guidance system, and 
much more expensive than would be re
quired for a retaliatory weapon. The 
~9 does not seem logical-unless it is 
being developed to give the Soviets a first 
strike potential. It is because of this 
missile primarily that we have to be pre
pared with ABM defense. At the present 
rate of deployment and with the MIRV 
capability that will be within the Soviet 
grasp within a few years, the SS-9 would 
give the Soviets a first strike capability 
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against our land-based strategic forces. 
They-Russia-are moving militarily 
full steam ahead. 

This is only part of the threat imposed 
by the Soviets. They have a variety of 
other ICBM's, may soon pass us in num
bers as well as megatonnage of ICBM's, 
have developed a fractional orbital bom
bardment system-FOBS-have devel
oped the capability of launching missiles 
from submarines and, as Chairman 
RIVERS has indicated, have greatly ex
panded and enhanced their naval power. 
They have also expanded and modern
ized their general purpose forces and 
they showed in Czechoslovakia that they 
are willing to use that force to achieve 
their ends. Finally, they have deployed 
around Moscow a beginning ABM system, 
the Golosh, and are pursuing ABM tech
nology with great vigor. 

While we all hope and pray for the 
success of arms limitations talks, let's 
keep in mind that this Soviet power is 
very real and that we have to be pre
pared to counter it if our deterrence is 
going to be viable in the future. 

The committee has approved the De
partment's request for major weapons 
programs that will provide an antibal
listic missile defense system, the Safe
guard; a great addition to our aircraft 
capability, the C-5A; the much-needed 
air superiority fighter for the Air Force, 
the F-15, a long deferred replacement for 
the F-4 aircraft for the Navy, the F-14; 
additional assurance of our offensive de
terrent, MIRV capability for the Minute
man and the Poseidon; and the new 
manned strategic aircraft the commit
tee has long sought, the AMSA. 

The ABM has been the most discussed 
program of the year, both in Congress 
and in the press, and I am sure we are 
going to hear more about it today. The 
Safeguard program, recommended by 
the President and approved by the com
mittee, will use the technology developed 
for Sentinel and previous systems to pro
vide protection for our land-based nu
clear deterrent. It will also provide pro
tection against the potential Chinese 
threat in the late 1970's and against an 
accidental launch of an ICBM. The bill 
provides $345.5 million for procurement 
for the ABM and $400.9 million for re
search, development, test, and evaluation. 
Earlier in the military construction bill, 
we provided $15.2 million for construc
tion of R. & D. facilities for Safeguard. 
Our committee gave extensive considera
tion to the Safeguard proposal, and 
these deliberations satisfied the majority 
that the system can be made to work and 
is required. 

The Soviet military capability provides 
a real threat against our Minuteman mis
siles and our bomber bases in the mid to 
late 1970's. The ABM will provide pro
tection for our Minuteman force and 
will thus be a valuable additional deter
rent. 

Safeguard will not, as some have 
claimed, heat up the arms race. The 
Safeguard is a defensive system which 
could not reach Soviet territory and 
could not start a nuclear exchange. 
I believe it will provide an incentive to 
arms negotiations by showing the Sovi
ets that we are serious about developing 

our deterrent force and convincing 
them that no amount of expenditure on 
their part will permit them in achiev
ing a first strike capability. At the same 
time, it will also show that we are not 
pressing an attack on the Soviets. I think 
the ABM can add to world stability, and 
I think the Russians are going to insist 
upon having their own because of the 
threat they face from China. 

The C-5A :1as also been the subject of 
much discussion and many charges of 
cost overruns. The Committee's de
cision to approve the C-5A was based on 
the military requirement and the capa
bilities of the aircraft. The C-5A is said 
to be the world's largest airplane. Under 
wartime conditions, it will have the capa
bility of delivering a 265,000-lb. payload 
over 3,100 miles at a speed of over 500 
miles per hour. The operating cost of the 
C-5A will be 2.9 cents per ton-mile com
pared to 5.3 cents per ton-mile for the 
present C-141. So the long-range opera
tion and maintenance cost should repre
sent a considerable reduction when com
pared to present aircraft. 

The committee approved the $940 mil
lion for the C-5A in the bill, including 
$481 million for procurement of 23 air
craft. The committee deleted $50 million 
of the C-5A funds requested for pro
curement of initial spares. 

The F-15 will give the Air Force an 
air superiority fighter for the mid and 
late 1970's. Present aircraft cannot be 
economically modified to f ulflll this 
need. 

Failure to develop such an airplane 
will leave our Air Force at a great dis
advantage a decade hence in comparison 
with the Soviet Air Force, which has de
veloped a variety of firstline fighters, 
and which has six new prototype fighters 
in production. 

The committee has authorized a total 
of $450 million in the bill for the F-14 
for the Navy. This includes $275 million 
for procurement and $175 million for 
R.D.T. & E. The F-14, which will provide 
fleet air defense, replaces the F-4, which 
was designed in 1954 and has reached 
the end of its growth potential. In the 
years that the F-4 has been operational, 
the Soviets have developed eight new 
aircraft. 

I would point out that the F-14 must 
operate off an aircraft carrier, and has 
a different mission requirement from the 
F-15. The joint Navy project is develop
ing an advanced engine which will be 
used in both the F-14 and the F-15. But 
the different mission requirements and 
operating environment require different 
airframes for the two planes. 

MIRV, which stands for multiple in
dependently targetable reentry vehicles, 
is a method of carrying more than one 
warhead on a single rocket with guidance 
to take each warhead to a different tar-
get, or to send all warheads to the same 
target with spaced arrival times. We are 
developing MIRV capability on our Min
uteman III and on the Poseidon subma
rine-launched missile, which is a follow
on to the Polaris. I would emphasize that 
our Minuteman missiles are only a frac
tion as big as the Soviet ICBM, and when 
MIRV capability is put into our missiles, 
the size of each warhead becomes that 

much smaller. The relatively small size 
of these warheads precludes the possibil
ity of them being used against hardened 
enemy missile sites. Our MffiV, there
fore, could not be considered a first strike 
weapon. 

American MIRV'ed warheads will be 
too small in size and number to destroy 
the Soviet retaliatory force, although 
they will have a high capability against 
cities. 

The Soviet SS-9, by contrast, is so 
large that it could launch three 5-mega
ton vehicles-which are large enough to 
have a first strike capability against 
weapon sites. The committee felt it was 
prudent, therefore, to authorize this con
tinuing developing work on MIRV to 
make sure our forces are not outstripped 
by Soviet advances. 

The House is aware of the long effort 
by this committee to assure the develop
ment of a manned strategic aircraft. The 
last B-52 came off the production line 
many years ago. And our B-52 force is 
aging badly. The previous administra
tion had sponsored the FB-111 as suit
able for the bomber mission and had a 
long record of roadblocking the AM8A. 
The current administration, after reeval
uation of requirements, recommended an 
increase in AMSA funding to $100.2 mil
lion for fiscal year 1970, compared to the 
previous administration's request for 
$77.2 million. The speeding up of the de
velopment of AMSA is in line with the 
long-held position of our committee and 
we recommend it wholeheartedly to the 
House. 

Dean Acheson, the former Secretary 
of State, a distinguished Democrat, when 
he spoke before the Women's Democratic 
Club, said this: 

I see in America a. growing capacity for 
criticism and a declini:11g ca.pa.city for unity. 

Then he emphasized that all of us 
should recognize that the President of 
the United States is the President of all 
of us and that we should help him, as 
he seeks to bring the war in Vietnam to 
an honorable settlement. An honorable 
settlement, not a surrender, is what the 
people want. 

These, I say, are the words of a true 
patriot, who places country above party. 
I would hope that others would recog
nize, as Dean Acheson does, that the 
surest and quickest way to achieve an 
honorable settlement of the war in Viet
nam is to unite behind our President. 

I do not believe it is necessary to re
view in detail all of the many actions 
that the committee has taken in this 
bill. A full discussion of all of the changes 
will be found in the report. I would like 
to emphasize however, that the develop
ment of our future readiness is as im
portant a function of this bill as provi
sion of our present systems. The com
mittee felt so strongly on this that we 
have, in the R. & D. portion of the bill
title II-earmarked certain funds for 
specific systems, which will preclude 
these funds from being subjected to the 
overall reduction in R.D.T. & E. 

The systems so protected include: the 
heavy lift helicopter and SAM-D missile 
for the Army the E-2C aircraft, the S-3A 
aircraft, the undersea long-range mis
sile system, and advanced surface mis-
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sile system for the NavY; and the RF-ill 
aircraft, the light intratheater transport, 
the SRAM missile, the airborne weapon 
and control system-AW ACS-and the 
Conus air defense interceptor for the Air 
Force. 

As I am sure the Members of the 
House are aware, the present administra
tion, following the submission of the 
budget, announced cancellation of the 
Manned Orbiting Laboratory and the 
Cheyenne helicopter. The committee sup
ported these reductions which mean a 
$300 million savings in fiscal year 1970 
on the MOL and a net savings of $420.5 
million from the original Cheyenne re
quest. We have also specifically directed 
in the bill that no funds authorized shall 
be expended for the Cheyenne helicopter. 

R.D.T. & E. REDUCTIONS 

While recognizing the importance of 
research and development in assuring 
the future readiness of our forces, the 
Committee was concerned about some of 
the management aspects of the R.D.T. 
& E. program. We felt that some savings 
could be made in this area and a better 
ordering of priorities provided. 

We have, therefore, made a reduction 
of $801 million in R.D.T . & E. funds. 

The committee has provided in section 
402 of the bill requirements for detailed 
information to the Congrress from the 
DOD concerning R. & D. projects being 
done at universities and Federal contract 
research centers affiliated with universi
ties. We feel there has been overlap and 
duplication in this program and that 
there has been too great a concentra
tion of the research effort in a relatively 
few locations. 

In addition, the committee was con
cerned about the sponsorship of research 
programs which appeared to be inappro
priate to the mission of the Department 
of Defense. 

We have, therefore, added section 203 
to the bill, which requires no funds au
thorized may be used for any research 
project or study unless that project or 
study has a direct and apparent relation
ship to a specific military function or 
operation. 

We have included in our bill, also, a 
provision adopted in the Senate version 
of the bill which limits the salary of em
ployees of Federal contract research cen
ters to a maximum of $45,000 unless an 
annual rate of compensation in excess of 
that has been approved by the Secretary 
of Defense and a report of such approval 
provided to the Committees on Armed 
Services. 

In summary, we have a very big, but 
very necessary bill. National defense in 
the threatened world in which we ltve 
does not come cheap. All of us would 
prefer to live in a world where this $21 
billion would be spent for peaceful pur
suits. But we can afford this b111 because 
we cannot afford to be without it. 

Only by having the shield of national 
defense that this legislation provides will 
we be able to have a world in which we 
can work to solve our other problems. 
The bill, despite its numerous changes 
and despite the increase in costs of the 
recent year, is still $277,890,000 less than 
that authorized last fiscal year. It will 

support a national defense that takes a 
smaller percentage of the gross national 
product than we have spent in the last 
3 fiscal years. It is a result of the most 
thorough and searching review that the 
Armed Services Committee has ever con
ducted and I urge all Members of the 
House to support it. 

Mr. PHILBIN. I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from California <Mr. LEG
GETT ) . 

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, with 
five major military bases in my congres
sional district, I am certainly not going 
to argue against the passage of the mili
tary procurement bill before the House. 
I do urge moderation, however. Projected 
Federal budget outlays for 1970 national 
defense were $81.542 million. While the 
figures we are dealing with today are 
slightly lower due to public demand, if 
this military authorization bill is exces
sive we well might be faced with a very 
large supplemental appropriations bill 
later in the fiscal year. 

The bill before us, I am sure, is the 
largest authorization at $21,347,860,000 
to be presented to any legislative body of 
the free or Communist world. This au
thorization covers but 25 percent of the 
$80 billion defense b111. These are the al
leged controllable items over which the 
86th Congress gave pawer to the House 
Armed Services Committee to control in 
this 412 authorization. I do not think we 
have adequately done our job. 

I fully support control of the military 
by the civilians in the executive and I 
support controlling the executive, includ
ing the military, by a civilian legislative 
body. I abhor a civilian legislative com-

mittee that is a rubber stamp. My com
mittee is not a rubber stamp. 

I do charge though that the checks 
and balances intended by the rules of 
this House have almost totally broken 
down. 

I say that when our expenditures for 
defense can be controlled as they were 
in the period 1955 to 1965, at $1.4 billion 
increase per year then there is reason 
in having perhaps a monolythic commit
tee. When you compare this excellent 
record to the period 1966 to 1970 and no
tice that the total expenditure rise was 
nearly $10 b1llion per year average, then 
I think it is time to question the com
mittee, its method of organization and 
its orientation. 

I will support the statements I just 
made. I include in national defense ex
penditures nuclear power-the technol
ogy for propulsion and warheads; vet
erans benefits, the direct cost of past 
wars, interest on our national debt of 
past wars and the regular items referred 
to in national defense-this is the so
called ''Udall method" of budget analy
sis. Total increase, $15.4 million; average 
increase in 11 years 1955-65, equals $1.4 
billion per year. Total increase, 1965 to 
1969, $40 b1llion equals $10 billion in
crease per year average. 

In 1955 the itemization was as follows: 
[In millions) 

Defense+ War 
nuclear interest Veterans Total 

1955 ____ -- ______ $40. 323 $6, 370 $4, 522 $51, 200 1965 ____________ 49, 598 11, 346 5, 722 66, 600 1970 __ ___ _______ 70, 000 17, 300 7, 724 107, 500 

[In percent) 

Percent of 

Military Interest on Total defense 
administrative 

Administrative budget taken 
Year budget national debt Veterans cost cost budget by defense 

1952 ___ _ -- - - ___ -- __ -- ______ -- -- _ 43. 8 5. 9 4. 9 54. 6 65. 3 83. 2 
1953 _____ ----- --- - --- -- ____ ----- 50. 0 6. 5 1954 _____________ _____ ___ ___ ____ 46. 4 6.4 
1955 _________ ---- -- - ---- - -- _____ 40. 3 6.4 
1956 ____________ --- __ -- -- _____ -- 40. 9 6. 8 
1957 -- - -------- ------- ----- -- ___ 43. 2 7. 2 
1958 ___________________ _________ 43. 7 7. 6 
1959 _____ -- - _ ------ __ - - -- _______ 46. 0 7. 6 
1960 ________ ________ ·-------- - -- 45. 3 9.2 1961. __________ __ _______________ 47.1 9. 0 1962 ____________________________ 50. 7 9. 1 1963 ____________ ________________ 52. 4 9.9 
1964. ___ ----- ____ -- ____ ---- -- --- 53. 3 10. 7 
1965 _________ -- ____ -- -- __ -- _ ---- 49. 6 11. 3 
1966 ________ ____ _______ _________ 57. 7 12. 0 1967 ____________________________ 70. 8 13. 4 
1968_ -- -- -- -------- _ --- -- ---- --- 80. 5 14. 6 
1969 __________ ___________ _______ 82. 2 16. 6 

Now the main committee report on 
page 7 contains tables whereby a com
parison is made between defense ex
penditures and the gross national prod
uct. The tables are fallacious and mis
leading for at least three reasons because 
they do not contain the figures included 
in the official budget summary under na
tional defense for the referenced years as 
prepared by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Second, our administrative income 
has not kept pace with the increase in our 
gross national product. As an example: 
Our administration income in 1953 was 
$74.1 billion with a gross national prod
uct .of $355.1 billion. 

Our administration income today is 

4.4 60. 9 74.1 82. 7 
4. 3 57. 2 67. 5 84. 9 
4. 5 51.2 64. 4 80. 9 
4. 8 52. 5 66. 2 79. 3 
4. 9 55. 4 69. 0 80.3 
5. 2 56. 5 71. 4 79.1 
5.4 59. l 77.1 76. 7 
5. 4 49. 9 74. 9 80. 0 
5. 7 61. 8 79. 3 77. 9 
5. 6 65. 4 86. 6 75. 5 
5. 5 67. 9 90.1 75. 4 
5. 7 69. 6 95. 8 72. 7 
5. 7 66. 6 94. 8 70. 3 
5. 9 75. 6 106. 5 70. 9 
6. 9 91.1 126. 8 72. 6 
6. 6 102. 0 143.1 71. 4 
7. 7 106. 5 147. 0 73. 1 

only up 100 percent to $152 billion in 
1970 but the gross national product is up 
almost three times. Unfortunately we 
cannot pay defense bills with gross na
tional product-all we can use is admin
istrative income or debt. 

A third fallacy of the main committee's 
comparison is that it includes trust fund 
outlays in its comparisons. This is grossly 
misleading. In 1953 when we had no 
medical care for retired, Federal high
ways, adequate insurance programs, and 
a thin social security experience. Trust 
fund outlays were $2.6 billion, or 3.4 per
cent of all Federal outlays. The United 
States came of age socially in 17 years, 
fortunately. This year trust fund ex-
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penditures will be $48.5 billion, or 25 per
cent of our total Federal outlays. 

I would remind the House that the 
trust funds are "cookie jarred" and this 
fund is not available either to pay de
fense bills, save and except the amounts 
that have been, in fact, purloined to date 
to fund the national debt. I said stolen. 
Surplus trust funds by law go into Gov
ernment bonds; 70 percent of the money 
from those bonds goes into defense. To 
date since 1953 the Federal Government 
has borrowed from the trust funds $95 
billion. Prepayments by social security 
recipients, employers, highway users have 
vanished. They do not really have any 
money in the bank. It has all been 
swiped-mostly for defense. Last year we 
had a $9 billion trust fund surplus
where is it? This year we should have $11 
billion. If we stick with President Nixon's 
budget restrictions we may salvage a few 
billion of the trust funds. 

I want to go back to the problems of 
our committee. Unfortunately, due to the 
committee success that I mentioned in 
the 55- to 65-minute time frame, the 
committee became monolithic. We have a 
bipartisan committee-partisanship has 
completely broken down-we have no 
minority counsel or minority system of 
checks and balances that you have on 
every other committee of this House. 

Five of us-three Democrats and two 
Republicans-have tried to constitute 
ourselves as a viable minority on the 
committee. This has been a necessity due 
to the massive unchecked authorizations 
that have evolved from our committee 
during the 1960's. 

When partisanship is locked up on our 
committee and here on the floor, I say 
we have got a sick system when you keep 
the existing rules of the House that are 
only designed to protect a partisan mi
nority. 

I would say one more thing. We do 
not have just "average bears" on our 
corr..mittee and I would here address my 
remarks to the Ways and Means Com
mittee on Committees and the Republi
can Committee on Committees. My Poll 
indicates that nearly one-third of this 
House is opposed to the anti-ballistics
missile program. One-half of the Senate 
is opposed. Yet why is it that only 20 
percent of my committee registers op
position. we are not simple random 
bears. 

Not only has partisanship broken down, 
but due to the great attraction of this 
committee many Members with military 
background and orientation like myself 
populate the committee. There is a va
cancy now on the committee. I would 
hope that the Republican side would 
have some sympathy for reinforcing the 
outpost now so gallantly manned by 
Congressmen CHARLES WHALEN and ROB

ERT STAFFORD. 
I have not addressed myself to the 

terms of the bill to this point for a very 
good reason. Probably 95 percent of this 
House, including myself, will vote for 
this legislation regardless of the rejec
tion of amendments, so there is little 
purpose in reviewing the details of the 
bill. 

As had been indicated, at least a dozen 
amendments will be offered to this bill. 

Colleagues, do not be timid. If you are 
afraid or if you abdicate your responsi
bility to review the military, you give 
up 70 percent of your power in the Con
gress. 

You say the military has never been 
wrong-I say look to the waste that you 
voted for. Over the last 3 years because 
we and you did not do a proper job we 
spent $1 % billion for an Air Force 
manned orbiting laboratory which I am 
sure Secretary Packard calls a boon
doggle. The American Legion and the 
American Security Council have passed 
resolutions to oppose this curtailment. 

OTIS PIKE on the floor last year tried 
to cut in excess of $100 million for the 
Cheyenne helicopter. He said that it is 
costing too much-you shouted him 
down-we spent $150 million more dur
ing the year and finally the OSD recog
nized that when you are losing helicop
ters at the rate of three per day in 
Vietnam we cannot aff-ord helos that cost 
$3 million each. 

We spent $3 billion on the B-70 bomb
er a few years ago-built 2 %-one 
crashed and the other one is in a mu
seum. A high-level supersonic bomber is 
valueless. The original "fearless four" 
tried to warn this House of that fiscal 
disaster. 

The same people who voted for B-70 
to the end now are pushing for a new 
program called AMSA-advanced 
manned supersonic attack aircraft-
350,000 to 400,000 pounds. Envision a 
plane 50 percent larger than a 707, larger 
than the C-141 Starlifter traveling super
sonic high and on the deck-a fantastic 
challenge. We have done it for a cost of 
nearly $15 million per unit for the FB
lllA. The AMSA will weigh five to six 
times the FB-lllA weight and when you 
buy airplanes by the pcund as we do we 
are talking about buying 263 airplanes 
at $80 million each. This is what you are 
doing in this bill. I have an amendment 
to decelerate this program. 

On ABM you gpent $1.2 billion last 
year for the Sentinel system to protect 
our cities from the Chinese. This year we 
are protecting our missiles from the 
Soviets. The CIA does not think there is 
a Soviet missile threat. But Mel says: 

They're going for our missiles-no doubt 
about it. 

How can they go for our missiles when 
I indicate on page 168 of my remarks on 
the bill that the United States will have 
24,000 nuclear warheads in the middle 
1970's. 

And talking about mistakes-what 
happened to all the dough we appropri
ated last year for the ABM system. You 
do not protect missiles like you do cities. 
What happened to all the real estate 
that was bought? How much research 
and development funds went down the 
drain trying to work out the problems 
of a city defense--several hundred mil
lion dollairs? 

I say if the Department of Defense can 
somehow wield the magic scalpel to ter
minate programs, so oan this Congress. 

We have exercised some options to cut 
in this bill and I want to congratulate 
the committee on total abandonment of 
the AH56A Cheyenne helicopter, halting 

the duplicate Shillelagh-Tow missile 
buY, ignoring the Navy plea on the 
FDL's, and stopping the AX engineering. 

The House Committee on Armed Serv
ices has had under consideration the 
pending bill authorizing appropriations 
for fiscal 1970 for military procurement 
for over 6 months. The bill in the total 
amount of $21,347 ,860 is not the total tag 
for defense since under section 412 of 
Public Law 86-149 only aircraft, ships, 
missiles, tracked vehicles, and research 
requires a specific authorization. The 
pending bill in section 406 expands this 
authority for future legislation perhaps 
$3 billion. 

The House Armed Services Committee 
for many years last past has not been 
a divided committee save on rare oc
casions; the committee while reserving 
subcommittee chairmanships to certain 
members on the majority side in fact has 
no partisan minority, partisan division 
or minority counsel. Recognizing the 
benefits resulting from past monolithic 
policy, but cognizant also of horrendous 
errors in our defense authorization in the 
past, four of my committee colleagues 
and myself determined early in the pres
ent session that a much greater debate 
was required over individual hardware 
items both in the House committee and 
on the House floor. I make no pretense 
that the committee has considered the 
greater defense policy issues of the size 
of or necessity of a 15 carrier task force, 
relative priorities between defense and 
nondefense needs of the country; nor 
did we consider the future costs of many 
multibillion dollar programs in relation 
to our future ability to pay for them, 
though the seeds of those programs are 
in fact conceived in this legislation. 

If it is difficult for a 40-man committee 
with a 50-man staff of lawyers, investi
gators, and experts to monitor the 3¥2-
million-man Defense Establishment, five 
members of that committee without a 
common staff have a more formidable 
task in formulating themselves into a 
viable bipartisan minority. Howbeit, the 
referenced bipartisan minority did com
mence to meet separately early this year 
and has continued nearly weekly meet
ings to this time in an effort to critically 
analyze the Defense issues that we were 
able in a nonmilitary environment. We 
have not agreed on every issue-witness 
our bifurcation in the support of the 
pending bill. 

I am concerned with moderation in 
our defense poM.cy because it has esca-
1,ated beyond all proportion to the mili
tary threat posed to this country rising 
from $46 billion in 1961 to the budget 
submission early this y,ear of $82 billion. 
Our overmesmerizatlon with winning the 
war in Vietnam has absorbed at least 40 
percent of the Defense funds budgeted, 
and this, in turn, has led to neglect of 
our military construction program at 
home and panic to deploy certain costly 
systems before they were ready. This ac
tion has cost the country billions of dol
lars. I believe that there is such a thing 
as an international arms race, that in
telligence is such that for every action of 
the Soviets, or the Chinese, this country 
makes a response and vice versa ad in
finitum. 
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I believe the United States has overre
acted in the past and now is on the brink 
of moving ahead with another reciprocal 
round of massive expenditures that in
variably leaves each side of the interna
tional triangle less secure. I am not a uni
lateral disarmer and believe in a strong 
defense until effective arms limitations 
can be entered into. 

I am of the view, as former Secretary 
McNamara said some years ago, that the 
United States has bought about as much 
security as it can through the utilization 
of military hardware and that our future 
security lies more in international ne
gotiation, detentes, and effective assist
ance with ref arm to those people less 
fortunate and underdeveloped than our
selves. 

Domestically, I believe that a unified 
society can again be re-created out of the 
strife torn cities and colleges that pock
mark our country. This re-creation, I do 
not believe, will result from victory in 
riots and rock throwing, but in effective
ly turning this country around so that 
our excellent military effort some years 
ago can be matched by an excellent effort 
in higher education, vocational training 
education, health and housing programs 
and in full well-paid employment. These 
efforts have been starved in recent years 
in favor of an endlessly escalating mili
tary appetite. 

I am concerned about inflation
nearly 11 percent over the past 2 years. 
This is tantamount to theft from people 
on fixed incomes. The Federal Reserve 
Board has recently indicated that our 
current runaway economy will either 
continue to inflate, will be controlled by 
price and wage controls, or will ebb tem
porarily due to reduced Federal spend
ing. They also say that when we increase 
military spending rapidly by $40 billion, 
as we did over the past 5 years, that we 
are bound to get inflation since consumer 
goods are not produced to balance the 
large increase in national income. 

I believe, therefore, that the resolution 
lies substantially in reduction of military 
spending. The current actions of the 
President halting 75 percent of all con
struction programs, while perhaps sound 
from an economic sense of the need to 
reduce spending, appear to be substan
tially inconsistent with the recent an
nouncement to increase spending by $300 
million on the SST supersonic aircraft 
and are clearly inconsistent with the 
majority committee action here increas
ing naval shipbuilding by $960 million. 

The pending bill in the amount of 
$21,347,860,000 is the largest amount au
thorized in any one bill in any legislative 
body in the world. In spite of our joint 
efforts at reduction, the bill is only $615.8 
million-about 3 percent-less than the 
Secretary Laird request, and in reality is 
only $47.1 million below the DOD re
quest if you exclude $300 million cut 
from the MO~manned orbiting labora
tory-program and $268. 7 million net 
cut from the Cheyenne helicopter, both 
items by the Department of Defense. 

The House bill as passed is $1,236,-
360,000 more than the Senate bill and 
should be substantially reduced before 
passage. 

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self 10 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I intend to restrict my 
remarks to the air support of ground 
troops, and discuss the A-7, which is the 
vehicle that is in the budget and that 
was recommended by the NaVY and the 
Department of Defense to accomplish 
this support. 

The A-7A is the NaVY version of the 
plane and the A-7D is the Air Force 
version. In the budget there is $374 mil
lion for the A-7D, and $104 million for 
the A-7A. These are planes that are al
ready in existence, although there has 
been a great deal of electronic equipment 
added that will make these planes much 
more efficient. 

Mr. Chairman, we, as a nation, have 
charged the Air Force with a variety of 
missions. One of the most significant, I 
feel, is the tactical mission to provide 
close air support to our ground forces. It 
is this important close air support role 
for which the Air Force requires the A-
7D. The aircraft currently used in this 
role are aged-the F-100-or were de
signed primarily for other type mis
sions-the F-4 for air superiority. 

By modifying the NaVY A-7A attack 
aircraft, the Air Force has optimized the 
A-7D for the close air support mission. 
I am told that a more powerful turbo
fan engine for the A-7D will provide the 
thrust for takeoff and operation with 
heaVY payloads, and, a significantly 
improved weapon delivery system will 
provide the visual air-to-grol!l1d bomb
ing accuracies afforded by current state
of-the-art technology. 

The Air Force has wisely incorporated 
survivability features to reduce the air
craft's vulnerability to ground fire and 
improve its probabilities of returning to 
base. Foam and self-sealant have been 
used in the fuel system to suppress ex
plosions or fire and a second fuel feed 
system serves as a backup. A third flight 
control power system assures the capa
bility to land safely in case the primary 
and secondary systems have received bat
tle damage. Armor protection has been 
provided for the cockpit, engine area, and 
around critical components. No other 
tactical fighter has been procured with 
the built-in survivability features of the 
A-7D. 

Mr. Chairman, the Air Force indicates 
that the range-payload capability of 
the A-7D is better than any aircraft in 
its current inventory that is used in the 
close air support role. I am told that the 
aircraft has an in:flight refueling capa
bility as well as the ability to carry up 
to four external fuel tanks; over 15,000 
pounds of external ordnance can be car
ried on six wing pylon stations. This 
combination gives the aircraft great op
erational :flexibility. With its large fuel 
capacity, the A-7D can be diverted to 
alternative targets as the battle situation 
dictates. By using multiple ejection racks, 
an almost unlimited mix of conventional 
weapons can be programed. 

Moreover, the A-7 is designed to per
mit the pilot to adapt his tactics to the 
ground situation. On a given mission, the 
aircraft can attack multiple targets or 
make multiple passes on one target while 
an automatic, continuous solution bomb
ing system permits the pilot to maneuver 
or change delivery modes at will. He can, 

therefore, avoid the heaviest area of con
centration of artillery or ground fire 
without degrading bombing effectiveness. 
The communications equipment for the 
plane has been selected to provide a com
plete interface between air and ground 
operations. The pilot can talk to the 
ground commander, the forward air con
troller, and the tactical air controller 
during the mission. 

The maintainability and reliability 
standards established for the A-7D are 
very high, and operating costs are low 
when compared to the other tactical 
fighter aircraft. I doubt that any other 
tactical fighter has been procured with 
as many maintenance self-test features 
integrated into the design. I am sure you 
will agree that these are important 
features for an aicraft intended for the 
forward area support of ground forces. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, I support 
the Air Force's requirement for the A-
7D. It is being procurec1 to improve the 
Air Force capability for close air sup
port. Specific design characteristics have 
been included in the aircraft toward this 
end. The aircraft capabilities are such 
that it can be utilized effectively in other 
roles but it is the close air support role 
for which the A-7D is optimized and in 
which it will be the most effective. The 
Air Force needs the A-7D to provide an 
integrated tactical air team. The 128 
aircraft in the fiscal year 1970 budget 
proposal are necessary to ful:flll this im
portant requirement. 

The action of the Senate in prohibit
ing the Air Force from procuring A-7's 
and forcing them to procure F-4's, an 
aircraft designed 15 years ago, and now 
outmoded must not be allowed to stand. 

Our committee has very properly in
cluded the A-7's in the bill now before 
you and I urge you to support it. 

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. BOB WILSON). 

Mr. BOB WILSON. Mr. Chairman, 
there is probably no more partisan Mem
ber of the Congress than I. Yet, I must 
say that our committee is probably the 
least partisain of any committee in the 
Congress. 

We had a special election in Massa
chusetts yesterday to replace our beloved 
late Republican on the Armed Services 
Committee. The man who won was not 
exactly my first choice, but I salute him 
and he will be sworn in here shortly, I 
understand. 

Mr. Chairman, for several months the 
Armed Services Committee during the 
illness of the gentlema,n from Massachu
setts, Mr. Bates, suffered somewhat I be
lieve. We certainly miss him today and 
we miss him for the great support he 
gave to the defense of our country. We 
are pleased that his place has been taken 
by the gentleman from Illinois, LES 
ARENDS, who has been the ranking mi
nority member on that committee for 
many years and who has had more serv
ice in Congress than anyone on the floor 
today, I believe. He is familiar with the 
problems of the military as has been 
demonstrated just a few minutes ago in 
his brief remarks. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. BOB Wll,SON. I shall be glad to 
yield to the gentleman from South Caro
lina. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I hasten 
to associate myself with the remarks of 
the gentleman from California with ref
erence to the late and beloved William 
Bates and also to associate myself with 
the remarks which the gentleman has 
made with reference to our present rank
ing minority member, the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. ARENDS ) . 

Mr. Chairman, I meant to say some
thing earlier along this line, but I do 
want to add my sincere feeling of ap
preciation both for the memory and serv
ice of our late colleague Mr. Bates and 
my high affection for the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. ARENDS) who has taken his 
place. 

Mr. BOB Wll,SON. Mr. Chairman, 
there has been no question about the 
close cooperation over the years between 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services and the Republican side. 
We have followed "Admiral" RIVERS, as 
he is sometimes affectionately known, in 
his leadership of the committee. The 
committee does realize that the captain 
runs a taut ship. As one of the last petty 
officers, I appreciate that fact because 
there has been some little discussion to 
the effect that there is a little dissent 
at this time. However, I can assure you 
that there have been no captain's masts, 
no courts-martial and no brig time for 
any members of the committee, even 
though there has been a little dissent. 

I want to address my remarks to one 
portion of this bill that is before us, and 
that is the portion concerning the ad
vanced manned strategic aircraft known 
as AMSA. 

This bill contains $100 million for re
search and development for AMSA. This 
money figure was originally $77 .2 million, 
but we raised this to the new figure be
cause of a sense of urgency that dictates 
that further delays in the development 
of this combat aircraft should not be 
permitted. 

I understand there will be an amend
ment to reduce the research and develop
ment figure $23 million. 

I think it should be made very clear 
that the $100 million that the committee 
has requested in this blll is $100 mlllion 
for research and development only. The 
amount was raised by the Department 
of Defense from $77 million to $100 mil
lion with one purpose in mind, and that 
is to shorten the competitive design 
phase for this aircraft, and to permit the 
beginning of full-scale engineering de
velopment in fiscal year 1970. 

The request of the Department of De
fense and the recommendation of the 
committee that the request be approved 
by Congress ls not necessarily a commit
ment for the initiation of production in 
fiscal year 1971. In other words, the 
House is not deciding here today or to
morrow whether AMSA will be produced. 
It is merely being asked to approve a 
step which later on will permit it to 
decide in the most deliberate and con
siderate fashion whether the advanced 
manned strategic aircraft should go into 
production. 

I think it is extremely important that 

what we are doing here today should be 
clearly understood. We are not talking 
about production of a new bomber. The 
idea of a new manned bomber is not new, 
and there is nothing that the Committee 
on Armed Services has devoted itself to 
over the years more than to this partic
ular bomber, as important as other proj
ects are. 

We are talking about fiscal year 1970, 
but as far back as fiscal year 1962 the 
committee was urging the House to ap
prove specific authorization for long
range manned aircraft for the Strategic 
Air Command. And every year without 
exception since that time the committee 
has come before the House to continue 
urging that this element of our defense 
not be permitted to fall into decline. And 
every year the House has supported the 
committee's recommendation. The diffi
culty and the lack of progress does not 
lie with the House of Representatives, 
or with Congress, because we in Congress 
have consistently done our part of the 
job. The trouble has been with the Pen
tagon-and I am not referring to the 
military leaders, and I am not referring 
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. I am refer
ring to the civilian leadership that 
simply took an adamant position with 
respect to the manner bomber. The Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, I might mention, have 
consistently supported AMSA. 

We have need for a new bomber. I per
sonally am wholly convinced of this, and 
the Committee on Armed Services is con
vinced of this. The record of this House 
since fiscal year 1962 establishes that the 
House is similarly convinced that we do 
need a new bomber. Up to this time the 
Congress has been frustrated in its efforts 
to persuade the Department of Defense 
to pursue with anything like a sense of 
urgency the expressed will-the f re
quently expressed will-of the Congress 
for a new bomber. 

Last year's committee report dealt in 
considerable detail with AMSA and 
stated at one point, and I quote: 

It might be said that AMSA has to this 
day been pursued by the Office of the Secre
tary of Defense with a relentless apathy. 

This ls a good description of the at
titude of the civilian leadership in the 
Department of Defense over the past 
years. It has indeed pursued the need for 
a new bomber with a relentless apathy. 

Let no one think for one moment that 
my support and the support of the Com
mittee on Armed Services for a new 
bomber in any way diminishes its belief 
in the absolute essentiality of our missile 
force. This ls not in any way involved 
here. 

Very simply stated, in the light of the 
overall strategic balance between the 
United States and the Soviet Union-a 
balance that is much too close for com
fort these days-this country needs to 
have a triple-threat capability. It needs 
its Polaris missile submarine; it needs its 
Minute Man missile force; and it needs 
a modern and effective bomber force
and that ls the whole thing in a nutshell. 

A mix of all these three capabilities 
means this: The effective presence of 
any one of these forces has a very strong 
tendency to fortify the viability of an-

other of them, thereby strengthening the 
credibility of our total deterrent posture. 
If and when the Soviet Union's missiles 
are improved to a point of great ac
curacy, our Minuteman force would be 
very much more vulnerable than it is 
today. And in these circumstances a 
modern bomber force together with our 
Polaris missile submarines would pro
vide a very real assurance against a dev
astating first strike by the Soviet Union. 
Further, should the Soviets make a 
technological breakthrough in antisub
marine warfare, our Polaris fleet could 
be seriously affected. In this situation a 
modern bomber force, plus our land
based missile force, would provide 
against the consequences of this anti
submarine warfare breakthrough. And 
the survival of our bomber force de
pends on adequate warning time of a 
Soviet missile attack; thus our Minute
man force and our Polaris force give as
surance in the event the Soviet Union 
discovers a way of overcoming our warn
ing systems or countering the capability 
of our bombers to penetrate. 

We have a triple threat with the 
Polaris, the Minuteman, and with the 
new bomber. 

Before concluding my remarks, I 
would like to make this observation: I 
look with some concern on the plans of 
the Department of Defense-if they 
really can be called plans at this time
to deactivate some of the older B-52 
bombers, and the B-58 bombers. 

I think we need them longer than 
the Department of Defense believes. 
Thank God we have the B-52's. Cer
tainly, those who have engineered and 
designed them, and those of us in Con
gress who authorized and appropriated 
for them had no idea at the time when 
we were authorizing and appropriating 
for the B-52's and the B-58's that they 
would be used for the mission for which 
they are being used today. No one could 
see 10 years ahead as to what bomber 
we may need or what type of bomber we 
may need. Certainly, the B-52 was never 
planned for jungle fighting. Yet, those 
troops in the jungles today are protected 
by the threat of the bombers and by the 
actual use of the bombers to protect our 
fighting forces. 

As strongly as I support AMSA, I do 
so with full awareness that AMSA can
not join our operating forces for a num
ber of years. I strongly suggest that there 
be a reexamination of current plans with 
respect to the B-52's, the B-58's, and 
the cut in FB-111 bombers. 

We have now arrived at a point where 
it is quite apparent that the long-ex
pressed desires of the Congress are con
sistent with the intentions of the Pen
tagon. 

At last the Secretary of Defense is 
willing to support the Congress in its 
support of AMSA. I urge the House to 
give full funding to the $100 mlllion for 
research and development of this new 
bomber. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. SIKES) . 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, there are 
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demands from many sources for cuts in 
America's defense programs. History is 
repeating itself. All of this is reminiscent 
of the peaks and valleys expenditures 
policies of other days and the unfor
tunate consequences of those policies to 
world peace. I am one of those who can 
recall America's postwar policies toward 
its military services after World War II, 
and even after World War I. After World 
War I ended America, disillusioned from 
its first serious venture into world affairs, 
turned its back and promptly disbanded 
all but token Armed Forces. When the 
outbreak of World War II in Europe 
finally shocked us into a realization of 
the pending danger, we had to rebuild 
our forces almost from the ground up. 
At either time had there been an ag
gressive and militarily prepared country 
on our borders rather than across the 
sea, we would have been helpless to de
f end ourselves. 

After World War II we accepted a 
much larger measure of responsibility 
for what was happening in the world, at 
least to the point of setting up the Mar
shall plan to help Greece and Turkey 
survive against communism, and we 
talked tough to Russia about such far
away places as Azerbaijan. Russia was 
still reeling from near def eat in the war 
and undoubtedly was apprehensive about 
the fact that we possessed the atomic 
bomb and they did not. We even launched 
a United Nations with great hopes for its 
future value in quieting the problems 
of the world. 

Nevertheless, it is still within recent 
memory that the tremendous U.S. mil
itary machine of World War II was 
hastily disbanded and much of its equip
ment left scattered around the world. 
In the process, the most powerful and 
effective fighting force ever assembled 
was decimated within a matter of months. 
Yet it was but a few years later that it 
became necessary to resort to the costly 
crash buildup for the Korean war. I 
would hope we have not forgotten the 
waste which goes with this process and 
the damage which it does to our inter
national stature and prestige. 

Now we live in a different world. Air
craft and missiles have shrunk the world 
to the point that once protective bound
aries of oceans or friendly peoples are 
now meaningless. The effect has been 
to bring next door to America all of the 
world's aggressive and militarily compe
tent Communist nations. Russia now is 
stronger militarily than we, because 
Russia's modernization of her weapons 
has not been neglected in any area and 
because their missile capability is as great 
as ours. I find nothing which indicates 
that communism seriously is prepared 
to adjust to coexistence with the West. 
Nor do I find indications that Communist 
intentions towards us are those of a 
friendly neighbor. The Communists have 
not changed their spots, or their plans for 
world domination. The best and 
surest security we have is afforded. by 
a strong military defense. 

The matter does not stop there. There 
is another problem which surely will 
come with the defense cuts which now 
are proposed. Defense cuts will mean an 
idling of important sectors of Amert-

can industry. Idle industry means unem
ployment. Layoffs at military bases also 
mean unemployment for dedicated com
petent career personnel and for many 
others. These things will complicate the 
problems of the national economy and 
they will encourage the specter of de
pression. 

I do not question the necessity to 
save the taxpayers' dollars wherever we 
can. I realize that there are areas where 
some cuts are justifiable, and I do not 
argue that we should spend money for 
defense that is not absolutely required 
for our own security. But I say there is 
now too much emphasis on cuts in de
fense. 

Talk of troop withdrawals and de
fense cutbacks in the United States plus 
uncertainty over U.S. policies already 
have combined to stimulate Communist 
activity in other parts of the world and 
may result in adjustments in policy by 
nations directly under Communist pres
sure. It would not take much at this stage 
to encourage def eotions of some of our 
friends to the other side. 

It is time to talk of improving our 
military posture by modernizing our 
military forces. More than anything we 
need modernization. It is also time to 
express appreciation for the services of 
those who wear the uniform. They have 
overcome tremendous odds time after 
time to preserve this Nation and prove its 
leadership. It is time to look first to 
America's security and America's com
mitments and the effeot that cuts in the 
military would have on both. I do not 
think the people of America want the 
Congress or the administration to cripple 
our defenses. We must not return to the 
waste! ul peaks-and-valleys policies of 
other years. 

The President has begun a campaign 
to firm up American public opinion in 
support of his Vietnam policy of with
drawal of American troops as fast 
as practical and continued pressure on 
Hanoi to accept a realistic plan for peace. 
It is unfortunate that the public has not 
been more fully apprised of the status of 
the war all along and the necessity for 
the continuation of the American pres
ence in Vietnam. It is certain there will 
be demonstrations against the war and 
there will be speechmaking in Congress 
for early and complete withdrawal of 
U.S. forces. The President should have 
the support of the American people on 
this issue, but it will be necessary that 
he give the people facts which merit 
their confidence. He will have to provide 
the leadership. It is going t;o be difficult 
to get a realistic peace, difficult not to 
lose this war if we overemphasize defense 
cuts which could seriously limit our mili
tary effectiveness. A strong defense capa
bility will impress Hanoi and the Com
munist world much more than rapid 
de-escalation and defense cu~. Today 1t 
is our responsibiUty. We can give the 
President the tools with which to work 
or we can take them away. 

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from Calif or
nia (Mr. GUBSER) . 

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Chairman, less than 
9 years ago this Nation experienced a 
hard fought and a very dose presidential 

election. The campaign of 1960 was cer
tainly a cliffhanger. 

As in all close elections, any one of a 
number of issues could have influenced 
the result. But in 1960, in those days 
which followed the launching of Sput
nik, the most decisive issue was a missile 
gap which did not exist. 

In 1960 I argued there was no missile 
gap because I knew otherwise. Others 
argued as I did, but, for understandable 
reasons, the shock value of bad news 
makes better reading and our voices of 
truth were drowned in a rapid fire of con
demnation and belittling of our defense 
posture. 

Only weeks after he took office, Secre
tary McNamara admitted that we were 
correct: There was no missile gap. 

Yes, the ebb and the flow of public 
opinion has played curious tricks on pub
lic policy, and, to steal a few words from 
Alice in Wonderland, today things are 
getting "curiouser and curiouser." 

Today we are engaged in an unpopular 
war, to which civilians committed us, and 
one which civilians have decided they will 
not let military men win. 

Americans are disgusted-and rightly 
so-and their disgust has been fanned 
into a revulsion against anything mili
tary. Demagogs who make a profession of 
sniffing political winds and adjusting 
their principles accordingly were quick to 
follow instead of lead. Because negative 
criticism is more spectacular than the 
constructive variety, their efforts were 
rewarded with headlines and prominent 
spots on television. 

So today, 9 years after public opinion 
anxiously demanded the closing of a 
nonexistent missile gap, that same pub
lic opinion has erupted into broadside 
opposition to maintaining a national de
fense superior to the force which 
threatens it. The irony of ironies is that 
today there is in fact a strategic gap. In 
1960 we had a 15-to-1 advantage against 
the Soviet Union in ICBM's. Today she 
has drawn even and has passed us. 

I hope we can rise to our moral respon
sibilities here in this House. We have 
no right to enslave ourselves to public 
opinion when it is wrong. We have no 
right to make reckless accusations on 
false or incomplete evidence. We have 
the responsibility to seek truth and to 
speak it loudly. 

I do not expect my words of truth to 
receive any more attention today than 
they did in 1960, but my conscience 
obliges me to speak them, so I make two 
points: 

First, there is a threat to this Nation. 
Second, time is working against us. 
I frankly feel our regulations regarding 

security are too tight and more should 
be told the American public about our 
situation vis-a-vis the Russians. If that 
were the case, my point would be clinched 
at the outset. Unfortunately, it is not the 
case. So let us skirt the fringes of classi
fied information and ask some questions. 

Why is Russia continuing to build 
ICBM's when she already has more than 
the United States? 

Why is Russia fast becoming the 
world's leading naval power? 

Why does Russia have, as our Sea
power Subcommittee revealed, a fleet 58 
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percent of which is less than 10 years old, 
while we have a fleet, 58 percent of which 
is more than 20 years old. 

Why is Russia building a worldwide 
navy for operation beyond the Baltic and 
the Mediterranean with offensive-I re
peat offensive-not defensive power? 

Why is Russia again working on 
FOBS, the fractional orbital bombard
ment system? 

Why is Russia stirring up trouble in 
the Middle East? 

Why is Russia building a new bomber 
capable of reaching United States 
targets? 

Why is Russia concentrating on chem
ical and biological warfare? 

Why does Russia announce she in
tends to use such weapons? 

Why is Russia increasing the type of 
offensive capability which would be re
quired to overrun Western Europe? 

Why has her research and develop
ment effort continued to expand through 
many, many years without fluctuation? 

If these questions are answered hon
estly, how can one reach any other cop
clusion but this: The course of safety 
requires that we consider Russia's ac
tions as indicative of aggressive intent. 

But some will say in rebuttal, we must 
look forward to a detente with the So
viet Union, we must show our good faith 
and hope for disarmament. 

Oh, how I would like to buy that ar
gument, but can those who offer it show 
me one agreement Russia has kept when 
it served her purpose to break it? Can 
they show me one earnest and honest 
step toward international cooperation 
which Russia has taken? Until they do, 
this Nation must not err as Neville 
Chamberlain did. 

Time is working against us. In World 
War II and in Korea we were unprepared 
to meet aggression, but weapons systems 
were simple in those days and a holding 
action by Britain or the beleaguered 
forces of MacArthur, who fought with 
their backs to the walls of Pusan, gave 
us the time to build the hardware we 
needed. 

Today, against one of the world's lead
ing scientific powers, a nuclear power, we 
will not have even a year. Now, it takes 
an average of 10 years for research to 
bloom into hardware. This is the reason 
why the strategic gap is growing wider 
in Russia's favor. 

For this reason I say thank God for a 
military-industrial complex. I would be 
scared to death without it. To harass 
it out of the defense business by exces
sive regulation and to unreasonably 
squeeze profits would be to deny us our 
greatest strength. Furthermore, without 
it we invite Government "in-house" re
search and development and greater con
trol of the military, which no person, 
even opponents of this bill, wants to see. 

Let us be honest in criticizing the mili
tary. They are human. They make mis
takes. They should be criticized, and they 
should correct their mistakes. But the 
mistakes of civilians should not be 
ascribed to the military in a blanket 
smear of a great group of people who are 
prepared to sacrifice their lives in the 
defense of freedom. 

Do not forget that we have civilian 

control of the military. Do any of us 
doubt that civilian control prevailed 
under Secretary McNamara, who not 
only selected the targets to be destroyed 
but prescribed the ordnance to be used 
in destroying them? Do any of us doubt 
that he exercised absolute civilian 
control? 

Did a military man make the TFX 
decision? 

Did a military man decide to commit 
combat troops in Southeast Asia? 

Did a military man decide not to close 
the port of Haiphong? 

Did a military man conceive the revo
lutionary C-5A contract? 

Have we not had absolute civilian con
trol and decisionmaking? 

So let us blame the military men when 
they deserve it, but do not ask them to 
take the rap for purely civilian mistakes. 

And while we speak here at this end 
of the Capitol, let us not overlook the 
loud cries of condemnation of our mili
tary which echoed before the TV 
cameras at the opposite end of this 
building. 

In the interest of fairness, we should 
let it be known that civilians in the Sen
ate exert heavy control upon the 
military. 

Military men are today rendering 
military support for treaty commitments 
that were ratified by the civilians of the 
U.S. Senate. Let me list a few of them. 
Here are treaties ratified by the Senate 
which would require U.S. military 
support. 

The charter of the United Nations, 
signed in 1945; the Inter-American 
Treaty, the Rio Pact, signed in 1941; 
the general treaty between the United 
States and Panama, signed in 1936; the 
NATO treaty of 1949; the Southeast 
Asia Collective Defense Treaty, SEATO, 
signed in 1954; the security treaty be
tween Australia, New Zealand, and the 
United States, the Anzus Pact of 1951; 
the treaty of mutual cooperation and se
curity between the United States and 
Japan in 1960. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. GUBSER. To continue, the mu
tual defense treaty between the United 
States and the Republic of China, signed 
in 1954; and the mutual defense treaty 
between the United States and the Re
public of Korea in 1953. 

Military men today are committed to 
def end the commitments made in these 
treaties which were ratified by the 
civilians of the U.S. Senate. So when we 
are passing criticism around these days 
let us be honest and let us direct it 
where it should be directed. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to make a firm and a flatfooted pre
diction. In less than 5 years the Russians 
can be depended upon to provoke another 
crisis. The voices in the Senate will heed 
another convulsion of public opinion. The 
American people will demand more se
curity, and these same voices will be 
indicating someone besides themselves 
for allowing our defenses to deteriorate. 

Some time in the future when the 
American people are demanding better 

defense as they did in 1960, the record 
of this debate will be used by the op
ponents of Congressmen in this Chamber 
today to criticize them for failing to sup
port this bill. 

Let us be moderate, let us be honest, let 
us be leaders, let us not be followers and 
sniffers of the winds of public opinion. 
Let us cut where we need to cut, but let 
us not forget two things: there is a 
threat, and time is against us. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gentleman 
from New York (Mr. PIKE). 

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I am one of 
those who may be classified as a bleeding 
heart or a Johnny-come-lately or a non
expert or something like that, but I did 
vote against this bill in the committee 
and I am going to vote against it on the 
floor if it remains in its present form. 
I did this reluctantly and for the first 
time in 9 years, because obviously I think 
it is too much money for us to be spend
ing in this area at this time. I offered 
five amendments in the committee and 
I managed to get four votes on one of 
them and a maximum of six on another 
one of them, so I do not claim any mas
sive successes in the committee, and I 
will not be terribly surprised if I do not 
get any massive success in this body when 
I off er the same amendments here. I fully 
intend to do so. Frankly, I told the chair
man after his speech that I hated to say 
so, but I thought he had made an aw
fully good speech. And I really did. The 
thing he said that I liked the best and 
which is most significant and most im
partant is the fact that all of us do deal 
in generalities and we have to act in 
specifics. I believe that from the word 
go. 

But, having said that, what do we 
wind up doing? We wind up saying, 
''Well, we need it like we need a fire en
gine or like we need an insurance policy 
or like we need a raincoat." I do not 
think it is any better to deal in meta
phors than it is to deal in generialities. 

We talk in generalities because we 
cannot get the specifics. We try to get 
specifics. We cannot get the specifics, 
however, time after time after time. 

Mr. Chairman, the greatest problem 
we have in this country is not something 
called the military-industrial complex. It 
is something called "secrecy." We classify 
everything. 

Mr. Chairman, there was a cartoon in 
the paper a while back which simply 
said that the highest category of classi
fied information we have is that which 
does not support our position. 

This is essentially what does happen. 
I have some specifics right here in my 

hand. I have the Secretary of the Army, 
for example, responding to a question. I 
asked him: Is this for use in Vietnam? 

His answer was: "I doubt that it is." 
I asked him: Was it included in the 

money for Vietnam? 
His answer was: "I doubt that it is." 
And, Mr. Chairman, the Pentagon does 

not have the right to revise and extend, 
but they have the right to classify. So 
what did he classify? He classified "I 
doubt ·that." The answer comes back not 
that "I doubt that it is." The answer 
comes back, "It is." 
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That is the version you read, and the 

hearings you read-and I know you have 
read all the hearings obviously because 
they are only 4,000 pages long-but I 
want to particularly call your attention 
to page 3726 of the hearings. I asked for 
the pieces of paper that went over to be 
printed up in the printed hearings and 
this is what they looked like. There is 
that much chopped out of it, and then 
there is the next page and that is what 
is chopped out of it. Then there is the 
next page and it is all chopped out of it. 
Then you keep on going and finally you 
come to this page. It has only two little 
censored holes and here is -the witnesses' 
answer: 

If I went any deeper into it I would have 
to get it classified. 

That is in the statement. What did 
they do? This was an open hearing. My 
daughter was there sitting in on this 
session and they have classified every-
thing out of the record. · 

Mr. Chairman, we deal in generalities 
because we cannot get specifics. We fight 
for specifics. 

I simply say to you that when we off er 
amendments, they will be specific 
amendments on specific issues and I hope 
you will listen to them as such and I hope 
we will have time during which to debate 
them. 

Further, I wish to say to you, finally, 
that there is not anyone who is against 
national defense. There is not anyone 
who is in favor of disarming this coun
try. But, we are talking about national 
priorities. I will give you one specific as 
to priority. 

For the cost of one of the 58 C-5A's 
that we have researched and built so far 
we could build in my district 4 % schools 
each capable of educating 1,000 people 
a year for 30 years--4 % of those schools. 
There is a specific. 

Is a C-5A worth 4% schools that can 
each educate 1,000 kids a year for 30 
years? My judgment is that it is not. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman 1 additional minute for 
the purpose of asking him a question. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman from 
New York is recognized for 1 additional 
minute. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PIKE. Certainly. 
Mr. RIVERS. Since we are talking 

about dealing in generalities rather than 
specifics, was the gentleman from New 
York talking about the committee when 
he said "they," since he constantly said 
"they"-was he talking about the full 
committee? 

Mr. PIKE. I do not know what you are 
talking about. 

Mr. RIVERS. You said "they" classi
fied this and "they" classified that. 

Mr. PIKE. Are you talking about this 
particular classification? 

Mr. RIVERS. Yes. 
Mr. PIKE. This particular classifica

tion was done over at the Pentagon, I 
presume. Most of the classification is 
done at the Pentagon. 

Mr. RIVERS. When you said "they,'' I 
thought you were ref erring to us. 

Mr. PIKE. Oh, mercy, no. We have the 
hearings and then we ship them over to 
the Pentagon and they cut out every
thing they do not want in them and then 
they ship them back. 

I have a letter her.e from the Secretary 
of the Navy in response to a question 
that I asked, and I was trying to get him 
to release the operational orders under 
which the Pueblo sailed. And he not only 
wrote me back saying no, he could not 
release the operational orders under 
which the Pueblo sailed, the letter saying 
"no" was classified as secret. 

Mr. RIVERS. Oh, yes. Now will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PIKE. Of course. 
Mr. RIVERS. Is this any reason to de

stroy the Pentagon in its entirety. 
Mr. PIKE. If we cannot get the facts 

from them I suggest--
Mr. RIVERS. Wait a second. I asked 

the gentleman a question. 
Mr. PIKE. Wait a minute, now. Right 

at the moment I have the time. I have 
the time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from New York has again ex
pired. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman from New York 1 more 
minute so that I can ask a question. 

I appointed the gentleman chairman 
of the special subcommittee to hold 
Pueblo hearings. 

Mr. PIKE. That is right. 
Mr. RIVERS. I am the one who as

signed you that job. You did a good job, 
and I helped you get the classified ma
terial, but I did not and was not respon
sible to the things that the gentleman is, 
by innuendo assigning, to it. 

Mr. PIKE. I am not saying that the 
committee did it. I am saying that right 
now, for example, the C-5A had a test 
failure last week, and nobody on the 
committee has been advised of that, and 
it failed at less than 100 percent of its 
design strength, and nobody on the com
mittee has been advised about it. 

Mr. RIVERS. I will say this--
Mr. PIKE. Because it does not justify 

the position of the Department of 
Defense. 

Mr. RIVERS. Is the gentleman fully 
advised on this alleged failure of the 
C-5A? 

Mr. PIKE. I got advised of it by the Air 
Force this morning after I found out 
about it in a bar in California last week
end. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has again 
expired. 

Mr. RIVERS. I yield 1 additional min
ute to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not surprised at 
the gentleman's innuendo. I was apprised 
of it. I went into this thing that the gen
tleman is talking about. I was apprised 
of it. 

Mr. PIKE. Does the gentleman not be
lieve that all of the members of the com
mitee should be apprised of it? 

Mr. RIVERS. i do not know whether 
I do now, after hearing what the gentle
man is talking about, because he is evi
dently--

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIVERS. Because he is evidently 
not possessed of all the facts. I have 
looked into this, and I am looking into 
it now. I am not ready, nor am I capable, 
of reporting to this committee the full 
reason for this alleged failure. I have 
been informed that some material which 
had been subjected to one complete life 
cycle of fatigue testing was put into this 
test as an expediency. This test failure 
should not adversely affect the static 
test or flight test program. I am not 
going to be a conscious party to assign
ing fraud to one of the greatest com
panies just because of an innuendo. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has again 
expired. 

Mr. RIVERS. I yield 1 additional 
minute to the gentleman from New York. 

I have yielded you 1 additional min
ute. Now go ahead and make your 
capital. 

Mr. PIKE. I would simply say this: 
that if the Air Force is testing the C-5A's 
by a system which uses defective mate
rials, then there is something wrong 
with the testing techniques of the Air 
Force, and we darned well ought to look 
into that also. But when there are test 
failures--

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PIKE. I cannot yield to the gen
tleman. 

But when there are test failures in a 
program as vital as this program, and 
at a time like this, and we do not know 
anything about it and we are not told 
about it until we drag it out of the Air 
Force, then that is why we deal in gen
eralities, and that is why we do not deal 
in specifics. 

Mr. RIVERS. Let me tell the gentle
man something: We have an investigat
ing committee looking into this matter. 
When we are ready to report to this Con
gress we will do it. The C-5A is not oper
ational, and I am not going to accuse in 
absentia. I do not do business that way. 
I am not going to be a party to that, but 
when I find out, and if there is fraud, 
then I will raise hell about it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from New York has again ex
pired. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, when 
the legislation currently before the 
House, the military procurement author
ization for fiscal year 1970, is read for 
amendment, I intend to propose an 
amendment to delete $275 million pro
posed to be authorized for procurement 
of six F-14 aircraft over and above the 
six test prototypes proposed to be pro
vided under the Navy's R.T.D. & E. au
thorization. I have set out some of the 
factors that have led me to propose this 
amendment in a letter which reached all 
House Members today, reading in part 
as follows: 

This amendment would bring the Author
ization into compliance with the recent warn
ings of experts like Dr. John Foster, Jr., Di
rector of Defense Engineering and Research, 
that "we should be cautious" in developing 
the F-14, and Admiral Connolly, Deputy 
Chief of Naval Operations for Air, who dis
closed in House hearings that "the least risk 
program is to build the airplane, build a 
half dozen perhaps, and don't do another 
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thing until you fly these airplanes to the 
point where you are sure you have worked 
out everything." 

The same cut in this program that my 
amendment proposes was recommended in 
the Report on Military Spending of the Mili
tary Committee of Members of Congress for 
Peace Through Law, headed by Senator Hat
field. 

Passage of this amendment would ( 1) buy 
time for us to determine through flight tests 
of the R.D.T.&E. prototypes whether the 
F-14 and its component systems (particu
larly the Phoenix missile and the advanced 
technology engine) will perform as predicted, 
and (2) allow further study of cheaper, 
lighter, speedier, more maneuverable substi
tutes for the F-14 (like the VF-XX) favored 
by some experts. It will also, of course, greatly 
reduce the possibility that we will spend hun
dreds of millions of dollars on an aircraft 
which fails to perform adequately (as we did 
with the F-lllB). Finally, should we find it 
necessary or desirable to substitute an air
craft like the VF-XX for the proposed F-14, 
we could realize a 10-year saving of about 
$15-billion in production and future opera
tions costs. 

In addition, many of the issues relat
ing to the procurement of F-14s were 
examined in the course of consideration 
by the Senate. That discussion appears 
on pages 26140 to 26158 of the Septem
ber 18, 1969, RECORD. 

I will have more to say on this issue 
during debate on my amendment. In the 
meantime, I want to draw my colleagues' 
attention to an excellent article on the 
F-14 controversy by Andrew Hamilton 
from the sixth prepublication issue
dated September 22, 1969-of the Na
tional Journal, edited by former Con
gressional Quarterly editor, Thomas 
Schroth. The article, entitled "Air Force, 
Navy Requests for New Fighter Planes 
Spur Cost Controversy," follows: 
.AIR FORCE, NAVY REQUESTS FOR NEW FIGHTER 

PLANES SPUR COST CONTROVERSY 

(By Andrew Hamilton) 
In the controversy over military programs 

which has absorbed Congress this summer, 
Air Force and Navy proposals for new "air 
superiority" fighters have received relatively 
little attention. 

Yet these programs may prove, in com
bination, to be the most expensive new items 
in the fiscal 1970 defense budget, with a. 
potential cost of over $40 billion in the next 
15 years. 

Pentagon critics: The projected costs are 
so high that some defense officials believe 
procurement of the new Navy F-14 and Air 
Force F-15 will force a. sharp reduction in 
the number of tactical aircraft wings, if 
future defense budgets are kept within pres
ent limits. 

These officials argue that the new fighters 
are not only too expensive by a factor of 
three, but wm fa.11 to match projected new 
Soviet fighters. That could lead to a danger
ous shift in the mm tary balance in such 
areas as the Middle East, Korea and Central 
Europe, they assert. 

Pentagon critics of the F-14 and F-15 argue 
that the Vietnam war proved that such com
plex, missile-firing aircraft, weighted with 
electronics, a.re ineffective in aerial combat. 
They believe a simple, highly maneuverable 
and very speedy fighter can be built for one
third the cost of the proposed new fighters, 
with a. potential saving of at least $25 b111ion 
in the next 10 to 15 years. 

Congressional action: The new fighter pro
grams clearly involve the sort of major 
economic and milltary questions which have 
interested the Senate in 1969. 

But with the exception of Sen. Vance 

Hartke, D-Ind., who has taken an interest 
in the F-14 program, the fighter issues have 
failed to gain significant political attention. 
The reasons for this la.ck of scrutiny help 
illustrate the difficulties involved in effective 
congressional oversight of defense programs. 

A central reason, clearly, is the failure of 
the Defense Department to lay the con
troversial questions involved before Congress 
in a systematic way. In part this is due to 
the normal reluctance of a.n executive de
partment to disclose internal disputes. 

In addition, Congress lacks reliable infor
mation on the long-term cost implications of 
these and many other new projects. Unlike 
the antiballistic missile system, operating 
costs are a. major factor in aircraft systems. 
But the "IO-year systems cost" concept, rou
tinely used by Pentagon analysts to compare 
proposed weapons systems, is unfamiliar to 
Congress. 

Moreover, the Senate and House Armed 
Services Committees strongly back the view 
of Senior Air Force and Navy officers that 
the United States must start new fighter 
programs now if it is to meet the Soviet chal
lenge in the 1970s. Air Force Secretary Robert 
C. Seamans Jr., told the Senate Armed Serv
ices Committee April 16 that American su
periority in air-to-air combat has declined 
from 12-to-1 during the Korean war to "less 
than one-to-one shortly before the bombing 
halt" in Vietnam in March 1968. Seamans 
said new Soviet prototype aircraft, including 
the.Foxbeat interceptor, show that the Soviet 
Union is capable of developing a new air-to
air fighter which is superior to current Amer
ican Fighters. 

Members of Congress confess that it is very 
hard to start a discussion in the face of 
massive professional advice to proceed with 
the proposed new fighters, and without offi
cial testimony on alternatives. 

For this reason, Hartke decided against 
challenging procurement funds for the F-14 
and chose instead to back an amendment 
calling for a restudy of the need for the new 
Navy fighter . 

Nevertheless, congressional interest in the 
F- 14, including a critical paper on the pro
gram published July 2 by the Members of 
Congress for Peace Through Law, has helped 
to bring to light a controversy over the de
sign and cost of new fighters that has raged 
through the Pentagon for the last year. 
(MCPL is headed by Rep. F. Bradford Morse, 
R-Mass., and the chairman of its military 
subcommittee is Sen. Mark Hatfield, R-Ore. 

Impact on indust,ry: The aerospace indus
try obviously has a large stake in the fighter 
decision. Although the F-14 airframe con
tract has been awarded to Grumman Aircraft 
Engineering Corp., three airframe manufac
turers , at least two electronics companies and 
two engine companies a.re competing to pro
duce components of the F-15 and the F-14B 
engine. 

Meanwhile, a number of other companies 
are known to be in discussion with the Air 
Force and Navy concerning possible alterna
tives to the F-15 and F-14, as well as possi
ble new missile and electronic systems for 
fighter aircraft. 

COST ISSUE 

The estimate that the R-14 and F-15 may 
cost more than $40 billion is derived from 
a calculation of the expense of buying and 
operating slightly more than 1,400 of them 
for 10 years. The cost of associated weapons 
for the aircraft could add several billlon to 
this figure. 

This estimate 1s several times larger than 
the procurement figures currently cited by 
the Air Force and Navy.· Indeed, Congress 
faces a confusing welter of figures in trying 
to determine how far it is committing itself 
by approving development and production 
of the new planes. 

For instance, at least three different sets 
of F-14 cost figures have been put forward. 

Sen. John Stennis, D-Miss., chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee, July 8 reported 
that the F-14 would cost $15.5 million a 
copy for the 287 that have been approved 
in the five-year defense plan. That works out 
to about $4.4 billion. Two days later, Sen. 
Howard W. Cannon, D-Nev., chairman of the 
Armed Services Subcommittee on Tactical 
Airpower, said in floor debate that the F-14 
program would cost $6.4 billion for 463 air
craft. 

Yet another committee member, Sen. Barry 
Goldwate.·, R-Ariz., Aug. 11 placed in the 
Congressional Record a statement, prepared 
with Navy assistance, stating that procure
ment and support of 716 F-14As and F-14Bs 
would cost $7,643,000,000-a figure which ap
parently excludes approximately $1.3 billion 
in research and development. The statement 
said the "unit flyaway cost" of the F-14 will 
be $8.06 million each, tald:ng into account 
4 per cent annual inflation. ("Unit flyaway") 
costs exclude research and development, in
itial production costs, spares and other sup
port costs such as ground equipment. These 
costs a.re included in a total procurement 
program. 

The office of the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for Systems Analysis, on the other 
hand, reportedly calculates that 300 F-14s 
would cost about $5.7 billion, or $19 million 
each on a total program basis and $13 mil
lion each on a unit flyaway basis. Some 700 
F-14s would cost $11.6 billion, according to 
the same source. That works out to $16.5 
million each on a program basis and about 
$11 million each, unit flyaway cost. 

Some informed officials note that the 
Navy's cost figures, used by Goldwater, put 
the price of the F-14 very close to the cost 
of the Air Force fighter, which is smaller. 
The F-14 certainly will cost more than the 
F-15, they argue, because its airframe weighs 
some 8,000 to 9,000 pounds more, because it 
has over 1,000 pounds more electronic equip
ment than the Air Force fighter (at a cost 
of at least $1,000 a pound) and because it 
has a moveable wing. 

Sen. Cannon July 10 said the Air Force 
program would cost $5.14 billion, or about 
$10 million a plane. But more recent Air 
Force cost studies put the price of 737 F-15s 
at about $8.9 billion, including research and 
development. 

Systems cost concept: As an aid to defense 
decision makers, the Office of Systems Analy
sis at the Pentagon some years ago began 
pricing weapons systems on a 10-year basis, 
including development, production and 10-
year direct operating oosts for a full system. 
(Although the "10-year system cost" is a 
somewhat artificial figure, it provides a re
liable way of predicting relative costs of 
different weapons systems. In actual prac
tice, systems costs may be spread over 15 or 
more years, because more than five years are 
needed to put a full system into operation.) 

None of the 10-year systems cost studies 
of the F-14, F-15 or alternatives to them 
have been made available to Congress, inso
far as it can be determined. 

But it is possible to construct an approxi
mation of the systems costs for the F-14 and 
F-15 using known Pentagon figures and a 
common rule of thumb. This rule holds that 
10-year direct operating costs of a modern 
combat aircraft are about double its "unit 
flyaway" cost. (Actual experience with re
cent aircraft suggest direct operating costs 
of up to three times the unit flyaway cost. 
In the following calculations it is assumed 
the F-14 and F-15 will be built for easy 
maintenance. Operating costs could be re
duced much more if the electronics items on 
aircraft are built with better attention to 
reliability than has been achieved in the 
past, and, more important, if the whole sys
tem is kept simple. But neither the F-14 nor 
the F-15 is a simple aircraft.) 

Using the Navy figure of $8-mllllon unit 
flyaway cost for one F-14, 10-yea.r direct 
operating costs per aircraft will be about 
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$16 million. For 500 aircraft-the portion of 
716 actually operating at any time-the 10-
year direct operating costs will be approxi
mately $8 billion. When development and 
production costs of the program are added, 
the 10-year system cost for 716 aircraft is 
approximately $17 blllion. 

Using the Systems Analysis cost unit fly
away basis for the F-14, the 10-year direct 
operating costs for 500 aircraft would be 
about $11 billion and the 10-year system 
cost will be close to $23 billion. Neither of 
these calculations includes F-14 weapons 
which could add up to 10 billion to the 
price. 

The 10-year systems cost of the F-15 could 
exceed $17 billion based on a unit-flyaway 
cost of $8.6 mlllion 10-year direct operating 
costs of $8.6 billion for 500 aircraft and a 
total program of 737 aircraft. 

In combination, these replacements for 
the F-4 could cost $40 billion to buy and 
operate, not counting new missiles which 
will add significantly to the price. 

The Systems Analysis Office reportedly cal
culates that an alternative fighter, described 
below, can be built and flown at one third 
this cost. 

Phoenix missile: Latest price estimates for 
this long-range, radar-guided missile, de
signed to destroy large formations of enemy 
bombers, put the unit cost at $400,000. Each 
F-14 will carry six Phoenix missiles, weighing 
1,000 pounds apiece, in its "fleet air defense" 
role. A complete load for 500 aircraft would 
cost $1.2 billion, excluding $500 million to 
$700 milUon in research and development. 
Ten complete load&-30,000 missiles-would 
cost nearly $10 billion (allowing a lower unit 
price on quantity). Insofar as can be deter
mined, the Navy has not indicated to Con
gress how many Phoenix missiles it plans to 
buy over the life of the program. 

Improved Sparrow: The Navy is develop
ing an improved version of the Sparrow radar
guided missile for use on the F-4, F-14 and 
F-15. Known as the AIM-75, it will cost about 
50 per cent more than current versions of 
Sparrow, or over $60,000 each. 

The fighter aircraft will carry four Spar
rows each. Ten complete loads for 1,000 air
craft would cost about $2.5 billion. Defense 
officials say the current Sparrow has one of 
the worst performance records of available 
air-to-air missiles. It reportedly scores a 
kill approximately one-third as often as the 
Sidewinder missile when the enemy aircraft 
is in visual range, and one-fourth as often 
as simple fixed machine guns a.boa.rd fighters. 

OTHER SURMERGED ISSUES 

Electronics systems: The potential cost of 
the new fighters is closely linked to the 
sophisticated systems they a.re designed to 
carry, and to the kinds of air battles they 
are designed to fight. 

For the past year, the Systems Analysis 
Office has argued that electronics and mis
siles, instead of improving the effectiveness 
of fighter aircraft, actually reduce it. The 
argument, although supported by fighter 
pilots with Vietnam combat experience, has 
apparently failed so far to make a,n impact 
on the Pentagon's research and development 
bureaucracy. 

In the case of aircraft, this bureaucracy 
consists of the Air Force Systems Command, 
the Naval Air Systems Command, and the 
Office of the Director of Defense Engineering 
and Research. For years it has been dom.1-
nated by the view that the largest gains in 
aircraft performance will come from improve
ments in radar and other forms of electronics 
warfare, and from longer range missiles. Thus 
a large portion of Pentagon research anEl 
development spending ls allocated to these 
purposes. 

A secret Defense Department study, re
ported in The Washington Post June 28, 
noted that the fiscal 1969 Air Force research 
and development budget allocated $2 bil-

lion to research in electronics, missilery and 
space and only one-tenth that a.mount to 
improving simple tactical aircraft and weap
ons. 

Air Force Secretary Seamans April 16 de
scribed the difference between American and 
Soviet fighters in the following terms: 
"Since their appearance in the Korean war, 
Soviet-designed fighters have generally been 
more maneuverable and have had better 
acceleration than U.S. fighters. Our fighters, 
on the other hand, hav~ had better radius 
of action, firepower, avionics and payload." 
But, he went on to say, U.S. air-to-air su
periority has declined alarmingly since Ko
rea. 

Systems Analysis studies of tactical air
craft argue that the decline occurred pre
cisely because the United States has spent 
its money on aircraft capabilities that have 
little to do with, and hamper, visual air-to
air combat. For example, the F-4, currently 
the best U.S. fighter, costs about three times 
as much as its· most direct Soviet competi
tor, the MIG-21. (The comparison is based 
on Defense Department calculations that it 
would cost a.bout $80(\000 to manufacture 
a MIG-21 in the United States.) The F-4 
has six times the gross bomb payload and 
three times the range of the MIG-21 for 
combat missions. The F-4 is equipped with 
self·-conta.ined navigational devices, long
range search radar, radar-directed Sparrow 
missiles and devices to Jam enemy radar. 

Yet Vietnam experience raised serious 
questions about the utility of' much of this 
equipment. Due to the large number of 
American aircraft in North Vietnam and the 
impossibility of using electronic equipment 
to reliably separate friend from foe, no 
"stand-off'• aerial battles were fought, al
though the F-4 was designed precisely for 
this kind of warfare, in which fighter planes 
see ea.ch other only on radar and engage at 
ranges beyond eyesight. 

Pentagon study: The secret Pentagon 
study mentioned above found that pilots 
seldom used their aerial search radar in 
Vietnam because it exposed them to early 
detection by the enemy. The radar also was 
ineffective b'ecause enemy pilots, directed 
from the ground, could easily avoid its nar
row search pattern and approach American 
fighters from behind. Radar-directed bomb
ing systems aboard some tactical aircraft 
like the Navy's A-6A were found at best to 
be 30 percent to 60 percent less accurate 
than eye-aimed bombing conducted in day
light. And night bomb-attacks in defended 
areas were found to result in more aircraft 
losses than daylight attacks. 

The study found that air-to-air missiles 
like the Sparrow were one-quarter as effec
tive for shooting down enemy aircraft a.s a 
fighter plane's cannon or ma.chine guns, 
while costing 200 times as much per firing 
or 800 times as much per kill. 

The study also found that electronics de
vices and missiles on tactical aircraft in 
Vietnam failed by very large margins to live 
up to pea.cetime test accuracies and manu
facturer predictions of reliabillty. 

New fighters: The new Navy and Air Force 
fighters will continue the trend toward great
er electronic sophistication. 

The micro-miniaturized electronics equip
ment, costly in itself, also imposes other cost 
on the fighter programs. In order to keep 
down total . aircraft weight, the F-14 and, 
to a greater extent, the F-15, will use large 
amounts of titanium, which is several times 
more costly than aluminum. The F-14B and 
F-15 engines must be built with jewelers' 
ca.re to achieve maximum thrust-to-weight 
ratios in partial compensation for the added 
weight of missiles and avionics. 

But some defense analysts believe the new 
equipment will not work any better than 
current equipment, 1f as well. Look-down 
radar for air-to-air combat, for example, has 

yet to be successfully developed. Some ex
perts believe it remains impossible to design 
an effective look-down radar for fighter air
craft. Similarly, the problems involved in 
developing electronic equipment to separate 
friend from foe, and long-range missiles that 
can hit maneuvering targets, make it highly 
improbable that successful "stand-off" aerial 
engagements will be feasible in the future, 
these analysts assert. The most sensible and 
effective armament for fighter aircraft is a 
gun, they argue. 

Function challenged: The issue of sophis
tication ls closely connected to the purposes 
for which U.S. tactical aircraft are designed. 
One basic requirement in recent years has 
been the "deep interdiction" mission in sup
port of a conventional or tactical nuclear war 
in Europe. In theory the aircraft would fly 
deep into East Europe to attack supplies and 
military units moving toward the front. This 
mission accounts for the range, payload and 
low-level, all-weather attack capab111ties of 
the Air Force F-111 tactical bomber, for ex
ample. 

The F-15 is designed primarily to escort 
such bombing raids and protect them from 
enemy fighters. Thus it has been given very 
long range for a fighter and its equipment 
ls designed to help it survive highly sophis
ticated enemy defenses, postulated for the 
future. 

Recent Pentagon stud1es, however, chal
lenge this basic requirement. They argue 
that deep interdiction is expensive in re
sources and pilots and hig.h:ly ineffective be
cause of the ease of duplicating and repair
ing transport facilities . 

Some officials are also conC'erned that in
terdiction of Soviet supply lines in Europe 
will lead to escalation. It could be an open 
invitation to Sovlet submarine attacks on 
allied ships, for example. The recent studies 
hold that American tacticaJ airpower should 
be primarily designed for close support of 
ground troops and for winning air superior
ity over the battlefield. The F-15 is viewed 
as an overly expensive and relatively ineffi
cient aircraft for air superiority. 

Similar objections have been raised, both 
in Congress and at the Pentagon, to the basic 
requirements for the Navy's F-14. The basic 
purpose of the Phoenix missile system is to 
defend the fleet against Soviet bomber at
tacks. But the Senate Armed Services Pre
paredness Investigating Subcommittee, in a 
1968 report on U.S. Tactic.al Air Power, said 
this threat "is either limdted or does not ex
ist." The Navy has informed Congress since 
that the Phoenix will also provide protec
tion against Soviet "cruise" missiles carried 
aboard some patrol era.ft, destroyers and sub
m.arines. 

But recent Pentagon studies are said to 
have cast doubt on the missile's ,ab111ty to hit 
such low-flying targets. They also question 
the ab111ty of the Phoenix to hit maneuver
ing targets such as enemy fighter planes. 

The Pentagon studies argue that the Navy 
should not spend so much to defend itself 
against the most sophisticated and least 
likely Soviet threats that it can predict, but 
should be more attentive to its limited war 
and peacekeeping roles. The studies assume 
trui,t the Soviet Union will develop an im
proved fighter like the MIG-21 and export 
this to its client states. The F-14 will be too 
cumbersome to engage in successful dog
fights with such aircraft, they argue. That 
raises the poosibiliity, for example, that 
Soviet-equipped Arab air forces will come 
to -(1.ominate much of the Mediterranean. 

Recent Air Force and Navy studies cast 
doubt on the Nra.vy's original claim that the 
F-14 w111 be a good dogfighting aircraf,t. The 
Air Force examined the F-14A in comparison 
to the latest F-4s and found it less maneu
ver.able. A recent Navy study report.edly 
found that the MIG-21 could out-turn the 
F-14B, particula;rly at higher ,altitudes, thus 
gaining an important edge in dogfighting. 
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Alternatdve approach: A recent GAO study, 
confirming recent Pentagon stu.dies of tacti
cal air power, argues that the United States 
should develop flying prototypes of aircraft 
designed to handle various foreseen needs, 
in effect emulating the Soviet Union. 

These test vehicles would be kept sim
ple and inexpensive; their designs would not 
be enumbered by multi.role requirements. 
In the field of avd.onics and missiles, pri
mary focus would be reliable, maintainable 
designs. Thus procurement of large num
bers of new aircraft and associated systems 
could begin with tested technology. This 
could, it is claimed, lead to potentially large 
gadns in reliability, and major savings in pro
duction and maintenance costs. The study, 
dated July 14, is entitled, "Evaluation of Two 
Proposed Methods for Enhancing competi
tion in Weapons Systems Procurement." 

FX-X: One aircraft proposal based on such 
thinking has been put forward by the Sys
tems Analysis Office as a substitute for the 
F-14 and F-15. Known as the FX-X, it is 
described as an "austere" aircraft designed 
primarily as a dogfighter and escort. 

The FX-X would weigh under 80,000 
pounds at take-off, and have a single engine 
of about 40,000 pounds thrust, a single pilot, 
an all-aluminum airframe and would use 
existing avionics. Its range would be between 
that of the F-4 and that of the F-15. It 
would not be designed for a large bomb pay
load, although its power would allow it to 
carry bombs. 

Systems Analysis calculated that 300 such 
aircraft would cost $3.2 million each (unit 
flyaway cost). The ten-year systems cost for 
1,400 such adrcraft would be about one
third the cost of the same number of F-14s 
and F-15s, a potential saving of $25 billion 
or more. 

The Air Force argues that the technology 
does not exist for a 40,000-pound-thrust 
engine. But FX-X proponents note that Gen
eral Electric is developing engdnes with 67,-
000 pounds thrust for the Boeing supersonic 
transport, and that 35,000 pound-thrust en
gines were built as long as eight years ago. 
To answer the Air Force argument that the 
FX-X lacks sufficient range, the Systems 
Analysis study claims that the FX-X has a 
33-per cent longer range than the F-4, and 
that a larger internal fuel load would 
seriously reduce acceleration and maneuver
ability. -

A Navy spokesman said Sept. 5 that at 
least four airframe manufacturers are dis
cussing a variant of the FX-X with the Na
val Air Systems Command. It is known to 
Navy airmen as the "fall-back fighter," to 
be pursued in case the F-14 program should 
be curtailed or eliminated. 

WHAT THE AIR FORCE AND NAVY WANT 

F-14: The new Navy fighter is planned (1) 
to substitute for the General Dynamics/ 
Grumman F-111-B (Navy version of the 
TFX) as a missile-carrying aircraft for de
fense of the fleet against Soviet bomber at
tacks and (2) to replace the McDonnell
Douglas F-4 as the main carrier-based fighter 
aircraft. The presently authorized five-year 
defense plan contemplates purchase of 287 
F-14As and F-14Bs to replace the F-111-B. 
The Navy has informed Congress it wants 
716 planes in all, to replace the F-4s as well. 
Some estimates place the total number of 
F-14s that may be bought over the 
next seven or eight years as high as 1,000 to 
1,200. The aircraft will be built by the Grum
man Aircraft Engineering Corp., Bethpage, 
Long Island. 

The F-14 will be a large swing-wing, super
sonic, two-man, twin-engine aircraft. Its de
sign is based on a slimmed-down version of 
the F-111-B. Like that aircraft, it ls designed 
primarily to carry six large (1,000-pound) 
Phoenix air-to-air missiles. With the Phoenix 
it will weigh about 64,000 pounds (compared 
to about 80,000 pounds for the F-111-B). 

In its "dogfight" role the F-14 will weigh, 

by present Navy estimates, 52,000 pounds. It 
will carry an improved Sparrow missile (20-
mile-plus range) and shortrange Sidewinder 
missiles, plus a cannon. 

Present Navy plans call for three models of 
the F-14: the F-14A, using the same Pratt 
and Whitney engine as the F-111-B; the 
F-14B, using a version of an improved engine 
being developed for the F-15, and the F-14C, 
due in the latter 1970s, with improved missile 
and air-to-ground electronics systems. 

The fiscal 1970 military procurement and 
authorization bill (S. 2546) proposes $464 
million for development and initial produc
tion of the F-14. The funds will permit pur
chase of six prototype aircraft and six pro
duction models. 

F-15: The new Air Force fighter is designed 
to replace the F-4. It will be a twin-engine, 
one-man, supersonic aircraft designed pri
marily for air-to-air combat. It will carry 
Sparrow missiles, Sidewinder missiles and a 
cannon. 

It will also incorporate a new attack radar 
(avionics) system to be developed concur
rently) with the aircraft. The Air Force an
ticipates tha.t the new radar system will in
clude a "lookdown" capab111ty which per
mits the plane to spot aircraft rising toward 
it from the ground. The Air Force also hopes 
for radar to discriminate between friendly 
and enemy aircraft. (Identification Friend or 
Foe). 

The F-15 will be smaller than the F-14 
and will have a fixed wing. It will have a 
takeoff weight of about 40,000 pounds, com
pared to the estimated 52,000 to 54,000-
pound weight of the F-14 in its dogfight ver
sion. Both the F-14 and the F-15 will use 
similar engines. 

The Air Force anticipates purchasing 737 
F-15s. It may also begin developing a new 
dogfighting missile for the F-15. And it is 
studying new cannon designs. 

HARTKE REQUESTS PENTAGON DOCUMENTS 

Sen. Vance Hartke, D-Ind., Sept. 5, an
nounced in a Senate speech that he had asked 
Defense Secretary Melvin R. Laird to supply 
him and other interested Members with sev
eral classified documents spelling out "in
ternal objections" within the Defense De
partment to the new Navy fighter. Hartke 
said these documents included: 

Development Concept Paper 19, which he 
described as "a study of the options for 
improving our aiir combat strength," which 
"clarifies the limitations of the F-14 as an 
air superiority fighter." 

A letter from the Office of Systems Analysis 
to Laird containing new estimates of the 
cost of the F-14 which put the unit cost of 
300 at $19 million each. 

A study entitled "Feasib111ty Study 
of Alternative High-Performance/Low-Cost 
Fighter Designs, FX-X and VFX-X." 

The proceedings of the Navy Fighter Pilots 
Symposium, held for the last three summers 
at Coronado, Calif. "At these meetings," 
Hartke said, "dissatisfaction among Navy 
pilots wLth the F-14 became such an embar
rassment to the top Navy brass that tight 
restrictions were placed on all public com
ment with regard to the substance of the 
discussions that took place." 

An internal study, by Systems Analysis, of 
a compromise alternative to blanket approval 
of the F-14 program. Hartke said the study 
recommended scrapping the F-14A and 
stretching out the remainder of the program 
for 18 months. 

The Major Program Memorandum on 
tactical air forces for fiscal 1971-75, a paper 
drafted by Systems Analysis and addressed 
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff on June 4. Said 
Hartke, "This ... document ... suggests 
strict budget guidelines for program expendi
tures and specifies the mission of tactical 
airpower in terms of these important capa
bilities: air-to-air visual combat and close 
air support, with emphasis on anti
armor .... The F-14 is designed for none of 

these purposes, but instead to counter a 
dubious Soviet bomber threat with radar 
missiles." 

LAIRD ON SECRET DEFENSE STUDms 

Defense Secretary Melvil.n R. Ladrd Sept. 2 
sent the following letter to Sen. William 
Proxmire, D-Wis., in response to a request for 
two internal Defense Department studies of 
the C-5A transport. 

"DEAR Bn.L: Thank you for your letter of 
September 2nd concerning two documents 
relating to the C-&A preps.red in the Office of 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense fur Sys
tems Analysis. I hope I can clarify any mis
understanding concerning the work of the 
Office of the AsSlista.nt Secretary of Defense 
for Systems Analysis a.nd the Assistant Secre
ta.ry's recommendations to me in connection 
w1th the C-5A program. 

"The job of the Systems Analysis staff is 
to make critical appraisals of defense pro
grams. In their review and evaluation they 
em.mine both sides of a.n issue, but especially 
the critical side, since others will emphasize 
the positive aspects of an issue. This i!:I an 
essellltial function of sign.1ficant assistance 
to me. But, critical studies are not the only 
basis on whfoh decisions are made. They are 
part of the wide variety of information I 
need to draw conclusions and make judg
ments on defense programs. However, if 
internal, critical studies prepared by the Sys
tems Analysis staff continue to be given pub
lic expression and used as the source for 
atta.cking DoD programs, their valuable con
tribution to the defense decision-making 
process will be significantly reduced .... 

"With respect to providing unolassifled 
versions of the Major Program Memorandum 
(MPM) and other internal working papers, 
these usually len~hy documents a.re pre
pared only in classified form for the internal 
use of the Department of Defense compo
nents involv~ in the decision-making proc
ess. The reasons this particular MPM is classi
fied is that it conta.!l.ns defense contingency 
planning details. 

"Sincerely, 
"MEL LAIRD." 

IMPACT ON INDUSTRY 

The developing controversy over the cost 
and design of tactical combat aircraft has 
large implicaitions for the aerospace and elec
tronics industries. For example, the potential 
F-14 and F-15 programs-and associated 
weaponry-represent possible sales of over 
$20 billion in the next 15 years. An alterna
tive "austere" fig,hter program might be 
worth only $5 billion to $7 billion for the 
same number of aircraft. The following list 
shows major contractors associated with the 
F-14 and FL15 programs. 

F-14--Component, contractor, and con
tracting agency: 

Airframe: Grumman Aircraft Engineering 
Corp.; Naval Air Systems Command, Wash
ington, D.C. 

F-14A engine: Pratt and Whitney Inc., 
West Hartford, Conn. 

F-14B engine: In competition, Pratt and 
Whitney Inc., West Hartford, Conn., General 
Electric Corp., Ivendale, Ohio (selection 
March 1970; Competition phase Aeronautical 
Systems Division, Air Florce; Systems Com
mand, Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, 
Ohio; Development and production phase to 
be determined. 

Phoenix missile and avionics: Hughes Air
craft Corp., Culver City, Calif.; Navia.I Air 
Systems Command, Washington, D.C. 

Sidewinder 1-C missile: Raytheon Co., 
Lowell, Mass. 

Sparrow AIM-7F missile: Raytheon Co., 
Waltham, Mass. 

M-61 20mm gun: General Electric Corp., 
Burlington, Vt.; Army Materiel Command, 
Washington, D.C. 

F-15--COmponent, contractor, and con
tracting agency: 

Airframe: In competition, Flairchild Hiller 
Corp., Farmingdale, N.Y.; McDonnell Douglas 
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Corp., St. Louis, Mo.; North American Rock
well Corp., Los Angeles, Calif. (selection by 
Jan. 1, 1970); Aeronautical Systems Division, 
Air Force Systems Command, Wright-Patter
son Air Force Base, Ohio. 

Engine: 1 In competition: Pra,tt and Whit
ney Inc., West Hartford, Conn.; General Elec
tric Corp., Ivendale, Ohio (selection March 
1970); Competition phase: Aeronautical Sys
tems Division, Air Force Systems Command; 
Development and production phase: to be 
determined. 

Avionics: In competition: Hugihes Aircra.f,t 
Corp., Culver Oity, Calif.; Westinghouse 
Corp .. Baltimore, Md. (selection late 1970); 
Aeronautical Systems Division, Air Force 
Systems Command. 

M-61 2Dmm gun: General Electric Corp., 
Burlington, Vt.; Army Materiel Command, 
Washington, D.C. 

25mm gun: In competition: General Elec
tric corp., Burlington, Vt.; Philco-Ford 
Corp., Newport Bea.ch, Calif. (no selection 
date established); Aeronautical Systems Di
vision, Air Force Systems Command. 

SideWinder 1-C missile: Raytheon CO., 
Lowell, Mass.; Naval Air Systems Command, 
Washington, D.C. 

Sparrow AIM-7F missile: Raytheon Co., 
Waltham, Mass. 

Short-range missile: To be determined by 
competition; Aeronautical Systems Division, 
Air Force Systems Command. 

COST COMPARISON 

The following graph compares the approxi
mate IO-year systems cost (procurement and 
operation) of 1,400 F-14s/15s with the same 
number of new F-4s and the same number of 
the proposed FX-X aircraft. 

The graph ls intended to mustrate the as
sertion of the Defense Department's Systems 
Analysis Office that the new fighter aircraft 
will cost more than twice as much as a pres
ent fighter force of comparable size, and 
three times as much as a fighter force of 
FX-X aircraft. 

The first figures show the systems cost of 
the F-14 and F-15 combined, based on pres
ent Navy and Air Force estimates of unit fly
away cost. The second figures introduce Sys
tems Analysis estimates of the cost of the 
Navy fighter, which are somewhat higher 
than the Navy's figures. 

[In billions of dollars] 
F-14/15 current estimates: 

Procurement cost-------------------- 17 
Operating cost----------------------- 17 

Total --------------------------- 34 

F-14/15 alternate prices: 
Procurement cost-------------------- 20 
Operating cost ---------------------- 20 

Total --------------------------- 40 

F-4: 
Procurement cost -------------------- 6 
Operating cost ---------------------- 8 

Total --------------------------- 14 

FX-X: 
Procurement cost-------------------- 6 
Operating cost ----------------------- 6 

Total --------------------------- 12 
NoTE: These figures are approximate due to 

interpretation from a bar graph. 

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. PIRNIE) . 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, will the 

1 F-14B engine to be used in both F-14 
and F-15 and funded Jointly by Navy and Air 
Force. -

gentleman yield for a point of clarifica
tion? 

Mr. PIRNIE. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, it might be 

of interest to the Members of the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union that the C-5A 3 took off 
from Edwards Air Force Base today in 
an overweighted test flight with more 
thrust than expected, a 27-percent over
load of maximum SOR capability, and 
gained 18,500 feet in less than the maxi
mum rate of climb. 

This report has just come over the 
press wires, and is a new world's record: 

CARGO PLANE 

MARIETI'A, GA.-Lockheed's huge new cargo 
plane, the C-5 Galaxy, set an unofficial world 
record today when it roared into the skies 
weighing 790,100 pounds. 

This was 21,000 pounds heavier than it is 
expected to fly even under wartime condi
tions and 28,100 pounds heavier than the 
old mark it established last June 16. 

The record was set by C-5 "No. 3" during 
a test at Edwards Air Force Base, Calif., 
the company said. The pilot reported the 
plane lifted off flawlessly and climbed to an 
altitude of 18,800 feet, burning a total of 
21,000 pounds of fuel during its climb. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PIRNIE. I yield to the gentleman 
from South Carolina, chairman of our 
committee. 

Mr. RIVERS. As I said before, this is 
the largest plane in the world and thank 
God we own it. Who is better to test their 
own planes than Lockheed? If it does not 
work we will not take it, and it will not 
be the first mistake we have made. But 
how are you going to find out until you 
have the guts to try to build the plane 
and test it. This is the largest plane in 
the world and this plane will work. 

When we get the facts, you will get 
the facts. I am not giving you half truths 
and half facts. Nor am I rushing in to 
indict people-I have had that much law 
and that much experience in the legal 
profession. 

Mr. PffiNIE. Mr. Chairman, I am 
sorry to take a part of my time to dis
cuss anything that is not directly in this 
bill. But some of those who have pre
ceded me in the well who complained 
about time or the lack of it have chosen 
to deal with other subjects, some of 
which I believe requires a response-at 
least I wish to make a response. 

I have had the privilege to serve on 
the Committee on Armed Services during 
a trying period in our history. I have 
been proud of the fact that on that com
mittee there seemed to be a general rec
ognition that in the defense of this Na
tion there was no center aisle. There
fore, we have operated the committee on 
a bipartisan basis. 

The staff of the committee has been 
available to every Member. I am sur
prised to hear anyone saying on this 
floor that this capable staff has been un
responsive. It may be that their requests 
had not been properly and timely made. 
I hope we will all remember that every 
Member of this House shares with the 
committee an obligation and that there 
is no center aisle dividing us in our duty 

to protect this Nation not only now but 
for the foreseeable future. 

Now we have had a great deal of ad
vice as to how we could spend money 
elsewhere. We have had expert witnesses 
on the subject in droves before our com
mittee. But when we asked, "Supposing 
you were in our place and it was your 
duty to decide what is in the best inter
est of the security of this Nation?" some 
of them have thrown their hands up and 
said, "Thank God I do not have to decide 
that." 

But we do have to decide, and that is 
what we are here for today. 

Although I fully support H.R. 14000, 
time permits me to discuss only one 
phase of this program-the inclusion in 
the military procurement bill of $100.2 
million for the engineering development 
of the proposed Advanced Manned Stra
tegic Aircraft--AMSA. Since 1964 the 
Congress and the Air Force have at
tempted to get on with this vital weap
ons system. Over $140 million has been 
devoted to preliminary design and ad
vanced development in propulsion and 
avionics for this aircraft, and this year 
the Department of Defense has asked for 
funds necessary to begin engineering de
velopment of AMSA in fiscal year 1970. 
There is every reason why they should be 
granted. 

At the outset, I want to emphasize 
that the approval of these funds in this 
legislation does not authorize procure
ment of AMSA but merely allows the Air 
Force to get into a technical posture 
where it will be able to proceed with pro
curement should the Congress, at a later 
date, so authorize. These funds will allow 
the Air Force and the Congress to keep 
open in terms of potential deployment 
the option to go ahead with this system 
should the circumstances demand. 

The purpose of AMSA is manifold. Let 
me dwell on some of the more important 
ones. AMSA is designed to replace an 
aging B-52 fleet in a way which reflects 
the technology of the seventies rather 
than that of the fifties. By the time that 
AMSA could be operational-1977-our 
youngest B-52 bombers will be about 15 
years old, plagued by 15 years of hard 
wear and tear and more importantly, 
technology which at the minimum will 
be 25 years old. In light · of the advances 
made in technology since the last B-52 
came off the production line in 1963, by 
1977 the B-52 bomber will be approach
ing the relic stage. 

However, by building AMSA we will 
not merely be replacing an old aircraft 
with a new one which has the same basic 
equipment. We will be increasing the 
payload of the bomber significantly, we 
will have a weapon which has far greater 
penetration capability thian the B-52, 
one which will have a far greater versa
tility to fly at high and low altitudes 
than the B-52. It will be faster, smaller, 
better able to get through enemy de
fenses than the B-52. This is wh1at 
AMSA is, but the important question to 
be answered is why it is needed. 

There are those who argue that we 
should put all our eggs in one basket
the missile basket. They point out that 
according to our intelligence the Rus
sians are stressing missile capability 
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rather than manned bombers and that 
there is little reason in view of vast air 
defense technology and MIRV's to spend 
the large amount of money which will 
be necessary to build AMSA or any 
bomber. This position assumes that all 
we need is ICBM's and SLBM's in order 
to assure an effective deterrent. 

However, I would remind the critics 
that the mixed force concept is not pred
icated on what a potential enemy may 
now have but what it may be able to de
velop between now and the post 1975 pe
riod. This time frame is important be
cause that is how long it will take us to 
get any bomber operational. The most 
logical argument in favor of AMSA is 
that it provides us with an effective de
terrent capability should our ICBM's be 
neutralized by MIRV's and in the un
likely event that the Soviets make a 
breakthrough in antisubmarine warfare 
which could neutralize the capability of 
our Polaris submarines. This, of course, 
assumes the worst but when considering 
our national defense we cannot afford to 
look at the possibilities through rose
colored glasses. In dealing with the large 
uncertainties involved in predicting 
threats 8 to 10 years in the future, we 
must keep our options open and remain 
in a position to move on the AMSA 
should events continue to verify its need. 

In addition to keeping our deterrent 
credible, there are other reasons why 
AMSA makes sense. It will provide us 
wit!l the flexibility to make a response 
and can be used for missions, such as the 
B-52 is presently carrying out in Viet
nam. Furthermore, you can call back a 
bomber but not a missile. It can be used 
in a "show of force" deployment for 
diplomatic purposes such as was in the 
case during the 1962 Cuban missile crisis. 

There are of course other arguments 
in favor of AMSA, but in my view, the 
most important of all is the fact that you 
can fly a bomber, you can test and retest 
a bomber, you can move a bomber as 
circumstances demand it. We cannot say 
these things about missiles. The chair
man of the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee, Senator STENNIS, put it very well 
when he said: 

No one knows to what extent our ICBM's 
will operate. We believe they will fly effec
tively or that a great percentage of them will 
do so, but it is an unknown quantity. 

The same is true of SLBM's. On the 
other hand, the bomber is a weapon 
which is a known quantity, and it assures 
that we have at least one system in our 
arsenal upon which we can rely in the 
event others fail or are neutralized. 

Those who say we do not need a 
manned bomber for the post 1975 period 
continue to claim that our B-52's will do 
the job. This is not realistic and ignores 
the technology of today and the antici
pated advances of tomorrow. Let us 
never forget that the Soviets have had 
many years to improve their methods of 
def ending against the B-52. One area 
where they have placed great emphasis is 
in attempting to destroy our bombers 
prior to launch. Russian FOB's and sea 
launched ballistic missiles have reduced 
time and our reaction has been to dis
perse our B-52 force. One of the prime 
objectives of AMSA is to provide lm-

proved chances of pre-launch survivabil
ity through wide dispersal to austere 
landing bases and quick launch capabil
ity. The design of this plane then will 
make it much less vulnerable to Soviet 
efforts to destroy our manned bombers 
prior to launch. 

Another question which must be re
solved is whether our existing bomber 
fleet of B-52's can be modernized and re
structured to handle the missions antic
ipated by the Air Force during the post 
1975 period. The answer is found in the 
relative costs and the anticipated per
formance of AMSA versus the perform
ance of modernized B-52's. First, it will 
be very costly just to maintain the exist
ing B-52 force as it gets older, not to 
mention the alterations some have sug
gested. Clearly at a certain time it be
comes more economical to buy new hard
ware rather than to continue repairing 
old hardware. If, for example, we re
structure the B-52 to incorporate the 
newest penetrating devices such as mis
siles and decoys, we will be doing so at 
the expense of its payload capacity. In 
contrast, the AMSA will have these new 
devices including a reduced infrared sig
nature and radar cross section, plus a 
much larger payload capacity than our 
existing B-52's presently have without 
modification. Thus, to take that path 
would be, in my judgment, a waste of 
resources and would leave much to be 
desired in terms of bomber force effec
tiveness. 

I find it interesting that those who feel 
there is no justification for a new bomber 
do not attempt to strike all the funds re
quested for AMSA. Rather, they are 
hedging their predictions with $77 mil
lion which will allow the Air Force to do 
part of the work on this program. Al
though the proponents of reduction of 
funds may claim that their proposal will 
not eliminate AMSA, let us face the 
facts-this merely is step one in a con
certed effort to kill this bomber. No one 
doubts for a moment that if this amend
ment is adopted, in the future the same 
persons will come forth with the same 
arguments and another effort to cut. If 
they are convinced there is no need for 
this bomber in the future, why do they 
employ such deceptive tactics? 

Mr. Chairman, the decision we make 
today on this bomber is not a final one 
in any sense of the word. As I said ear
lier, approving the $100.2 million in this 
legislation merely allows us to keep Qpen 
our option to go ahead with this bomber 
should circumstances demand it. How
ever, it allows us to do so within the time 
frame which the Air Force, the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, the Secretary of De
fense and the President of the United 
States feel is mandatory. The efforts to 
cut this bill do more than make $23 mil-
lion available for other uses, they alter 
the entire strategic balance of deterrents 
upon which we will have to depend in the 
post 1975 period and they weaken seri
ously the credibility of our determina
tion to be able to respond effectively and 
completely to any possible first strike 
threat. 

Let us never lose sight of the fact that 
our ability to avoid nuclear war is predi
cated on the credibility of our defense 

structure. Should we find it necessary 
to incorporate AMSA into that structure, 
we must be able to do it on a realistic 
timetable. Since the proposed reduction 
of funds will alter that timetable, it 
should '>e opposed. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. WHALEN). 

Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Chairman, the five 
so-called dissident members of the 
Armed Services Committee had planned 
to undertake a coordinated effort this 
afternoon. I think it is quite obvious that 
this coordination suffered a very serious 
breakdown with the unsolicited compli
ment given to my colleague, the gentle
man from Vermont (Mr. STAFFORD) and 
me. I do not thing I would say to the 
gentleman from California that this 
breakdown can be attributed to the 
members of the staff. 

Mr. Chairman, about 6 months ago 
four of my colleagues on the Armed 
Services Commitee-the gentleman from 
Michigan, (Mr. NEDZI), the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LEGGETT), the 
gentleman from NEW YoRK (Mr. PIKE), 
and the gentleman from Vermont <Mr. 
STAFFORD) , and I-formed an informal 
discussion group to study in depth our 
basic defense posture. We had in mind 
particularly a review of the concepts 
from which our authorization requests 
emenate. 

We met on a regular basis. We met 
with many resource individuals, both in 
and out of Government. During the 
course of these meetings, we came to a 
number of conclusions regarding various 
defense issues and questions. In apply
ing these conclusions to the defense au
thorization request submitted by Secre
tary Laird, we decided that his budget 
required substantial modification. There
fore, we decided to outline a number of 
amendments which we intended to intro
duce during the committee mark-up ses
sion. 

On August 11 of this year we indicated 
to our distinguished chairman our reser
vations about the bill that was then be
ing considered in the Senate and the 
amendments we intended to introduce. 

Last week, when we received a copy 
of the House version of the defense pro
curement bill, we were very pleased to 
note a number of our reservations had 
been overcome. Thus we specifically en
dorse five provisions of II.R. 14000. 

First, we are very pleased with the re
duction in the overall troop strength to 
3,285,000 personnel. This is approxi
mately 185,000 less than the troop 
strength as of June 30, 1969. 

Second, we are very pleased also with 
the reduction of $142 million for the 
TOW missile. 

Third, we endorse the $110 million re
duction in various tracked vehicles. 

These latter two cuts were initiated by 
our colleague from New York (Mr. 
STRATTON). 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHALEN. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. STRATI'ON. I appreciate the gen
tleman's comments and his support. I 
hope, at the appropriate t!.me, to list 
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some of the facts on these reductions in 
more detail. 

Mr. WHALEN. I would say to the gen
tleman from New York, I hope that my 
compliment will not have the same ad
verse effect on his side of the aisle as an 
earlier compliment did on my side of the 
aisle. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHALEN. I am delighted to yield 
to the chairman of the committee. 

Mr. RIVERS. The gentleman does not 
mind the committee making a decision 
in his favor, does he? He does not have 
any objection to that? 

Mr. WHALEN. No. 
Mr. RIVERS. We arrived at these con

clusions that the five distinguished gen
tlemen approved of. The gentleman does 
not mind if we, somewhere down the 
line, participate in a decision they 
thought of first, does he? 

Mr. WHALEN. We are not suggesting 
this, Mr. Chairman. We are just express
ing our delight over the fact that we do 
agree at least in these five areas I am 
outlining, although there are some dis
agreements in other areas. 

Mr. RIVERS. Before the gentleman 
came to Congress we had been known 
to make reductions in bills. We may have 
stumbled along before he got here, but 
if he will stay with us, he is helping us 
along. 

Mr. WHALEN. I am expressing my de
light. 

I just want to indicate to the chair
man and to the Members of the Com
mittee of the Whole we do not find the 
bill completely objectionable. 

Let me state the fourth area, the ten 
percent reduction in research and de
velopment, with which we heartily en
dorse. 

Fifth, we also applaud the efforts of 
the committee to retain certain amend
ments that were inserted in the bill in 
the Senate. 

Despite this fact, Mr. Chairman, we 
do have some very serious reservations 
about the bill which was presented to 
the committee and which was ultimately 
approved by the committee. 

I believe these objections can be cate
gorized in four areas. 

First, we feel that the bill, 1f it is 
funded at the figure that is contained 
in this authorization, is inflationary. It 
is $1.8 billion some higher than the ap
propriation for the same purposes last 
year. It is $1,436 million higher than the 
figure approved by the Senate. 

Mr. PffiNIE. Mr. Chairman, wm the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHALEN. I am delighted to yield 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. PIRNIE. Would not the gentleman 
in the well like to make it clear to the 
House that the increase is due to the 
opinion of the committee that some re
establishment of our Navy was necessary 
for our national defense, and that that 
was not a subject which was taken up 
by the other body. 

Mr. WHALEN. I will touch on this. It 
is quite evident, of course, that the in
crease was due to the opinion of the com
mittee. Obviously, if it had not been, we 
would not have come out with that figure. 

Mr. PffiNIE. It was just on that one 
area. 

Mr. WHALEN. Let me finish my formal 
comments. 

We say, second, that we have serious 
reservations because, if this bill is funded 
at the level approved by the Armed Serv
ices Committee, it will certainly take 
away funds from needed domestic pro
grams. 

Third, this authorization contains 
many dollars which were not requested 
by the DOD. I refer specifically to the 
$960 million in the bill for naval ship 
procurement. 

Fourth, and finally, we feel that this 
bill contains a number of authorizations 
for programs which are not needed. We 
believe in the instance of these programs 
that their case has not been proved by 
the Department of Defense. Therefore, 
we feel that they can be either deleted or 
deferred without in any way detracting 
from our military posture. 

To correct these deficiencies, there
fore, the aforementioned five members 
of the Committee on Armed Services in
troduced a series of nine amendments 
during the committee markup session. 
These amendments were defeated. We 
intend to reintroduce these amendments 
tomorrow during the consideration of 
H.R. 14000. 

They fall into two different categories. 
There are seven amendments which, if 
adopted, will reduce total authorizations 
by $2.075 billion. There are two other 
amendments which contain restrictive 
language similar to that adopted in the 
Senate version of the bill. 

You have all received a letter from 
the five aforementioned members of the 
committee outlining these items. They 
are also contained in the committee re
port beginning on page 14 7. However, 
for your information here and so that 
we can perhaps develop the scenario 
that will unfold tomorrow, let me briefly 
recite the amendments and review them 
for you. As I say, they will be introduced 
by the five aforementioned Members 
and will be supported by them. 

Four of these are in the section deal
ing with aircraft. The first is a $86 mil
lion reduction in the Cobra helicopter. 
This will be introduced by Congressman 
NEnzr. The rationale underlying this re
duction is the fact that these will be 
scheduled for shipment to Vietnam in 
1971 and 1972. In all probability there 
will be no American troops there to uti-· 
lize them then. We have already provided 
our allies in South Vietnam with other 
aircraft which will do an equally good, 
or better, job. 

Second, there will be an amendment 
proposed by Congressman PIKE calling 
for a reduction of $481 million in pro
curement of the C-5A, specifically 23 air
craft. The principal reason underlying 
this particular amendment is the fact 
that there have been production delays. 
Therefore even def erring this for 1 year 
will not in any way impair the security 
of our Nation. 

The third will be a series of amend
ments that will be introduced by Con
gressman LEGGETT totalling $77.4 mil
lion dealing with SHRAM. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman three additional min-
utes. · 

Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Chairman, as you 
know, this is the short-range attack mis
sile. I am not going to impose on your 
time at this point, since my time is 
limited, to go into the rationale of this, 
because you can find it in the letter which 
my colleagues and I sent you as well as 
in the committee report beginning on 
page 147. 

Fourth, Mr. LEGGETT will present an 
amendment deleting $38 million from the 
freedom fighter program. The Depart
ment of Defense does not have any pro
vision for this aircraft in its fiscal year 
1970 budget request. The committee in
cluded funds for this program on the 
basis of a limited conversation with the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense to which the 
Armed Services Committee members were 
not privy. On this basis, the additional 
$38 million does not justify urgency and 
seems ill-advised. 

The fifth amendment will be in the 
missiles section of H.R. 14000. This will 
be an amendment calling for a reduction 
of $345.5 million for deployment of the 
Safeguard anti-ballistic-missile system. 
This will be introduced by Mr. LEGGETT, 
of California. 

Going on to the next section of the 
bill-ship procurement-there will be an 
amendment introduced by Congressman 
PIKE, of New York, proposing a reduction 
of $1.025 billion in naval ship procure
ment. As I stated previously, this amend
ment will delete the $960 million con
tained in this bill and not requested by 
the Department of Defense. 

Finally, in the research and develop
ment area there will be an amendment 
proposed to reduce by $23 m1llion the re
search funds for AMSA. This would re
duce total AMSA research from $100 mil
lion to $77 million. That is the figure 
originally requested by the former Sec
retary of Defense. 

The two restrictive amendments to 
which I refer, one a limitation on the 
procurement, the transportation, the de
ployment, and the storage of chemical 
and biological warfare agents, is very 
similar to the amendment adopted dur
ing the Senate floor debate. The second 
is the so-called Schweiker amendment 
which attempts to get at the problems we 
have been seeing with respect to large 
overruns and program delays. 

This was adopted during Senate floor 
debate and calls for quarterly reports by 
the Secretary of Defense and an annual 
audit by the GAO. 

Let me just close with two observa
tions: 

First of all, I think we should point 
out that the five members of the House 
Armed Services Committee who filed our 
additional views are not in any way con
ducting a vendetta against the military. 
For the security of our country we need 
a strong and sound military establish
ment. Personally, I feel this is an hon
orable profession, one of the highest 
callings, defending one's country. 

Second, in making this study and in 
arriving at our conclusions and the re
sulting amendments, we in no way seek 
to reduce the security of our country. 

Let me relate this to an analogy that 
was brought up earlier in this discussion 
by the gentleman from North Carolina 
<Mr. JONAS) with respect to insurance on 
his home. I think we all have insurance 
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policies on our home. I know I do on 
mine in Dayton, Ohio. But let me point 
out that it also is true that all of us 
are not completely covered. Not all con
tingencies are covered by our household 
policies. By the same token, we cannot 
provide funds for every conceivable mili
tary contingency. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say in conclusion 
that there will be these nine amendments 
introduced tomorrow. There will be ad
ditional amendments proposed by other 
Members. I certainly do not want to 
imply by not discussing them that the 
five members of the committee are op
posed to these. We will make our own 
individual decisions. All of these amend
ments which we will consider tomorrow 
are important amendments. They are 
important to the future of our country. 
I am very glad to know that we will be 
given ample time during which to discuss 
these amendments. We certainly hope 
that there will be a full attendance on 
the part of the Members of the House 
on the floor during the period of that 
discussion and that in considering them, 
you will keep an open mind. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to a former 
distinguished member of our committee, 
but one who has now departed it for an 
assignment on the Committee on Appro
priations. 

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, the de
bate over the necessity of ballistic mis
sile defense has engaged our attention 
for a number of years. I became involved 
with this program as far back as 1966 
when we were debating the merits of a 
heavy system, a light system and the 
sentinal program oriented toward city 
defenses. The key word now is "Safe
guard." The names may have changed 
but the melody lingers on and the same 
sour notes continue to be struck. 

We must however look to the history 
of this program, for past projections and 
requests by the DOD now look very much 
out of tune with present realities. 

In 1967 testimony before the Armed 
Services Committee, the Nike X version 
of a ballistic missile defense was dis
cussed at length. The Nike X was a pre
cursor of the Sentinal which has lately 
been modified and renamed the Safe
guard ABM system. Then Secretary of 
Defense McNamara presented a combi
nation missile and fallout shelter pro
gram estimated at $22 billion, $8 billion 
of which would be allocated for shelters. 
Secretary McNamara, under question
ing, then estimated a possible 6 to 8 bil
lion yearly expenditures in the early 70's 
to maintain this system. 

McNamara, however, did not at that 
time recommend deployment, recogniz
ing that the quality and quantity of the 
threat had not been sufficiently deter
mined. I quote from Secretary McNa-
mara: 

I believe we should continue or develop
ment program ... this will allow us to de
velop a system that would have the maxi
mum capablllty against the Soviet threat ... 
It isn't necessary to make that decision to 
deploy the system today, because the time 
they require to deploy their offensive system 
is greater than the time we require to deploy 
our defensive system. 

Fortunately, the advice was correct as 
the old Sentinal system of area defense 
has been judged premature. General 
Wheeler disagreed in 1967 however and 
urged immediate deployment of an anti
Soviet area defense ABM coupled with 
an extensive "education" program by 
the Executive and Congress to sell a 
multi-billion dcllar bomb shelter system 
to the American public. 

The shelter question had been debated 
in the early 1960's and discarded as un
workable-leading to the decision not to 
deploy the Nike-Zeus system-the ear
liest ballistic missile defense program. 

But in 1967, General Wheeler was 
"absolutely convinced of the necessity 
for concurrent development of missiles 
and shelters." As in other instances this 
too was a premature request as DOD's 
shelter research is now running at a 
mere $12 million per year and not tied to 
ABM like "ham to eggs" as General 
Wheeler espoused in 1967. 

The period following the Nike-Zeus, 
Nike X era brought on the variation of 
the Sentinal theme, the heavy 50-city 
and the light 25-city defense. Both are 
area defense systems and both are tied 
to the supposition that we must pr,')tect 
against a massive Soviet strike against 
population centers, or a light Chinese 
strike against these same cities. In 1968 
this was the last word in ballistic mis
sile defense. 

The Joint Chiefs testified to its in
nocently defensive nature and the pro
ponents in both Houses reiterated the 
theme that this Sentinel program was 
only for defense purposes and could only 
be viewed as defensive by the Soviets. 
As we remember the ABM appropriation 
passed last year with 35 dissenting 
votes in the Senate and 43 in the House. 

In the interim, the Safeguard emerged. 
Concurrent with the administration 

decision to request the Safeguard site 
defense system, we were informed that 
Sentinel could indeed be considered an 
escalatory and offensive program. Here 
I quote from Secretary Laird on March 
20,1969: 

The modified ABM system has been de
signed so that its defensive intent is unmis
takable. It is not an escalation of the arms 
race. The original Sentinel Plan could have 
been interpreted as a first step toward the 
construction of a heavy system toward the 
defense of our cities. Indeed, it could have 
been used for that purpose. 

My point is, where are we now. If 
Sentinel was escalatory, as the adminis
tration infers, why is Safeguard not 
escalatory? The present site defense can 
be extended to area defense in the same 
manner as the Sentinel. 

The last two administrations changed 
the thrust of ballistic missile defense 
three times, and on each occasion 
claimed the latest version to be the ulti
mate answer to the supposed threat. 

What is to say that the Safeguard sys
tem will be the final answer. First we 
became concerned with Soviet interven
tion and planned a city defense against 
a large and sophisticated Russian strike. 

Now we are told that our major con
cern is a small Chinese effort. Are we to 
believe that it is good sense to enter a 
program which could escalate the arms 

race at the most inappropriate time in 
order to derive an unknown quantity of 
protection against the old bugaboo which 
haunted us since the end of World War 
II. 

I cannot view the ABM program 
seriously when the Defense Department 
keeps throwing the Chinese strawman 
in our face. There 1s absolutely no evi
dence that the Chinese, were they to at
tack, would waste a limited supply of 
missiles on our offensive capability. 

Of course, there is another alleged rea
son for buying the Safeguard argument. 
This is the claim by Secretary Laird that 
the Soviet buildup of SS9 missiles was a 
clear indication of their intention to at
tain a first strike capability. Secretary 
Laird's arguments are not necessarily 
sound for reasons I shall get to in the 
course of my remarks. 

There are five main points used by the 
proponents of the Safeguard ABM as 
reasons for initiating deployment now. I 
shall take up and rebut each of these 
points. 

First, assuming that the U.S. and the 
U.S.S.R. enter SALT--Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks-the existence of an 
ABM system in the deployment stage 
will aive the United States enhanced bar
gaining power 

This is a fallacious argument for a 
number of reasons. First, we expect the 
SALT talks to begin soon-at least within 
the year. The Safeguard will not be de
ployed for quite a few years-in any case, 
not before SALT begins. The existence 
of a full scale R. & D. pr.ogram, which is 
agreed to by all sides of the ABM ques
tion is certainly as sufficient a bargain
ing ploy as is a program not ready for 
deployment. 

Also, all evidence indicates that the 
Soviets have had considerable trouble in 
development of their own Galosh system. 
All evidence indicates that the deploy
ment has slowed almost to a standstill, 
and the program is back in the R. & D. 
stage. Therefore, the Soviets are not 
likely to take our deployment seriously 
as a poker chip when they are fully aware 
of the difficulties inherent in the develop
ment of such a system. The SALT talks 
must necessarily be approached seriously 
and honestly. It is foolish to enter such 
talks with a stacked deck by rushing 
ahead with deployment on order to have 
a bargaining ploy. Not only will the 
Soviets not take such deployment 
seriously, but will also, and with just 
reason, accuse us of unfair taotics and 
lack of good faith. 

Second, the ABM as now envisioned 
is a phased deployment system which will 
start on a small level-two sites--and can 
be contracted or expanded under con
gressional direction each year as the 
situation warrants. 

This argument can be turned back on 
itself. Why deploy a system still in the 
development stage? The R. & D. funds 
for Kwajalein are certainly sufficient to 
prove the adequacy of the PAR and 
MSR. The Spartan and Sprint are al
ready devieloped. This is a premature de
ployment which, even if there is suffi
cient reason for a workable ABM system, 
should not be started at this time. While 
the pro-Safeguard forces argue that long 
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leadtimes are necessary, there is no firm 
intlication that once tested, we could not 
get a production run in short order. Past 
experience has indicated that a large 
number of complicated systems which 
have gone into production phase have 
had to be recalled and modified. This is 
a $6 to $10 billion program. Overruns 
could be far beyond what we have already 
experienced in other systems. Why should 
we not exercise our congressional scru
tiny at this time and demand that we be 
presented with a workable system be
fore we enter deployment. It is against 
precedent to embark upon procurement 
of the finished product before R. & D. is 
finished. The sound move is to continue 
R. & D. as now programed and at least 
wait until the test model has proved 
itself. 

Third, a great number of distinguished 
scientists, Hans Bethe, Herbert York, 
George Rathjens, among many others, 
have pointed out grave faults in the 
system. The proponents of the ABM pro
gram argue that these scientists are 
wrong and point to the detractors who 
said the H-bomb would never work as an 
example of the nay sayer who talks 
through his hat. 

In the first place, few of us are capa
ble of making technical ju~ments. We 
can only rely on the best advice of the 
technical community. In the case of the 
ABM, the preponderance of scientific ad
vice outside the Pentagon has been nega
tive. On the numbers alone the indica
tions are that the system is at best pre
mature if not unworkable. The benefit 
of the doubt should be given to larger 
numbers. On the basis of the technical 
testimony I have seen thus far, we should 
first attack the problems of penetration 
and radar blackout before we get into 
production. All indications are that this 
phenomenon-blackout--will totally ne
gate the system as now designed. 

Fourth, the Soviet Union is stepping 
up its offensive missile .develapmenit. In
creased production of SS-9 indicates, 
among other things, that the U.S.S.R. is 
going after a first strike capability, 
therefore necessitating the ABM. 

There are serious doubts about Secre
tary Laird's reading of the Soviet inten
tions. The Secretary stated that the SS-
9 development indicates first strike in
tentions and that we must react. Intelli
gence indicators can be read both ways 
however. While the exact numbers are 
classified, the fluctation in Soviet deploy
ment closely follows the U.S. develop
ment of the ABM. 

In other words, SS-9 deployment can 
be read as a reaction to the American 
deployment of the ABM and not as an 
independent program to develop a first 
strike. The Soviet reaction is exactly 
what the U.S. defense planners would 
do in the same situation, that is, attempt 
to overtarget and overwhelm our pro
posed ABM defense. 

Indications are that the intelligence 
community disagrees on the interpreta
tion of this raw data. There is no rea
son to accept the DOD interpretation as 
binding especially in view of the conse
quences of this interpretation. A logical 
view of this data, as stated above, is that 
the increase in SS-9 production is a reac
tion to our ABM developmeqt. A counter-

reaction on our part would certainly be 
escalatory. 

Fifth, it is argued that the least escala
tory program is the ABM. It is defensive 
in nature and not a threat as would be 
stepped up deployment of the ICBM, sub
mersible missiles, or other offensive de
vices. I feel that it is not correct to use 
the term offensive and defensive in the 
context of missile hardware development. 
Any missile system can be offensive or 
defensive, depending on the intentions of 
the developer. It is just as sensible to 
argue that the ABM is offensive. For in
stance, if the United States were going 
for an offensive first strike position, it 
would certainly attempt to strengthen 
this position by deploying an ABM to 
counter any Soviet missiles which with
stood the first strike. Since all public 
statements indicate that the ABM Safe
guard is designed to provide defense only 
against a moderate number of enemy 
missiles-disregarding the site defense 
argument--it can be logically argued 
that the ABM is clearly offensive in that 
it is developed to pick off stray retalia
tory missiles surviving our first strike. 

Following similar logic, it can be 
argued that larger deployment of the 
ICBM force is defensive in nature in that 
we already have a multimegatonnage 
overkill and, therefore, more ICBM's are 
merely a reinforcement of our assured 
destruction capacity. In the field of nu
clear strategy there is.no such thing as a 
totally offensive or defensive missile. 

Second, the ICBM, the Polaris, and so 
forth, are known quantities. Both sides 
have learned to deal with them and, in 
political terms, live with them. The ABM 
is a new equation and the consequences 
are unknown. At a time when deesca
lation of the nuclear arms race is ap
proaching feasibility, it is not sensible to 
introduce a technically unproved and 
underdeveloped weapon. Both parties to 
the conflict have learned to live with the 
present nuclear structure. Both sides 
have tentatively developed their posi
tions and philosophies relative to arms 
limitation along the lines of the present 
technology. The argument that the ABM 
would in some ways aid the arms limita
tions will not stand. ABM is an untried 
equation which could have serious conse
quences unknown at the present time. 

Finally, there is one argument that 
must be covered if we are fully to under
stand the results of our actions. Even if 
deployed as foreseen, the Safeguard, or 
any other system for that matter, would 
remain a "low confidence" system. Un
der the present agreements regarding 
nuclear testing, it will be impossible to 
test the ABM warheads. Without atmos
pheric testing of the ABM warhead we 
will not be able to determine the answers 
to the blackout and related problems. 
Therefore, ABM will at best be a back
stop. In the event of attack I cannot 
foresee reliance on the ABM and all in
dications are that retaliatory offensive 
missiles will be used in any case. 

What we gain from the ABM, there
fore, is the possibility of some damage 
limitation at the missile bases. These 
missile bases will in all probability con
sist of empty holes in any case, as the 
retaliatory force must be affected in such 
a low confidence situation. If the strategy 

of waiting for a hit before a retaliatory 
launch is considered is still followed, the 
gains of an ABM system are still not 
commensurate with the cost--both polit
ical and economic--of such a system in 
that we still have the submersible mis
siles, the IRBM's, the bomber fleet and 
the surviving ICBM's. 

As a matter of economics it is far more 
sensible to buildup the ICBM force. This 
will not upset the balance of power, nor 
should it be viewed as offensive in that, 
as stated above, the present ICBM situa
tion is a known quantity to the Russians, 
and the question of whether a strategic 
ploy is offensive or defensive is as much 
a question of the reading of the enemy 
intentions and past direction as it is the 
hardware itself. 

Mr. Chairman, there is clearly some
thing asked in our priorities and our 
strategy vis-a-vis the Communist world. 
As I have stated above, we are embarking 
on a disastrous course which would esca
late the arms race in a dimension we can
not foresee at this time. 

Arms limitation talks may soon begin. 
Our cities are destitute and the air we 
breathe has its own unhealthy fallout. 
This is a time for retrenchment from 
arms expenditures and a firm commit
ment to satisfying domestic needs. 

I therefore, implore my colleagues to 
support the amendment which will be 
offered tomorrow to limit the funds for 
ABM procurement. 

As a final matter I wish to recommend 
to my colleagues this article by Herbert 
York entitled "Military Technology and 
National Security." Dr. York is but one 
of the many outstanding scientists who 
have opposed the ABM program, and 
backed up their opposition with ,the most 
cogent of arguments. 

The article follows: 
MILITARY TECHNOLOGY AND NATIONAL 

SECURITY 
(NOTE.-The ABM debate is analyzed in 

the context of a larger dilemma: the fut111ty 
of searching for technological solutions to 
what is essentially a political problem.) 

The recent public hearings in the Senate 
and the House of Representatives on anti
ballistic-mtssile (ABM) systems have pro
vided an unprecedented opportunity to ex
pose to the people of this country and the 
world the inner workings of one of the 
dominant features of our ti.me: the strategic 
arms race. Testimony has been given by a 
wide range of witnesses concerning the de
velopment and deployment of all kinds of 
offensive and defensive nuclear weapons; 
particular atention has been paid to the 
interaction between decisions in these mat
ters and the dynamics of the arms race as 
a whole. 

In my view ,the ABM issue is only a detail 
in a much larger problem: the feasibility of 
purely technological approach to national 
security. What makes the ABM deba.te so 
important is that for the first ti.me it has 
been possible to discuss a major aspect of 
this large problem entirely in public. The 
reason for this ds t.hat nearly all the !l'ele
vant facts about the proposed ABM systems 
either are already declassified or can easily 
be deduced from logical concepts that have 
never been classified. Thus it has been pos
sible to consider in a particular case such 
questions as the following: 

1. To what emeDJt is the increasing com
plexity of modern weapons systems and 
the need for instant response causing 
strategic decision-making authority to pass 
from high polltlcal levels to low military-
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command levels, and from human beings to 
machines? 

2. To what extent is the factor of ·secrecy 
combined with complexity leading to a stead
ily inc,reasing dominance of military-oriented 
technicians in .some vital areas of decision
making? 

3. To what extent do increasing numbers 
of wea.pons and increasing complexity-in 
and of themselves-complicate a nd acceler
ate the arms race? 

My own conclusion ls that the ABM issue 
constitutes ,a particularly clear example of 
the futility of searching for technical solu
tions to what is essentially a poHtlcal prob
lem, namely the problem of national secu
rity. In support of this conclusion I propose 
in this article to review the recent history 
of the strategic arms race, to eva.l ua.te what 
the recent ihearings and other public discus
sions have revealed aibout its present status 
and future prospects, and then to suggest 
what might be done now to deal with the 
problem of national security in a more ra
tional manner. 

The strategic arms race in its present form 
is a comparatively recent phenomenon. It 
began in the early 1950's , when it became 
evident that the staite of the art in nuclear 
weruponry, rocket propulsion a nd missile 
guidance and control had reached the point 
in the U.S. where a strategically useful inter
continental ballistic missile (ICBM) could 
be built. At about the same time t he fact 
that a •major long-range-missile development 
program was in progress in the U.S.S.R. was 
confirmed. As a result of the confluence of 
these two events the tremendous U:S. Iong
range-missile program, which dominated the 
technological scene for more than a decade, 
was undertaken. The Air Force's Thor, Art;lrus 
and Titan programs and the Army's Jupiter 
program were started almost simultaneously; 
the Na vy's Polaris program and the Air 
Force's Minuteman program were phased in 
just a few years later. 

More or less at the same time the Army, 
which had had th·e responsibility for ground
based air defense (including the Nike Ajax 
and Nike Hercules surface-to-air missiles, or 
SAM's) , began to study the problem of how 
to intercept IOBM's, and soon a fterward ini
tiated the Nike Zeus program. This program 
was a straightforward attempt to use exist
ing technology in the design of a nuclear
armed rocket for the purpose of intercepting 
an uncomplicated incoming warhead. The 
Air Force proposed more exotic solutions to 
the missile-defense problem, but these were 
subsequently absoz,bed into the Defender 
Program of the Department of Defense's Ad
vanced Research Projects Agency (ARPA). 
The Defender Program included the study 
of designs more advanced than Nike Zeus, 
and it also incorporated a program of down
range measurements designed to find out 
what did in fact go on during the terminal 
phases of missiJ.e flight. 

By 1960 indioations th.a.it the Russians were 
taking ,the ABM prospeot seriously, in addi
tion to progress in our own Nike Zeus pro
gram, stimulated our offensive-missile de
signers into seriously studying the problem 
of how to penetrate missile defenses. Very 
quickly a host of "penetration aid" concepts 
ca.me to light: light and heavy decoys, 
including balloons, -tank fragments and ob
jects resemblrl.ng children's jacks; electtronic 
coun termea.sures, inolucLing radar-reflecting 
clouds of the smiall wires called chaff; radar 
blackout by means of high-altitude nuclear 
ex,plosions; tactics such as barrage, local ex
haustion and "rollback" of the defense, and, 
most im.portant insofar as .the then unfore
seen consequences were concerned, the no
tion of putting more th.an one W&"head on 
one launch vehicle. At first this notion simply 
involved a "shotgun" ,technique, good only 
against large-area ,targets (cities) , but it soon 
developed into what we now call MIR.V's 
(multiple independently targeted reentry 

vehicles), which can in principle (and soon 
in practice) be used against smaller, harder 
tar.gets such as missile silos, radars and com
mand centers. 

This .avalanche of concepts forced the ABM 
designers to go back to ithe ckaming •board, 
and ,as a result the Nike-X concept was born 
in 1962. The Nike-X designers attempted to 
make use of more sophistica·ted and up-to
date technology in the design of a system that 
they hoped might be .a.ble to cope with a large, 
sophisticated attack. All ·through the mid-
1960's a vigorous battle of defensive concepts 
and designs versus offensive concepts and 
designs took place. This battle was waged 
partly on the Pacific Missile Range but mostly 
on .paper and in committee meetings. It took 
place generally in secret, although parts of Lt 
have been discussed in earI.ier articles in this 
magazine (see "National Security and the 
Nuclear-Test Ban," by Jerome B. Wiesner and 
Herbert F. York, October, 1964; "Anti-Bal
listic-Missile Systems;• by Richard L. Garwin 
and Hans A. Bethe, March, 1968; "The 
Dynamics of the Arms Race," By George W. 
Rathjens, April, 19691. 

This intellectual battle culminated in a 
meeting that took place in the White House 
in January, 1967. In addition to President 
Johnson, Secretary of Defense Robert S. 
McNamara and the Joint Chiefs of Staff there 
were present all past and current Special 
Assistants to the President for Science and 
Technology (James R. Killian, Jr., George B . 
Kistia.kowsky, Jerome B. Wiesner and Donald 
F . Hornig) and all past and current Directors 
of Defense Research and Engineering (Harold 
Brown, John S. Foster, Jr., and myself). We 
were asked that simple kind of question 
which must be answered after all the com
plicated ifs, ands and buts have been dis
cussed: "Will it work?" The answer was no, 
and there was no dissent from that answer. 
The context, of course, was the Russian 
threat as it was then interpreted and fore
cast, and the current and projected state of 
our own ABM technology. 

Later that year Secretary McNamara gave 
his famous San Francisco speech in which 
he reiterated his belief that we could not 
build an ABM system capable of protecting 
us from destruction in the event of a Rus
sian attack. For the first time, however, he 
stated that he did believe we could build an 
ABM system able to cope with a hypothet
ical Chinese missile attack, which by defi
nition would be "light" and uncomplicated. 
In recommending that we go ahead with a. 
program to build what came to be known 
as the Sentinel system, he said that "there 
are marginal grounds for concluding that a 
light deployment of U.S. ABM's against this 
possibility is prudent." A few sentences later, 
however, he warned: "The danger in deploy
ing this relatively light and reliable Chinese
oriented ABM system is going to be that 
pressures will develop to expand it into a 
heavy Soviet-oriented ABM system." The rec
ord makes it clear that he was quite right 
in this prediction. 

Meanwhile the U .S.S.R. was going a.head 
with its own ABM program. The Russian 
program proceeded by fits and starts, and 
our understanding of it was, as might be 
supposed in such a situation, even more 
erratic. It is now generally agreed that the 
only ABM system the Russians have de
ployed is an area defense around Moscow 
much like our old Nike Zeus system. It ap
pears to have virtually no capability against 
our offense, and it has been, as we shall 
see below, extremely counterproductive in
sofar as its goal of defending Moscow is 
concerned. 

Development and deployment of otrensive
weapons systems on both sides progressed 
rapidly during the 1960's, but rather than 
discuss these historically I shall go directly 
to the picture that the Administration has 
given of the present status and future pro
jection of such forces. 

Data recently presented by the Depart
ment of Defense show that the U.S. and 
the U.S.S.R. are about even in numbers of 
intercontinental missiles, and that the U.S. 
is ahead in both long-range aircraft and 
submarines of the Polaris type. The small 
Russian missiles are mostly what we call 
SS-11 's, which were described in the hear
ings as being roughly the equivalent of our 
Minutemen. The large Russian missile is 
what we call the SS-9. Deputy Secretary of 
Defense David Packard characterized its ca
pability as one 20-mega.ton warhead or three 
five-megaton warheads. Our own missiles 
are almost entirely the smaller Minutemen. 
There currently remain only 54 of the larger 
Titans in our strategic forces. Not covered 
in the table are "extras" such as the U.S .S.R.'s 
FOBS (fractional orbital bombardment sys
tem) and IRBM's (intermediate-range bal
listic missiles), nor the U.S.'s bombardment 
aircraft deployed on carriers and overseas 
bases in Europe and elsewhere. There are, 
of course, many important details that do 
not come out clearly in such a simple tabu
lar presentation; these include payload ca
pacity, warhead yield, number of warheads 
per missile and, often the most important,. 
warhead accuracy. 

In the area of defensive systems designed 
to cope with the offensive systems outlined 
above, both the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. have 
defenses against bombers that would proba
bly be adequate against a prolonged attack 
using chemical explosives (where 10 percent 
attrition is enough) and almost certainly 
inadequate against a nuclear attack (where 
10 percent penetration is enough). In addi
tion the U.S.S.R. has its ineffective ABM 
deployment around Moscow, usually esti
mated as consisting of fewer than 100 anti
missile missiles. 

What all these complicated details add up 
to ~an be expressed in a single word: parity. 
This is clea.rly not numerical equality in the 
number of warheads or in the number of 
meg,at~ms or. in the total "throw weight"; in 
fact, given different design approaches on the 
two sides, simultaneous equality in these 
three figures is entirely impossible. It is 
r~ther, p ario/ with respect to stra tegic objec~ 
t .ives; that ~s, in each case these forces a.re 
?asily sufficient for deterrence and entirely 
insufficient for a successful preemptive strike. 
In the Jargon of strategic studies either side 
would retain, after a massive "first strike" 
by the other, a sufficiently large "assured de
struction crupability" against the other in 
order to deter such a first st rike from being 
made. 

There is much argument about exactly 
what it ta.kes in the way of "assured destruc
tion caipability" in order to deter, but even 
the most conservative strategic planners con
clude that the threat of only a few hundred 
warheads exploding ove,r population and in
dustrial centers would be sufficient for the 
pur.pose. The large growing dis·parity between 
the nUmlber of warheia.ds needed for the pur
pose and the number actually possessed by 
ea.oh side is what leads to the concept or! 
"overkill.'' If present trends continue, in the 
future all or most missiles will be MIRVed 
and so this overkill will be increased by per~ 
ha.ps another order of magnitude. 

Here let me note that it is sometimes ar
g.ued that there is a disparity in the present 
situation because Russian miss.lie warheads 
are said to be bigger than U.S. warhEm<Is, both 
in weight and mega.tonnage; similarly, it is 
airgued that MIRVing does not increase over
kill because total yield is reduced in going 
from siJngle to multiple warheads. This argu
ment is based on tJhe false notion tha.t the in
dividual MIRV warheads ot the future will 
be "small" when measured against .the pur
pose assigned to them. Against large, "soft" 
targets such as cities bombs very much 
smaller than those that could be u&.ed as 
components of MIRV's are ( and in the case of 
Hiroshima were proved to be) entirely ade-
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quate for destroying the heart of a city and 
killing hundreds of thousands of people. 
Furthermore, -in the case of small, "hard" 
targets such as missile silos, comm.and posts 
and other military installations, having ex
plosions bigger than those for which the 
"kill," or crater, radius slightly exceeds "cir
cular error probable" (CEP) adds little to 
the probab1lity of destroying such targets. 
Crater radius depends roughly on the cube 
root of the explosive power; consequently, 
if during the period when technology al
lows us to go from one to 10 warheads per 
missile it also allows us to improve accuracy 
by a little more than two-fold, the "kill" per 
warhead will rem.a.in nearly the same in most 
cases, whereas -the number of warheads in
creases tenfold. 

In any oruse, it is f,air to say that in spite 
of a number of such arguments about de
tails, nearly everyone who testified a.t the 
ABM hearings agreed 1iha.t the present si1iUa
tion is one in w'hioh each side possesses 
forces adequate to deter the other. In short, 
we now have prurity in the only sense that 
ultima tely oounts. 

Sever.al f.oreoa.sts h a ve been made of wha.t 
the strategic-weapons situa.tlon will be in the 
mid-1970's. In most respects here a.gain there 
is quite general agreement. Part of the 
presentation ,by Deputy Secretary Packard to 
the Sena.te Foreign Relations Committee on 
March 26 were two graphs showing the 
trends in numlbers of deployed offensive mis
siles beginning in 1965 a.nd extending to 1975. 
There is no serious debate about the basic 
features of these graphs. It is agreed by all 
that in the recent past ·the U.S. has been f:ar 
ahead of the U.S.S.R. in all areas, and that 
the Russians began a rapid deployment pro
gram :a few years ago tJh.a.t will bring ithem 
even with us in NCBM's quite soon and that, 
if extended ahead without any slowdown, 
woulq. bring them even in submarine
la unched 'baillistic missiles (SLBM's) some
time beuween 1971 and 1977. 

One important factor that the Department 
of Defense omitted from its graphs is MIRV. 
Deployment plans for MIRV's h.a.ve not been 
released by either the u .s. or the u.s.s .,R., 
although various rough projections were 
made at the hearings s.bout numbers of war
heads per vehicle (three to 10) , about accu
racies (figures around •half a mile were often 
mentioned, 1and it was implied that U.S. ,ac
curacies were better 'Uhan Russiran ones) and 
about development staitus (the U.S. was said 
to be •aJhead m developments in this field). 
A p.alr of charts emphasizing the impact of 
MIRV was prepared by the staff of the Sen.ate 
Foreign Re1atloru; Oommlttee. 

One could argue with both of these sets of 
charts. For e:ira.mple, one might wonder why 
the Senate ·charts show so few warheads on 
the Russian Polaris-type submarine and why 
they show only three MIRV's on U.S. Minute
men; on the other hand, one might wonder 
whether the Depar,tment of Defense's pro
jected buildup of the Russian Polaris fleet 
could be that fast, or whether one should 
count the older Russian •missile submarines. 
Nonetheless, ,the general picture presented 
cannot be far wrong. Moreover, ·the central 
arguments pursued throughout 1the ABM 
hearings (in both the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee hearings in March a.nd the 
Senate Armed Services Committee hearings 
in April) were not primarily concerned with 
these numerical matters. Rather, they were 
concerned with ( 1) Secretary of Defense Mel
vin R. Laird's lntenpretation of these num
bers insofar as Russian intentions were con
cerned, (2) the validity of the Safeguard 
ABM system as a response to the purported 
strategic problems of the 1970's and (3) the 
arms-race implications of Safeguard. 

As for the matter of intentions, •those 
favoring the ABM concept generally held that 
the only "rational" explanation of the Rus
sians' recent SS-9 buildup, coupled with their 
multiple-warhead development program -and 

the Moscow ABM system, was that they were 
aiming for ,a first-strike capability. One must 
admit that a.lmost anything is conceivable as 
far as inltentions are concerned, 'but there 
certainly are simpler, and it seems to me 
much more likely, explanations. The sim
plest of all is contained in Deputy Secretary 
Packard's chart. The most surprising feature 
of this chart is ,the fa.ct that the Russians 
were evidently satisfied with being such a 
poor ·second for such a long time. This is 
made more puzzling by the f,act that all 
during this period U.S. defense officials 
found it necessary to boast about how fa.r 
ahead we were in order to ,be able ,to resist 
internail pressures for still greater expansion 
of our offensive forces. 

Another possible reason, and one that I 
believe added to the other in the minds of 
the Russian planners, was that their strat
egists concluded in the mid-1960's that, 
whatever the top officials here might say, 
certain elements would eventually succeed in 
getting a large-scale ABM system built , and 
that penetration-aid devices, including mui
tiple warheads, would be needed to meet the 
challenge. Whether or not they were correct 
in this latter hypothetical analysis is still 
uncertain at this writing. Let us, however, 
pass on from this question of someone else's 
intentions and consider whether or not the 
proposed Safeguard ABM system is a valid, 
rational and necessary response to the Rus
sian deployments and developments outlined 
above. 

To many of those who have recently writ
ten favorably about ABM defenses or who 
have testified in their favor before the Con
gressional committees, Safeguard is sup
ported mainly as a prototype of something 
else: a "thick" defense of the U.S. against 
a massive Russian missile attack. This is 
clearly not at all the rationale for the Safe
guard decision as presented by President 
Nixon in his press conference of March 14, 
nor is it implied as more than a dividend 
in the defense secretaries' testimony. The 
President said that he wanted a system that 
would protect a part of our Minuteman force 
in order to increase the credibility of our 
deterrent, and that he had overruled moving 
in the direction of a massive city defense 
because "even starting with a thin system 
and then going to a heavy system tends to 
be more provocative in terms of making 
credible a first-strike capability against the 
Soviet Union. I want no provocation which 
might deter arms talks." The top civilian 
defense officials give this same rationale, al
though they put a little more emphasis on 
the "prototype" and "growth potential" 
aspects of the system. For simplicity and 
clarity I shall focus on the Administration's 
proposal, as stated in open session by re
sponsible officials. 

From a technical point of view and as far as 
components are concerned, President Nixon's 
Safeguard system of today is very little 
different from President Johnson's Sentinel 
system. There are only minor changes in 
the location of certain components (away 
from cities), and elements have been added 
to some of the radars so that ,they can now 
observe submarine-launched missiles coming 
from directions other than directly from the 
U.S.S.R. and China. As before, the system 
consists of a long-range interceptor carrying 
a large nuclear weapon (Spartan), a fast 
short-range interceptor carrying a small nu
clear weapon (Sprint), two types of radar 
(perimeter acquisition radar, or PAR, and 
missile-site radar, or MSR), a computer for 
directing the battle, and a command and 
control system for integrating Safeguard 
with the national command. I shall not de
scribe the equipment in detail at this point 
but pass on directly to what I believe can be 
concluded from the hearings and other pub
u~ sources abont each of the following four 
major questions: (1) Assuming that Safe
guard could protect Minuteman, ls it needed 

to protect our deterrent? (2) Assuming that 
Safeguard works, can it in fact safeguard 
Minuteman? (3) Will it work? (4) Anyway, 
what harm can it do? 

First: Assuming that Safeguard could pro
tect Minuteman, is it needed to protect our 
deterrent? 

Perhaps the clearest explanation of why 
the answer to this first question ls "no" was 
given by Wolfgang K. H. Panofsky before the 
Senate Armed Services Committee on 
April 22. He described how the deterrent 
consists of three main components: Polaris 
submarines, bombers and land-based ICBM's. 
Each of these components alone is capable 
of delivering far more warheads than is 
actually needed for deterrence, and ea.ch is 
currently defended against surprise destruc
tion in a quite different way. ICBM's are in 
hard silos and are numerous. Polarises are 
hidden in the seas. Bombers can be placed 
on various levels of alert and can be dispersed. 

Since the warning time in the case of an 
ICBM attack is generally taken as being 
about 30 minutes, the people who believe the 
deterrent may be in serious danger usUally 
imagine that the bombers are attacked by 
missile submarines, and therefore have only 
a 15-minute warning. This ls important be
cause a 30-minute warning gives the bombers 
ample time to get off the ground. In that 
case, however, an attack on all three compo
nents cannot be made simultaneously; that 
is, if .the attacking weapons are launched 
simultaneously, they cannot arrive simul
t aneously, and vice versa. 

Thus it is incredible that all three of our 
deterrent systems could become vulneTable 
in the same time period, and it is doubly in
credible that we could not know that this 
would happen without sufficient notice so 
that we could do something about it. There 
is, therefore, no basis for a frantic reaction 
to the hypothetical Russian threat to Min
uteman. Still, it is sensible and prudent to 
begin thinking about the problem, and so 
we turn to the other questions. We must 
consider these questions in the technologi
cal framework of t he mid-1970's, and we 
shall do this now in the way defense officials 
currently seem to favor : by assuming t hat 
this ls the best of all possible technological 
worlds, that everything works as intended 
and that direct extrapolations of current ca
p abilities are valid. 

Second: Assuming that Safeguard "works," 
can it in fact safeguard Minuteman? 

One good approach to this problem ls the 
one used by George W. Rathjens in his 
testimony before the Senate Armed Services 
Committee on April 23. His analysis took 
as a basis of calculation the implication in 
Secretary Laird's testimony that the Minute
man force may become seriously imperiled in 
the mid-1970's. Rathjens then estimated how 
many SS-9 's would have to be deployed at 
that time in order to achieve this result. 
From this number, and the estimate of the 
current number of SS-9's deployed, he got a 
rate of deployment. He also had to make an 
assumption about how many Sprints and 
Spartans would be deployed at that time, 
and his estimates were based on the first 
phase of Safeguard deployment. These last 
numbers have not been released, but a 
range of reasonable values can be guessed 
from the cost estimates given. Assuming 
that the SS-9's would have four or five MIRV 
warheads each by that time, Rathjens found 
that by prolonging the SS-9 production pro
gram by a few months the Russians would 
be able to cope with Safeguard by simply 
exhausting it and would still have enough 
warheads left to imperil Minuteman, if that 
is indeed their intention. 

The length of this short safe period does 
depend on the numbers used in the calcula
tions, and they of course can be disputed 
t o a degree. Thus if one assumes that It 
takes fewer Russian warheads to imperil 
Minuteman (it can't be less than one for 



27984 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE October 1, 1969 
one!) , then the assumed deployment rate is 
lower and the safe period ls lengthened; on 
the other hand, if one notes t hat the mis
sile-site radars in our system are much 
softer than even today's silos, then the first 
att acking warheads, fired directly at the 
radars, can be smaller and less accurate, so 
that a higher degree of MIRVing can be used 
for at tacking these radars and a shorter safe 
period results. To go further, it was sug
gested that the accuracy /yield combination 
of the more numerous SS-ll 's might be suf
ficient for attacking the misslle-slte radars, 
and therefore, if the Russians were to elect 
such an option, there would be no safe 
period at all. In short, the most that Safe
guard can do is either delay somewhat the 
date when Minuteman would be imperiled 
or cause the attacker to build up his forces 
at a somewhat higher rate if indeed im
perilizing Minuteman by a fixed date in his 
purpose. 

In the more general case this problem is 
often discussed in budgetary terms, and the 
"cost-exchange ratio" between offense and 
defense ls computed for a wide variety of 
specific types of weapon. Such calculations 
give a wide variety of results, and there ls 
much argument about them. However, even 
using current offense designs {that is, with
out MIRV), such calculations usually 
strongly favor the offense. This exchange 
rat io varies almost linearly with the degree 
of MIRVing of the offensive missiles, and 
therefore it seems to me that in the ideal 
technological future we have taken as our 
context this exchange ratio will still more 
st rongly favor the offense. 

Third: Wlll it work? By this question I 
mean: Will operational units be able to in
tercept enemy warheads accompanied by 
enemy penetration aids in an atmosphere of 
total astonishment and uncertainty? I do not 
mean: Will test equipment and test crews 
intercept U.S. warheads accompanied by U.S. 
penetration aids in a contrived atmosphere? 
A positive answer to the latter question is a 
necessary condition for obtaining a positive 
answer to the former, but it is by no stretch 
of the imagination a sufficient condition. 

This basic question has been attacked from 
two quite different angles: by examining his
toricial analogies and by examining the tech
nical elements of the problem in detail. I 
shall touch on both here. Design-oriented 
people who consider this a purely technical 
question emphasize the second approach. I 
believe the question is by no means a purely 
technical question, and I suggest that the 
historical-analogy approach is more promis
ing, albeit much more difficult to use cor
rectly. 

False analogies a.re common in this argu
ment. We find that some say: "You can't tell 
me that if we can put a man on the moon 
we can't build an ABM." Others say: "That's 
what Oppenheimer told us a.bout the hydro
gen bomb." These two statements contain 
the same basic error. They are examples of 
successes in a contest between technology 
and nature, whereas the ABM issue involves 
a contest between two technologies: offensive 
weapons and penetration aids versus de
fensive weapons and discrimination tech
niques. These analogies would be more perti
nent if, in the first case, someone were to 
jerk the moon a.way just before the astro
nauts landed, or if, in the second case, na
ture were to keep changing the nuclear
reactlon probabllltles all during the develop
ment of the hydrogen ,bomb and once again 
after it was deployed. 

Proper historical analogies should involve 
modern high-technology defense systems that 
have actually been installed and used in 
combat. If one examines the record of such 
systems, one finds that they do often produce 
some attrition of the ·offense, but not nearly 
enough to be of use against a nuclear attack. 
The most up-to-date example is provided by 
the Russian SAM's and other air-defense 

equipment deployed in North Vietnam. This 
system "works" after a fashion because both 
the equipment designers and the operating 
crews have had plenty of opportunities to 
practice against real U.S. targets equipped 
with real U.S. countermeasures and employ
ing real U.S. tactics. 

The best example of a. U.S. system is 
somewhat older, but I believe it is still rele
vant. It is the SAGE system, a oomplex air
defense system designed in the early 1950's. 
All the components worked on the test range, 
but by 1960 we came to realize, even without 
combat testing, ,that SAGE could not really 
cope with the offense that was then coming 
into being. We thereupon greatly curtailed 
and modified our plans, although we did 
continue with some parts of the system. To 
quote from the recent report on the ABM 
decision prepared by Wiesner, Abram Cha.yes 
and others: "Still, after fifteen years, and the 
expenditure of more than $20 billion, it is 
generally conceded that we do not have a 
significant capability to defend ourselves 
against a well-planned air attack. The Soviet 
Union, a.f,ter even greater effort, has probably 
not done much better." 

So much for analogies; let us turn to the 
Safeguard system itself. Doubts about its 
being able to work were raised during the 
public hearings on a variety of grounds, 
some of which a.re as follows: 

First, and perhaps foremost, there is the 
remarkable fact ,that the new Safeguard 
system and the old Sentinel system use vir
tually the same hardware deployed in a very 
similar manner, and yet they have entirely 
different primary purposes. Sentinel had as 
its purpose defending large soft targets 
against ;the so-called Chinese threat. The 
Chinese threat by definition involved vir
tually no sophisticated penetration aids a.nd 
no possibilities of exhausting the defense; 
thus were "solved" two of ,the most difficult 
problems that had eliminated Nike Zeus and 
Nike-X. 

Safeguard has as its primary purpose de
fending a part of the Minuteman force 
against a Russian attack. It is not credible 
that a Russian attack against the part of the 
Minuteman force so defended would be other 
than massive and sophisticated, so ,tha,t we 
are virtually right back to trying to do what 
in 1967 we said we could not do, and we are 
trying to do it wLth no real change in the 
missiles or the radars. It is true that defend
ing hard points is to a degree easier than 
defending cities because interception can be 
accomplished la.ter and at lower altitudes, 
thus giving discrimination techniques more 
time to work. Moreover, only those objects 
headed for specific small areas must be 
intercepted. These factors do make the prob
lem somewhat easier, but they do not ensure 
its solution, and plenty of room for doubt 
remains. 

Second, there is the contest between 
penetration aids and discrlmlnation ;tech
niques. This was discussed at length by 
Garwin and Bethe in their March 1968 
article in Scientific American and mentioned 
also in varying degrees of detail by many ot 
those who testified recently concerning the 
ABM issue. The Russian physicist Andrei D. 
Sakharov, in his essay "Thoughts on Prog
ress, Coexistence and Intellectual Freedom," 
put the issue this way: "Improvements in 
the resistance of warheads to shock waves 
and the radiation effects of neutron and 
X-ray explosure, the possibility of mass use 
of relatively light and inexpensive decoys 
that are vmtually indistinguishable from 
warheads and exhaust the oeapabillties of 
an antimissile defense system, a perfection 
of tactics of massed and concentrated at
tacks, in time and space, that overstra.in the 
defense detection centers, the use of orbital 
and fractional-orbital attacks, the use of 
active and passive jamming and other meth
ods not disclosed. in the press--all of this 
has crea.t.ed technical and economic obstacles 

to an effective missile defense that, at the 
present time, are virtually insurmountable." 

I would add only MIRV to Sakharov's list. 
Pitted against this plethora. of penetration 
a.ids a.re variously observational methods de
signed to discriminate the real wa.rheads. 
Some of the penetration devices obviously 
work only at high altitudes, but even these 
make it necessary for the final "sorting" to 
be delayed, and thus they still contribute to 
making the defense problem harder. other 
devices can continue to confuse the defense 
even down to low altitudes. Some of the 
problems the offense presents to the defense 
can no doubt ·be solved (and have been 
solved) when considered separately and in 
isolation. That is, they can be solved for a 
time, until the offense designers react. One 
must have serious reservations, however, 
whether these problems can ever be solved 
for any long period in the complex combina
tions that even a modestly sophisticated at
tacker can present. Further, such a contest 
could result in a catastrophic failure of the 
system in which all or nearly all intercep
tions fall. 

Third, there 1s the unquantifiable differ
ence between the test range and the real 
world. The extraordinary efforts of the Air 
Force to test operationally deployed Minute
men show that it too regards this as an im
portant problem. Moreover, the tests to date 
do seem to have revealed important weak
nesses in the deployed forces. The problem 
has many aspects: The possible differences 
between test equipment and deployed equip
ment; the certain differences between the 
offensive warheads and penetration a.ids sup
plied by us as test targets and the cor
responding equipment and tactics the de
fense must ultimately be prepared to face; 
the differences between the installation 
crews at a test site and at a deployment 
site; the differences in attitudes and mo
tivation between a test crew and an opera
tional crew ( even if it ls composed of the 
same men); the differences between men 
and equipment that have recently been 
ma.de ready and whom everyone is watch
ing and men and equipment that have been 
standing ready for years during which noth
ing happened; the differences ,between the 
emotional atmosphere, where everyone knows 
it is not "for real" and the emotional atmos
phere where no one can believe what he has 
just been told. It may be that all that enor
mously complex equipment will be ready to 
work the very first time it must "for real," 
and it may ,be that all those thousands of 
human beings have performed all their in
terlocking assignments correctly, but I have 
very substantial doubts a.bout it. 

Fourth, there is the closely related "ha.ir
trigger /stlff-.trlgger" contradiction. Any ac
tive defense system such as Safeguard must 
sit in readiness for two or four or eight yea.rs 
and then fire at precisely the correct second 
following a warning time of only minutes. 
Furthermore, the precision needed for the 
firing time is so fine that machines must be 
used to choose the exact instant of firing no 
matter how the decision to fire is made. In 
the case of offensive missiles the situation ls 
different in an essential way: Although main
taining readiness throughout a long, indefi
nite period ls necessary, the moment of firing 
is not so precisely controlled in general and 
hence human decision-makers, including 
even those at high levels, may readily be per
mitted to play a part 1n ,the decisionmaklng 
process. Thus if we wish to be certain that 
the defense will respond under conditions of 
surprise, ithe trigger of the ABM system, un
like the triggers of the ICBM's and Polarises, 
must be continuously sensitive and ready-in 
short, a hair trigger-for indefinitely long 
periods of time. 

On the other hand, it is obvious that we 
cannot afford to have an ABM missile fire by 
mistake or in response to a false a.la.rm. In
deed, the Army went to some pa.ins to assure 
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residents of areas near proposed Sentinel sites 
that it was imposing requirements to ensure 
against the accidental launching of the mis
sile and the subsequent detonation of the 
nuclear warhead it carries. Moreover, Army 
officials have assured the public that no ABM 
missiles would ever be launched without the 
specific approval of "very high authorities." 

These two requirements-a hair trigger so 
that the system can cope with a surprise at
tack and a stiff trigger so that it will never 
go off accidentally or without proper authori
zation-are, I believe, contradictory require
ments. In saying this I am not expressing 
doubt about the stated intentions of the 
present Army leaders, and I strongly endorse 
the restrictions implied in their statements. 
I am saying, however, that if the system 
cannot be fired without approval of "the 
highest authorities," then the probability of 
its being fired under conditions of surprise 
ls less than it would be otherwise. This prob
ability depends to a degree on the highly 
classified technical details of the Command 
and Control System, ·but in the last analysis 
it depends more on the fact that "the high
est authority" is a human being and therefore 
subject to all the failures and foibles pertain
ing thereto. 

This brings us to our fourth principal ques
tion: Anyway, what harm can it do? 

We have just found that the total deter
rent is very probably not in peril, that the 
Safeguaa-d system probably cannot sa,fegua.rd 
Minuteman even it it "works," that rthere is, 
to say the least, considerable uncertainty 
whether or not it will "work." Nonethelest., 
if there were no harm in it, we might be 
prudent and follow the basic motto of the 
arms race: "Let us err on the side of mili
tary safety." There seem to be many answers 
rto the question of wh81t harm building an 
ABM system would do. First of all, such a 
system ·would cost large sums of money 
needed for nondefense purpooes. Second, it 
would divert money and attention from what 
may be better military solutions to the stra
tegic problems posed by tbe Administration. 
Third, it would intensify the arms race. All 
these considerations were discussed a.t the 
hearings; I shall comment here only on the 
third, the a.rms--race implications of the ABM 
decision. 

It 1~ often said that an ABM system is not 
an accelerating element in the arms race be
cause it is intrinsically defensive. For eX'am.
ple, during the hea;rings Senator Henry M. 
Jackson of Washington, surely one of the 
best-informed senators in this field, said es
sentially that, and he quoted Premier Kosy
gin as having saiid the same thing. I believe 
tmch a notion is in error and is based on 
what we may call "the !fallacy of the last 
move." I !believe rthiBit in the real world of 
constant change in both the technology and 
the deployed numbers of all kinds of &trate
glc-weaipons systems, ABM systems are ac
celerating elements in the arms race. In sup
port of this view let us recall one of the 
features of the history irecited at the start of 
thl~ article. 

At the beginning of this decade we began 
to hear about a possible Russian ABM sys
tem, and we 1became concerned about its po
tential effeots on our ICBM and Polaris sys
tems. In response the MIRV concept was 
Invented. Today ,there a.re addltionial justifi
cations for MIRJV besides penetration, but 
that is how 1.t started. Now, the poos1·b111ty 
of a Russian MmV is used as one of the 
main arguments in support of the Safeguard 
system. Thus we have come one .full turn 
around the arms-race spiral. No one in 1960 
and 1961 itihought through the potential de
stablllzing effects of multiple warheads, and 
certainly no one predicted, or even could 
have predicted, that the inexorable logic of 
the arms race would carry us directly from 
Russian talk in 1960 about defending Mcscow 
against missiles ;to a. requirement '!or ha.rd-
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,point defense of offenslve-m1sslle sites in the 
U.S. 1n 1969. 

By the same token I am . sure the Rus
sians did not foresee the large increase in 
deployed U.S. warheads that will ultimately 
result from their ABM deployment and that 
made Lt so counterproductive. Similarly, no 
one today can describe in detail the chain 
reaction the Safeguard deployment would 
lead to, but it ls easy to see the seeds of a 
future acceleration of the arms race in the 
Nixon Administration's Safeguard proposal. 
Soon after Safeguard is started (let us as
sume for now that it will be) Russian offense 
planners are going to look at it and say some
thing such as: ''It may not work, but we 
must be prudent and assume it will." They 
may then plan further deployments, or more 
complex penetration systems, or maybe they 
will go to more dangerous systems such as 
bombs in orbit. A little later, when some of 
our optimistic statements about how "it will 
do the Job it is supposed to do" have be
come part of history, our strategic planners 
are going to look at Safeguard and say some
thing such as: "Maybe it will work a.s they 
said, but we must be prudent and assume it 
will not and besides, now look at what the 
Russians are doing." 

This approach to strategic thinking, known 
in the trade as "worst-case analysis," leads 
to a completely hopeless situation in which 
there ls no possibility of achieving a state of 
affairs that both sides would consider as 
constituting parity. Unless the arms ra~e is 
stopped by political action outside the two 
defense establishments, I feel reasonably sure 
there will be another "crash program" re
sponse analogous to what we had in the days 
of the "msislle gap"-a situation some would 
like to see repeated. 

I also mentioned in my own testimony at 
the ABM hearings that "we may further ex
pect deployment of these ABM systems to 
lead to the persistent query 'But how do you 
know it really works?' and thus to increase 
the pressures against the current limited 
nuclear-test ban as well as to work against 
amplifying it." I mentioned this then, and 
I mention it again now, in the hope that it 
will become a self-defeating prediction. It is 
also important to note that the response of 
our own defense establishment to the Rus
sian ABM deployment, which I have outlined 
above, w.as not the result of our being "pro
voked," and I emphasize this because we 
hear so much discussion about what is a 
"provocative" move and what is not. Rather, 
our response was motivated by a deep-seated 
belief that the only appropriate response to 
any new technical development on the other 
side is further technical complexity of our 
own. The arms race is not so much a series 
of political provocations followed by hot 
emotional reactions as it is a series of tech
nical challenges followed by cool, calculated 
responses in the form of ever more costly, 
more complex and more fully automatic de
vices. I believe this endless, seemingly un
controllable process was one of the principal 
factors President Eisenhower had in mind 
when he made his other (usually forgotten) 
warning: "We must be alert to the ... 
danger that public policy could itself become 
the captive of a scientific-technological 
elite." He placed this other warning, also 
from his farewell address, on the same level 
as the much more familiar comment about 
the m111tary-industrial complex. 

Several alternative approaches to Safe
guard for protecting Minuteman have been 
discussed recently. These include superhard
ening, proliferation, a "shell game" in which 
there are more silos than missiles, and land
mobile missiles. Although I was personally 
hopeful before the hearings that at least one 
of these approaches would maintain its in
vulnerability, a review of the recent debates 
leaves me now with the pessimistic view that 
none of them holds much promise beyond 
the next 10 years. 

Silo-hardening most probably does work 
now, in the sense that the combination of 
SS-11 accuracy and yield and Minuteman 
silo-hardening works out in such a way that 
one incoming warhead (and hence one SS-11 
missile) has less than a 50-50 chance of de
stroying a Minuteman. If one considers the 
technological trends in hardening, yield per 
unit weight, · MIRVing and accuracy, how
ever, it does seem convincing that this is a 
game in which the offense eventually will 
win. Albert Wohlstetter, testifying in favor 
of the Safeguard system before the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, quoted a paper 
he wrote with Fred Hoffman in 1954 (long 
before any ICBM's were actually in place any
where) predicting that the ability of sllo
hardening to protect offensive missiles would 
run out by the end of the 1960's. That was 
a remarkably prescient study and is wrong 
only in numerical detail. 

If we take the same rosy view of technology 
that was taken in almost all the pro-ABM 
arguments, then hardening will not work 
for more than another five years. My own 
view of the technological future ls clearly 
much less rosy, but I do believe that the 
situation in which hardening is no longer the 
answer could come by, say, 1980 or, more 
appropriately, 1984. 

Proliferation of Minuteman would have 
worked in the absence of MIRV. Now, how
ever, it would seem that the ability to MIRV, 
which no doubt can eventually be carried 
much further than the fewfold MIRV we 
see for the immediate future, clearly makes 
proliferation a losing game as well as the 
dangerous one it always was. 

The "shell game" has not in my view been 
analyzed in satisfactory detail, but it would 
appear to have a serious destabilizing effect 
on the arms race. Schemes have been sug
gested for verifying that a certain fraction 
o'! the missile holes are in fact empty, but 
one can foresee a growing and persistent be
lief on each side that the "other missiles" 
must be hidden somewhere. 

Road-mobile and rail-mobile versions of 
Minuteman have been seriously studied for 
well over a decade. These ideas have always 
foundered on two basic difficulties: (1) Such 
systems are inherently soft and hence can be 
attacked by large warheads without precise 
knowledge of where they a.re, and (2) rail
roads and highways all pass through popula
tion centers, and large political and social 
problems seem unavoidable. 

Where does all this leave us insofar as 
finding a techn1cal solution for protecting 
Minuteman is concerned? One and only one 
technically viable solution seems to have 
emerged for the long run: Launch on warn
ing. Such an idea has been considered 
seriously by some politicians, some ,technical 
men and some mil1tary officers. Launch on 
warning could either be managed entirely 
by automatic devices, or the command and 
control system could be such as to require 
authorization to launch by some very high 
human authority. 

In the case of the first alternative, people 
who think about such th1ngs envision a. sys
tem consisting of probably two types of 
detection device that could, in principle, 
determine that a massive launch 'had been 
made and then somewhat later determine 
that such a launch consisted of multiple 
warheads aimed at our miss1le-silo fields. 
This information would ,be processed by a 
computer, which would then launch the 
Minutemen so that the incoming mlsslles 
would find only empty holes; consequently 
the Minutemen would be a,ble to carry out 
their mission of revenge. Thus the steady 
advance of ar·ms technology may not be lead-
1ng us to the ultimate weapon but rather to 
the ultim.ate absurdity: a completely auto
matic system for deciding whether or not 
doomsday has arrived. 

To me such an approach to the problem 
is ,politically and morally unacceptable, and 
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if it really is the only approach, then clearly 
we have been considering the wrong problem. 
Instead of asking how Minuteman can be 
protected, we should be asking what the 
alternatives to Minuteman are. Evidently 
most other ,people also find such an idea 
unacceptable. As I mentioned above, the 
Army has found it necessary to reassure 
people repeatedly that ABM missiles would 
not be launched without approval by "the 
highest authorities," even though this is 
clearly a far less serious matter in the case 
of the ABM missiles than in the case of 
Minuteman. 

The alternative is to require that a human 
decision-maker, at the level of "the highest 
authorities," be introduced into the decision
making loop. But is this really satisfactory? 
We would be asking that a human being 
make, in just a few minutes, a decision to ut
terly destroy another country. (After all, 
there would be no point in fl.ring iat their 
empty silos.) If, for any reason whatever, he 
was respondi~g to a false alarm, or to some 
kind of smaller, perhaps "accidental," attack, 
he would be ensuring that a ma.ssive del!lb
erate attack on us would take place moments 
later. Considering the shortness of the time, 
the complexity of the information and the 
awesomeness of the moment, the President 
would ,himself have to be properly prepro
grammed in order to make such a decision. 

Those who argue thait the Command and 
Control System is perfect or perfecta.ble for
get that human beings 1are not. If forced to 
ohoose, I would prefer a preprogrammed 
President to a computer when it came to de
ciding whether or not doomsday had arrived, 
but again I feel that this solution too is 
really unacceptable, and that once again, in 
attempting to defend Minuteman, we are 
simply dealing with the wrong problem. For 
the present it would seem the Polarises and 
the bombers are not, as systems, subject to 
the same objections, since there are now 
enough other approaches to the problem of 
ensuring their invulnerability to sudden ma.s
sive destruction. 

In my view, iall the above once again con
firms the utter futility of attempting to 
aohleve national security through military 
technology alone. We must look elsewhere. 
F'ortunaitely an opportunity does seem to be 
in the offing. There appears to be real promise 
that serious strategic arms-limitation talks 
will begin soon. The time is propiMous. There 
is in the land ,a fairly Widespread doubt about 
the strictly military approach to security 
problems, and even military-minded politi
cians are genuinely interested in exploring 
other possibilities. The essay by Academician 
Sakharoy, as well as the statements of Rus
sian officials, indicate genuine ilnterest on 
the other side. The time is propitious in an
other sense: both sides will be discussing the 
matter from a position of parity. Moreover, 
this parity seems reasonably stable and likely 
to endure for several years. 

Later, however, major deployments of 
sophisticated :ABM systems and, even more 
important widespread conversion of present 
single-warhead systems to MIRV will be 
strongly destabilizing and will at least give 
the impression that parity is about to be 
upset. If so, the motto of the arms race, "Let 
us err on the side of military safety," will 
come to dominate the scene on both sides 
and the present opportunity wlll be lost. 
Therefore in the short run we must do every
thing possible to ensure that the talks not 
only start but also succeed. Although the 
ABM decisions may not forestall the talks, it 
would seem that success will be more likely 
if we avoid starting things that history has 
shown are difficult to stop once they a.re 
started. 

Such things surely include deployment of 
ABM missiles and MIRV's. There have been 
successes in stopping programs while they 
were in the development phase, ibut seldom 
has anything been stopped after deployment 

had started. The idea of a freeze on deploy
ment of new weaipons systems at this time 
a.nd d"or these reasons is fairly Widespread al
ready, but achieving ,it will require concerted 
action by those believing strongly in the 
validity and necessity of arms limitations as 
a means of increasing national security. Thus 
the principal result of rthe recent national 
debate over the ABM issue has been to make 
it clear that Safeguard will safeguard noth
ing, and that the right step for the imme
diate future is doing whatever is necessary 
(such as freezing present deployments and 
developments) to ensure the success of the 
coming strategic-arms-limitation talks. 

In addition, the ABM debate has served to 
highlight more serious issues (for example 
the ,implications of MIRV for the arms race) 
and to raise serious questions about other 
weapons systems. For instance, I suggest that 
we have also found that silo-based missiles 
will become obsolete. The only sure method 
for defense of Minuteman beyond, say, the 
mid-1970's seems to be the unacceptruble 
launch on warming. As long as we must have 
a strategic deterrent, we must find one of 
that does not force us to turn the final de
cision over to either a computer or a pre
programmed President. Minuteman was con
ceived in the 1950's and served its purpose as 
a deterrent through -the 1960's, but it appears 
that in the 1970's its threat to us will exceed 
its value, and that it and other silo-based 
missiles will have to go. The deterrent must 
have alternatives other than "go/no-go," and 
for the 1970's at least it would now appear 
that other strategic weapons (Polaris/Posei
don and bombers) could provide them. I ex
pect, however, that as the continuing na
tional debate subjects the whole matter of 
strategic arms to further public scrutiny we 
shall learn that these other alternatives also 
have dangerous flaws, and we shall see con
firmed the idea that there is no technical 
solution to the dilemma of the steady de
crease in our national security that has for 
more than 20 years accompanied the steady 
increase in our military power. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the dis
tinguished gentleman from Louisiana 
(Mr. HEBERT). 

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this legislation and wish to 
associate myself with the comments 
which have been made by our distin
guished chairman and by the ranking 
member of the committee. 

I think it reflects the many hours of 
serious deliberation that the committee 
spent on this bill. I hope you will sup
port the bill in toto. This afternoon, I 
would particularly like to address myself 
to title 3 of the bill dealing with the 
Reserve Forces. 

.Public Law 90-168, the Reserve Forces 
Bill of Rights and Vitalization Act, re
quired that the Congress shall authorize 
the personnel strength of the selected 
reserve of each Reserve component of 
the Armed Forces each fiscal year and 
that no funds may be appropriated for 
the pay and allowance of any Reserve 
component of the Armed Forces unless 
the personnel strength of the selected 
reach of such Reserve component had 
been authorized by law. This authoriza
tion is the primary purpose of this title. 

This bill provides that for the year be
ginning July 1, 1969, and ending June 30, 
1970, the Selected Reserve will be pro
gramed to obtain an average strength of 
not less than the following: The Army 
National Guard, 393,298; the Army Re
serve, 255,591: the Naval Reserve, 
129,000: the Marine Corps Reserve, 

49,489; the Air National Guard of the 
United States, 86,624; the Air Force Re
serve, 50,775; and the Coast Guard Re
serve, 17,500. 

The average strength contained in this 
bill are those numbers recommended by 
the Department of Defense as necessary 
to meet our military requirements. 

When the bill was orjginally submitted, 
it called for an end strength rather than 
an average strength figure as was in
cluded last year. Subsequently, however, 
the Department of Defense notified the 
committee that they had no objection to 
including an average strength require
ment. This formula precludes the Se
lected Reserve from dropping below de
sired strength levels and then meeting 
the legal requirements by increasing the 
strength as the fiscal year end nears. 

There is a small decline in the Army 
National Guard and the U.S. Army Re
serve strengths from last year. This is 
mainly because some of the units mobi
lized in May 1968 are scheduled to re
main on active duty until December 1969, 
necessitating a downward man-year ad
justment. 

The Naval Reserve figure is brought 
back up to 129,000 because of the early 
release of two Naval Reserve construc
tion battalions which were previously 
scheduled for retention on active duty 
through May 1970. 

The Marine Corps Reserve strength is 
increased by 2,285 man-years for fiscal 
year 1970, representing an increase in 
unit manning levels, with no additional 
units being formed. 

The Air National Guard was slightly 
increased above the figures for fiscal year 
1969. The main reason for this increase 
is the effect of the January 1968 mobiliza
tion. A portion of the strength of the 
recalled unit was not included in the au
thorized average strength of the Air Na
tional Guard for fiscal year 1969. Some 
Air National Guard units were released 
from active duty in December 1968 and 
all the remaining units were demobilized 
by the end of June of this year. 

Last year's authorization provided that 
the total authorized strengths of the 
units released from active duty shall 
proportionately increase the average 
strength of the Reserve components in
volved. The President's budget provided 
for this increase. In addition, a recent 
decision of the Secretary of Defense to 
retain seven Air National Guard units 
previously scheduled for inactivation in 
fiscal year 1970 accounts for a further 
increase in the Air National Guard 
strength. These units included five air 
defense fighter units-F-102 and F-89-
and two Military Airlift Command 
units-C097. These units are to be re
tained and converted to new, higher pri
ority missions resulting in an increase of 
1,528 man-years above the figure sub
mitted in the President's budget. The 
Secretary of Defense decision also in
cluded the retention of four Air Force 
Reserve units scheduled for inactivation 
in fiscal year 1970. 

The U.S. Coast Guard requested an 
average Selected Reserve strength of 17,-
500 for fiscal year 1970, and the bill re
flects that request. 

Section 303 of the bill provides new 
language governing the responsibility of 
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the Secretaries of the military depart
ments to furnish the personnel, equip
ment, facilities, and supplies needed to 
enable all units and Reserves and the Se
lected Reserves to meet their mobiliza
tion readiness requirements, as estab
lished and approved contingency and war 
plans. 

If we are to have a Reserve Force to 
assist us in an emergency, the force is 
hardly worth the paper it is written on 
unless the units are equipped and prop
erly trained to do their job in the case 
of an emergency. For years, we have been 
authorizing funds for equipment for the 
Reserve Forces only to have them di
verted to the Active Forces, thus reduc
ing the efficiency and effectiveness of 
the Reserves. It is time to stop this kind 
of bookkeeping deception. This section 
takes care of that. 

Section 304 permits the year-end re
port to be filed with the Congress 90 days 
rather than 60 days after the end of the 
fiscal year. Experience has shown us that 
it takes more than 50 days for the paper
work to go through the computers. Then, 
after this material is assembled, the re
sults must be reviewed at higher echelons. 
The result is that the reports are either 
coming in late or reflecting information 
at some point previous to the end of the 
fiscal year. By changing the time to 90 
days, we expect to receive current infor
mation within the 90-day period. 

Gentlemen, we believe we have a 
strong, defensible bill which will insure 
our Nation's safety. I urge your support. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to a dis
tinguished member of the committee, the 
gentleman from Missouri <Mr. RANDALL). 

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of H.R. 14000. It is a privilege 
to serve on this commi.ttee. I wish to 
associate myself with the remarks which 
have been made by our chairman and 
those which were made by the ranking 
member of the committee. 

Mr. Chairman, we are here to consider 
the bill which involves $21.3 billion. This 
is one of the most important bills we will 
consider in this session of the Congress. 
We all sincerely hope debate will be re
sponsible. We hope that in the days 
ahead as amendments are offered that 
tempers will not flare, that the adrenalin 
will not be loosed into the blood of those 
engaged in debate and responsibility wi.11 
reign instead of emotions. 

When we have finished we will have 
taken one of two courses--either to pre
pare for our survival or to have lowered 
our guard with the prayer that heaven 
will help us and our enemies v..i.11 not take 
advantage of us. It seems to me we should 
all chart our course not so much as 
whether we are trying to satisfy some 
editor of a newspaper or a columnist or 
even those growing numbers who think 
it is fashionable to declare open season 
upon the military. We should recall that 
unlike the past, this time if the war 
clouds gather we will not have the lux
ury allowed to us in the past to prepare 
to defend ourselves. 

The great part of the money we are 
authorizing in this bill could be quite 
appropriately compared to the insurance 
policy on one's home. A while ago the 
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr. 

JONAS) pointed out all of us carry insw·
ance on our home but we still do not 
want a fire. It is true we never need a fire 
engine until the fire breaks out. But if 
we have a fire and there is no insurance 
or a fire department, at that moment 
there is no chance to provide either. 

In the light of the foregoing, I sub
scribe to the thoughts of my esteemed 
chairman of the full committee who has 
said that it is far better to be prepared 
and be ready than to simply wish we were 
prepared and hope for the best when 
danger strikes. 

Your House Armed Services Commit
tee has not gone into this bill without 
adequate study. It is a big bill containing 
$21 billion, $14 billion of which is for 
procurement and $7 billion for research, 
development, and testing. When all is 
said and done it is $615 million less than 
the revised budget of Secretary Laird in 
April 1969 and $1.8 billion less than the 
military budget submitted by Secretary 
Clifford in January 1969. 

We have combed this procurement au
thorization with the finest of combs. We 
worked on this bill for 6 months. There 
have been a total of 91 meetings of the 
full committee and subcommittees. There 
have been 61 meetings of the full 
committee. 

The principal addition of funds over 
and above the request of the administra
tion is $961 million for the moderniza
tion of our Navy. The Soviet Navy is a 
very real threat. They have quickly filled 
the vacuum in the Indian Ocean left by 
the withdrawal of the British fleet. They 
virtually control the Mediterranean to
day. Their ships are off Nantucket. Their 
ships are off our Carolinas. The Russian 
naval threat will not go away. 

Procurement items in the bill include 
money for C-5A, the F-15, F-14, AMSA, 
and MIRV as well as funds for the ABM. 
For the procurement of ABM $345 mil
lion is included and $400 million for 
research, development, technology and 
engineering. There will be much more 
said about the ABM. Whether the ABM 
will work or not was answered in the 
best possible way during the debate in 
the other body when one of the Members 
pointed out if this country has the brains 
to send a man to the moon, there is no 
doubt but what he has the brains to make 
the ABM work. 

Both in general debate and under the 
5-minute rule, we will very likely hear 
again and again that we cannot afford 
the money authorized in this procure
ment bill. The answer is, surely a country 
with a gross national product which will 
soon approach $1 trillion can afford a 
$21 billion procurement bill. Put in some
what different perspective, proponents of 
a strong defense posture have said what 
good is it to have a stomach full of food 
if you are dead. The late Sam Rayburn 
once said he would rather be a live 
Ame1ican with an empty pocketbook 
than a rich dead American. 

There is much dissatisfaction with the 
Vietnam war but that is not the issue 
in this debate. Everything we are author
izing here is for our ov.'Il defense. We 
have drawn from the inventory of our 
military weapon vehicles, planes and 
ships. Largely because of the Vietnam 
war our cupboard is bear, our ships are 

old and our planes are old. We need 
something new and we do not have it. 
Th~t is what this procurement bill is all 
about. 

No one of the House Armed Services 
Committee has set themselves up as ex
perts. We plan to accomplish in 3 or 4 
days what the other body took months 
to achieve. Someone has quite appropri
ately said of the long debate in the Sen
ate on the Defense procurement bill that 
never in our history has there been so 
much said by those who were so little 
informed on things that should never 
have been put into print at all. 

Repeating, this bill has very little in 
it for Vietnam. Instead, it provides for 
long lead items for our own defense 
against enemies in the world that would 
hope we would lower our guard. Unlike 
Vietnam this procurement bill is not a 
matter of morality or immorality. It is 
purely and simply a matter of survival. 
I intend to support H.R. 14000. As a 
member of the House Armed Services 
Committee, I know tlnat we have put in 
countless hours on this procurement bill. 
This measure deserves the full support 
of every member who believes we cannot 
afford to be unprepared. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
distinguished member of the Appropria
tions Committee, the gentleman from 
Oklahoma (Mr. STEED) . 

Mr. STEED. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this legislation. 

I have been more than normally in
terested in the progress of the C-5A mili
tary cargo airplane, because the Air 
Force will conduct its early training pro
grams for the C-5 at Altus Air Force 
Base, in my district in Oklahoma. Over 
the past year, I have tried to keep track 
of the progress this airplane is making 
and have made several inquiries about 
the airplane itself and all of its perform
a,nce characteristics. 

Also, during the past 7 or 8 months, 
I have been reading about the various 
congressional committee inquiries and of 
course, followed the Senate debate in 
connection with the proposed amend
ment to delete funds for additional 
C-5A's. That amendment having been de
feated , we now have a companion amend
ment in the House. 

Throughout all of the news stories and 
reports of testimony and debate, I have 
been very surprised at the concentra
tion and emphasis on the contractual 
aspects of the C-5A program. Compara
tively, there has been far too little said 
about the airplane itself and its amazing 
performance abilities. 

The C-5 is designed to respond to an 
extremely difficult Air Force requirement, 
and every evidence so far is that it will 
do so with room to spare. I believe it will 
be welcomed, not only by Air Force 
pilots, but also by the Army men on the 
ground who are so dependent on the sup
plies it will bring. 

If we buy enough of them, C-5 's will 
replace all the wornout, obsolete C-
133's and C-124's at less than one
quarter of the cost per ton-mile. 

In addition to doing it much cheaper, 
the C-5 can carry many oversized mili
tary equipment items that none of the 
others can carry at all. It will fly almost 
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anywhere, nonstop, quickly and cer
tainly-and when it gets there, it will 
land on short, unimproved fields, close 
to the men who need the items being 
carried on board. 

You marvel that it can carry over 130 
tons of supplies-that with lighter loads 
it can fly 5,500 nautical miles nonstoP
that its landing distance can be less than 
3,600 feet on a wet, grass-covered run
way. 

And, if you want to consider its use
f u1ness-here is a list of one typical load 
that can be carried in just one C-5: One 
M-48 bridge launcher, weighing more 
than 128,000 pounds; four M-151 quar
ter-ton trucks with trailers, weighing a 
total of more than 16,000 pounds; two 
M-170 ambulances, weighing more than 
7,500 pounds; two UH-lD helicopters, 
with a combined weight of 9,000 pounds; 
two M-54 5-ton trucks with trailers, 
weighing over 70,000 pounds; two M-37 
three-quarter ton trucks with trailers, 
with a total weight of more than 20,000 
pounds; plus 52 drivers, troops, and sup
port personnel, who with their equip
ment weigh more than 12,000 pounds. 

The total for this typical load in one 
C-5 is 264,768 pounds. And that air
plane, with that load, can fly 2,500 nauti
cal miles nonstop and land on a wet, 
grass field in less than 5,000 feet. 

Or, if you want another statistic, the 
C-5 can carry 16, yes 16, three-quarter
ton trucks at the same time. 

It will truly be an astounding per
former-this C-5A, not only in the sheer 
size of its capabilites, but also at a ton 
mile rate lower by far than any other 
airplane in existence in the world today. 

The statements I have just made 
about the C-5 cannot be made about any 
other aircraft in the world, and I am 
glad our Nation has it. But, of course, 
none of these great capabilities mean 
much if we do not need them. 

But every evidence is that we do. 
If this amendment is not defeated, the 

Air Force has said it will be forced to re
tain its C-133's and C-124's-despite 
their excessive cost of operation-de
spite the cost of further modifications 
to the C-133's-despite the fact that 
these airplanes cannot carry the outsized 
equipment that is needed-and despite 
the fact that these airplanes are grossly 
inefficient and hopelessly obsolete. 

And even with the continued costly use 
of these old aircraft, there stlll would be 
a glaring deficiency in the strategic air
lift rapid deployment capability that has 
been established as a requirement. 

It is inconceivable to me that we would 
require the Air Force to fly obsolete and 
costly old airplanes that cannot do the 
job, when an outstanding new working 
tool is available in the form of the C-5A. 

The C-5A is not only a giant in size-
it also is a gigantic step forward in the 
state of the art-and it will serve an 
equally great need in the mob111ty and 
flexibility of our military forces. 

All of the people of the Fourth Con
gressional District of Oklahoma are look
ing forward to welcoming the C-5A to 
Altus Air Force Base in the near future. 
I feel certain that the "marriage" per
formed there-between the world's 
finest military cargo airplane and the 

world's finest pilots in the U.S. Air 
Force-will be a very happy one. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to a dis
tinguished member of the committee, the 
gentleman from Texas <Mr. FISHER). 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, the in
creasing evidence of antimilitary senti
ment in this country is most disturbing. 
At a time when the Soviet Union is 
closing gaps and Red China, while spew
ing threats and abuse at the United 
States, is building up a powerful war 
machine, amazing as it is, we find here 
in our country antimilitary gestures be
ing manifested on many fronts. 

We hear the howls of the antiwar 
element and the shameless outbursts of 
the pacifists. College ROTC programs 
are under attack. The anti-ABM and 
the anti-MIRV forces have been ex
tremely vocal. The anti-CBW crowd 
beats their drums. The alleged industrial
military complex is wrongfully pictured 
as a sinister conspiracy in our society. 
The draft is under attack by the fuzzy 
brained professors, the hippies and yip
pies, the Spocks, and the Carmichaels. 
In some quarters it has become stylish 
to oppose, reduce, and denounce any
thing related to military preparedness 
in this country. 

Then, there has been the surfacing of 
the new left, of which the Students for 
a Democratic Society is very much a 
part. The pro-Marxist SDS, which claims 
30 ,000 members in American colleges, is 
aided and abetted by leftwing teachers, 
Black Panthers, and other militant 
troublemakers. 

The people, goaded and financed-in 
part, at least-by the Communist Party 
U.S.A., are forever finding fa ult with 
their own country, but never seem to 
criticize Hanoi or other potential Com
munist aggressors. 

Practically every facet of our military 
buildup seems to be suspect in the minds 
of most of these people. Fortunately for 
America they represent a relatively small 
minority of our population. 

Now this does not mean that we should 
not exercise prudence and appropriate 
restraint in expenditures for national 
defense. Every outlay for this purpose, 
and indeed for every other Federal ex
penditure of tax money, should be 
screened, rejected if unsound, and rec
onciled with good judgment. Our Com
mittee on Armed Services has done just 
that, so far as the military is concerned. 

Whether by coincidence or not, it is a 
fact that most of those, whether on the 
college campuses or elsewhere, who op
pose the draft, for example, also oppose 
the war in Vietnam, the anti-balUstic
missile program, the mythical industrial
military conspiracy, the ROTC, and 
practically every other move to strength
en our military posture. At the same time, 
of course, there are those who in good 
faith oppose various defense programs, 
who present their views in an orderly 
manner. 

Mr. Chairman, we are living in a time 
that calls for sanity and soul-searching. 
It is a time which calls loudly for unity. 
Indeed, had there been complete unity 
among our people, backed by a positive 
win policy, it is safe to say the war 
against the Communist aggressors in 

Vietnam would have been won long ago 
and thousands of American lives would 
have been saved. 

In dealing with those programs and 
weapons which our best military minds 
consider to be essential, let us proceed 
realistically and always give any doubt 
in favor of those measures which are 
designed to strengthen our defense pos
ture. We should not ask for more, nor 
should we settle for less. 

There is something reminiscent about 
the antimilitary eruption in this coun
try. It reminds us of those critical 
months which preceded W:>rld War II, 
when the antidraft forces were so strong 
that only a few weeks before Pearl Har
bor the draft was extended by a margin 
of only one vote in the House of Rep
resentatives. It reminds us that not long 
before the Japanese struck there was a 
substantial vote recorded against a meas
ure to build up the military effectiveness 
in the island of Guam. And it reminds 
us of a strong move against a measure, 
sponsored by Carl Vinson, to create a. 
two-ocean Navy. 

Much of that opposition was in the 
name of economy and a faint but un
realistic hope for neutrality. Others in
sisted such measures were unnecessary, 
war-like, and provocative. And all of 
that at a time when Hitler was sinking 
our unarmed merchant ships on the high 
seas, and when Japan was amassing a 
war machine of major proportions. Less 
than a month before Pearl Harbor the 
Congress, over bitter opposition, man
aged to amend the Neutrality Act in 
order for helpless merchant ships to be 
equipped with deck guns. 

It is true that times are different to
day. But with the balance of world power 
hanging in the balance, who are we to 
say there is not a significant similarity 
of dangers involved? Would we not be 
well advised to follow Napoleon's advice, 
hope for the best but be prepared for 
the worst? Let us remember that Hitler's 
Germany and Japan were armed to the 
limit in 1939; now, 1969, the Soviet Un
ion and the Red Chinese are armed to 
the limit. And both of them point to the 
United States as their No. 1 enemy. 

Above all, let us not be hoodwinked 
into thinking for a moment that our 
security is not in jeopardy today. This 
is a time for us to close ranks and move 
forward in a spirit of unity and deter
mination. We can ill afford the luxury 
of unwarranted dissent and division, par
ticularly at the level where definitive 
actions are taken and where responsi
bility lies, if an adequate security pos
ture is to be maintained. 

The best way, and perhaps the only 
way, to achieve and maintain peace in 
this troubled world is to keep America 
strong and powerful. Anything less is an 
invitation for disaster. 

Mr. Chairman, I enthusiastically sup
port the pending procurement bill. The 
committee spent weeks on it and 
evaluated every provision, line by line. 
We live in an age of technological and 
scientific ma;rvels which requires re
search and development in the constant 
search for better weaponry. The enact
ment of this bill will make America 
stronger. 

The committee left no stone unturned 
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in listening to and carefully evaluating 
every change that was proposed. I am 
convinced that in view of conditions in 
this country and in the world today, 
this bill offers the least for which we 
can afford to settle. And I am convinced 
this House, close as it is to the voice 
and well-being of the American people, 
will support the measure overwhelm
ingly. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from New York <Mr. KING). 

Mr. KING. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 14000, the military pro
curement authorization bill as reported 
from the Armed Services Committee. I 
would like to comment briefly on some of 
the criticism being leveled at the so
called m1litary-industrial complex which 
I feel is an attempt to downgrade our 
national m1litary posture. 

The strength of our Nation depends on 
not only the number and quality of the 
men available to fight for it but also 
upon the scientific, technological, and 
productive capacity of the Nation's in
dustries. 

It has been through the combined ef
forts of the military and industrial orga
nizations to design, develop, and deploy 
necessary weapons systems that has 
made this Nation great and has kept it 
free. 

What 1s contributing most to the cur
rent debate on national purpose and na
tional resources is the bitter sense of 
frustration over the war in Vietnam. The 
enormous and unpredicted costs, com
bined with a sense of futility, have cre
ated social and economic pressures that 
have been directed toward almost all 
defense programs. 

No one calls a national security budget 
of $80 billion a piddling sum. It is big, but 
contrary to popular belief, the majority 
of the defense budget ls not funneled 
over to the defense industry for hard
ware. More than half of all defense dol
lars go for personnel related costs. We 
are spending over $7 billion on research 
and development vital to our survival. 
We are spending $291 million for re
search and development in some 350 col
leges and universities. 

The decisions we in Congress are mak
ing today will determine our national 
posture in the middle and late 1970's. 
There are some who feel that our prior
ities at home are so demanding that we 
should direct most of our national re
sources to them, cutting back drastically 
our m111tary developments and require
ments. These people should be advised 
that if we unilaterally lower our de
fenses and if a nuclear war results, the 
problems of our present world will seem 
minor indeed in comparison. 

The basis for any national security Pol
icy must be a threat of intervention or 
aggression. 

No one wants a Military Establishment 
simply for the glory of having one, least 
of all those who serve in it, either will
ingly or unw1llingly. But the hard mili
tary facts of life today regarding the 
number of military threats around the 
world prove that it is hardly the time to 
cut military expenditures or impair our 
defense readiness. While some may dis-

agree, I have been unable to find any 
mellowing on the part of Communist 
aggressive aims. It is not evident in Viet
nam, nor at the Paris Peace Conference, 
nor in Czechoslovakia, nor in Korea. 

Several areas of potential involvement 
of the United States exist today, requir
ing not only a large Army and Air Force 
but also a strong Navy. 

Some say that we cannot protect our 
people from the effects of nuclear war, 
but in a large sense that is not correct. 
If we provide for deterrence by main
taining, providing, and protecting our 
forces, we reduce the probability of an 
enemy attack and increase the proba
bility that our people will be safe. 

Mr. Chairman, passage of the authori
zation bill as it has been submitted 
would reassure our military that our 
Nation stands behind them. 

This proposal has received a penetrat
ing review by the House Armed Services 
Committee, under the outstanding lead
ership of the distinguished chairman, the 
Honorable L. MENDEL RIVERS. The com
mittee has been fully cognizant of the 
costs of defense and other needs of our 
country. We have already made sub
stantial cuts upon the recommendation 
of the President and Secretary of De
fense in the authorization and I sin
cerely feel that any further cuts would 
be an unacceptable risk to our security. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Ohio (Mr. CLANCY). 

Mr. CLANCY. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
give my full support to H.R. 14000 now 
under consideration by this body and 
urge its immediate passage. In my judg
ment, this is one of the most important 
bills to come before Congress each year, 
ii not the most important. 

This legislation authorizes appropria
tions totaling $21,347,860,000, the bulk 
of which is for the procurement of ur
gently needed aircraft, missiles, naval 
vessels, and other military hardware to 
keep our defenses at the high level 
needed at this time. 

By passage of this bill we make a de
termination of the defense posture nec
essary to be maintained by this country 
to insure our national security. It is dif
ficult to calculate or assign value in dol
lars and cents to this proposition. It is 
impossible to repair whatever damage 
may be caused by the lapse of time or 
lack of effort applied in keeping our de
fenses strong and secure. 

This measure attempts to deal realis
tically with the responsibilities the 
United States faces in a complex, uncer
tain international setting. It endorses a 
posture of constant readiness of our de
fenses and it underwrites a policy of di
versification of those defenses permit
ting a flexible response in any contest. It 
provides for the supplementation and 
modernization of our defense system in 
accordance with the contemporary de
velopments of those who challenge our 
security. 

In this bill, the Safeguard anti-ballis
tic-missile system has been designated to 
receive appropriations totaling $746.4 
million. The adversaries of freedom have 
made tremendous progress in the tech
nology of mass destruction. We must, 

therefore, more than ever before in our 
Nation's history, have in our military in
ventory sufficient weapons and force to 
survive a massive nuclear attack and to 
deliver a decisive counterblow. 

Anti-ballistic-missile defense is not a 
cureall for the security of the United 
States. It 1s not the ultimate defense 
system, for technology knows no limits 
and each decade produces fresh chal
lenges and a greater need for response on 
the part of free nations. Antimissile de
fense is, however, an essential component 
in the network of military systems de
signed to give the American people a 
seamless garment of security in an age 
of acute danger. 

If an enemy is planning a first strike 
attack, his utmost consideration is "cer
tainty." He must, therefore, assume the 
most pessimistic capabilities for his own 
force and the most optimistic capabili
ties for a def ending force. Since the 
ABM would greatly reduce any sense of 
certainty that the enemy might have 
about the success of his attack, it pro
vides an important deterrent to nuclear 
attack. Therefore, a broad view of the 
need for the ABM must take into con
sideration the attitudes of the enemy 
toward the United States, the enemies' 
experience with ABM systems, and pres
ent and projected military capability. 

The Armed Services Committee has 
taken the position that our national de
fense effort, to be truly effective, must 
be based on a balanced and flexible mil
itary force-a force that can be employed 
at any time and at any place, either 
wholly or in part, to effectively counter 
any type of aggression, be it guerrilla 
warfare or nuclear attack. To that end, 
we have stressed the grave importance 
of not relying entirely on our missile 
capability for our military strength. It 
is a matter of great urgency to hasten 
the development of an aircraft that can 
meet the optimum performance char
acteristics that are required today. I be
lieve that the C-5A will put this country 
years ahead in airlift technology. It is 
more than the world's largest airPlane, 
it is a new kind of defense system. A 
fleet of U.S. C-5A's, each shouldering 
130 tons of helicopters, heavy artillery, 
tanks, trucks, folding bridges, munitions, 
medicine, food, fuel, and men, can make 
this the only country that can move an 
army across an ocean in a matter of 
hours. It is like having a military base 
in nearly every strategic spot on the 
globe. 

Although the C-5A has many virtues, 
its main value is, as I have mentioned, 
its unique capability to deploy rapidly 
all the equipment necessary to enable 
our ground combat units t.o go into oper
ation quickly when our treaty commit
ments require it. 

During the late 1950's and early 1960's, 
the slow, range-limited propeller drive 
C-124 and the turboprop C-133 were 
the major aircraft that provided this 
capability. However, these aircraft can
not provide the fast deployment mobility 
currently required by our commitments. 

The first step in improving our airlift 
force was the introduction of the C-141, 
which is currently our largest operational 
military jet transport. Its performance 
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has been outstanding. However, about 35 
percent of the equipment needed by an 
infantry division is too large to fit in the 
aircraft. Such items as tanks, helicopters, 
and armored personnel carriers, for ex
ample, cannot be transported in the 
C-141. 

Eight years ago, Mr. Chairman, the 
Air Force foresaw the unavoidable re
tirement of our propeller aircraft and 
recognized the cargo size limitations of 
the C-141. Accordingly, the Air Force 
proposed a large, fast jet aircraft de
signed to carry all the large items of 
equipment of an Army division. Further, 
the design allowed the deployment of the 
necessary personnel required to man the 
equipment. This unique capability to air
lift the combat troops and their equip
ment simultaneously is vital to an effec
tive and responsive force deployment. 

The C-5A weight is about twice that 
of the C-141 and it has three times the 
range/payload capability. Carrying up to 
87 Army personnel on its upper deck and 
200,000 pounds of heavy equipment or 
vehicles in the cargo compartment, the 
C-5A is the heaviest aircraft ever flown
a recordholder. Yet it takes less runway 
to land than many commercial airliners. 
Its 28-wheel high flotation landing gear 
permits the aircraft to land on unpaved 
primitive airfields and is designed to ad
just vertically to allow the aircraft to 
kneel to match cargo compartment floor 
heights with loading docks, trucks, and 
to permit drive-on and drive-off traffic. 
The cargo compartment has full width 
openings, fore and aft, which provide a 
drive through capability and the rear 
door opens in flight to permit airdrop of 
materials. Airdrop loads in units of up to 
50,000 pounds in size are possible-quite 
an improvement over the C-141. 

Flight testing indicaticns arc that the 
C-5A will successfully meet the primary 
mission performance requirements. 

This includes such requirements as 
maximum payload and range, takeoff 
and landing distances, engine thrust and 
specific fuel consumption, substandard 
runway operations, and maintainability 
and reliability. 

The C-5A can help deliver completely 
equipped combat units, support forces, 
and all types of supplies, including large 
and heavy weapons virtually anywhere 
in the world. The C-5A, supplemented as 
required by the C-141 and civil reserve 
air fleet, will give U.S. defense forces the 
capability for instant reaction to global 
emergencies. For the first time since the 
development of modern ground combat 
equipment, both the troops and their 
supporting equipment can be deployed 
directly by air from a base in the United 
States directly to a forward combat area. 

The simple fact is that this airplane is 
the only one of its kind. It is the only air
craft we have available for the unique 
requirements of operational ground force 
mobility. 

There has been considerable discus
sion regarding cost overruns on the de
velopment and production of the C-5A 
aircraft. However, mitigating circum
stances over which neither the Air Force 
nor the contractor had any control ac
count for some of the cost increases. Ab
normal economic fluctuations or infla-

tion were reflected by increased costs of 
labor, overhead, material, and subcon
tractor costs. Other contributing factors 
were: Technical problems requiring re
design of the airframe; oversaturation of 
industry supplier capacity-a "seller's 
market"; use of more expensive material 
such as titanium and beryllium; and the 
application of more expensive fabrica
tion techniques. Other reasons for this 
cost growth were: late specifications and 
changes, a tight delivery schedule, and 
the early phaseout of the C-141 pro
duction line. 

The C-5A program initiated the new 
procurement technique known as the 
total package procurement concept. All 
developmental work and much of the 
support and production work were, under 
this new concept, to be procured under 
competition in one contract containing 
commitments on price, performance and 
schedule. However, this was not truly a 
total package as the contract did not in
clude costs for initial spare parts or their 
replenishment depot level associated 
ground equipment, first destination 
charges facilities, or military construc
tion. 

In addition thereto, the C-5A contract 
was not a firm fixed-price contract. It 
is a fixed-price incentive contract with 
both cost and performance incentives. 

Relatively little has been said 
throughout the public debate on the 
C-5A program about the engines for this 
airplane. The engine supplier, General 
Electric, has been able to meet the re
quirements of its contract with the Air 
Force and to deliver engines as needed 
at costs that do not exceed the contract 
ceiling prices. 

Over 200 successful flights involving 
more than 3,000 engine flight hours have 
been made with the TF-39 engine manu
factured by General Electric, Evendale, 
Ohio. To date, the total hours of factory 
testing and flight testing of this engine 
exceed 23,000 test-hours, an equivalent 
of 10 years of actual C-5A aircraft life. 
The engine has performed thus far in a 
very reliable manner. It has never been 
necessary to shut down an engine in 
flight, nor to abort a flight. Compared to 
other aircraft and engine development 
programs, this is indeed a remarkable 
record of success which attests to the 
greatness of this engine. 

By means of factory testing some diffi
culties were detected during the develop
ment of this engine. Corrections were 
devised and proved in such a way that 
they were introduced into the production 
engines without any hold-up in aircraft 
production. So much effort has gone into 
making this engine reliable and long 
wearing that it will be relatively inex
pensive to operate in service. General 
Electric feels that from the standpoint 
of a product that meets expected per
formance and delivery schedules. this is 
one of the most sucessful aircraft en
gine developments it has undertaken. 

The legislation before us today is con
sistent with the maintenance of a mili
tary posture sufficient to deter aggression 
on the part of those who strive for world 
domination. In every instance the com
mittee has worked to provide a bill 
which balances budgetary considerations 

against the realities of power and the 
impact of dollars saved against the se
curity of the Nation. The result of such 
considerations is the bill which is before 
you today. It is one to which I give my 
full support and recommend for your 
favorable consideration. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from · Virginia (Mr. WHITE
HURST). 

Mr. WHITEHURST. Mr. Chairman, 
the proposal to appropriate funds for 
additional ships for the Navy and to mod
ernize others can only be described as a 
belated step in the right direction. We as 
a nation need to be stronger at sea, not 
weaker as has been so recently suggested. 
And I also believe that we as a nation 
need to understand better what the sea 
offers us now and will off er in the future. 
The point which seems not to be too well 
understood is that there is far more at 
stake here than just whether the Navy 
can have 35 new ships. 

Our non-Communist world is essen
tially a maritime alliance which is a sys
tem dependent upon these-a for commu
nications and economic prosperity as 
much as for defense. The success of the 
free societies of the world, and the politi
cal integrity of those States are anchored 
in an economic well-being which in turn 
is to be found in their trade in the world 
marketplace. This trade has to go by sea. 
We are thinking of such countries as the 
United States, Great Britain, Japan, 
West Germany, Italy, France, Sweden, 
Australia, New Zealand and Canada. This 
list is not all of the free world States 
by any means, but it is enough to show 
that the political and economic fortunes 
of all are tied to the sea. 

Even if we take the selfish viewpoint 
and consider only the economic health 
and prosperity of the United States, we 
find that those free sealanes as guar
anteed by the Navy are mandatory for 
our multibillion-dollar export-import 
trade, and that they bring us some 60 
critical raw materials without which our 
present way of life could not continue. To 
that you can add all the shipbuilding, 
port and yard facilities, labor and other 
sea-related industries. And this freedom 
of the seas as preserved by naval power 
in our hands perhaps is even more neces
sary if we are to think at all about any 
future development of those immense 
marine resources of all kinds which are 
our rightful heritage in the sea. 

Most of us have a pretty good idea of 
how nations have used the seas from 
ancient times to the present. Most of us 
know the classic historical doctrine of 
the sea and how it was used to turn the 
t~de of empires. Perhaps that has caused 
some of us to look at our missile-space 
age and say old-fashioned seapower has 
no place. And indeed there is not much 
place for old-fashioned seapower. But 
the thinking must not be allowed to stop 
at that point. What we do not know or 
possibly have not thought about much is 
how today's advances on all fronts are 
opening ways to use the sea in the thor
oughly modern context. 

As we approach the decade of the 
seventy's we are finding there is much 
more going on in the modern ocean than 
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the passage of ships and the swimming 
of fish. We find the sea itself becoming 
a competitive place. It is because im
mutable facts of world geography have 
placed the sophisticated nations of the 
world in the Northern Hemisphere near 
the water, and also many of the new 
and emerging nations. Nations are com
peting at sea in five distinct but related 
areas: the political, the economic, the 
area of ocean resources and the naval 
and strategic. The sum of a nation's 
capabilities in all these areas amounts to 
its total seapower effort. In our case the 
key to it all is naval strength, but it is 
not all naval strength by any means. 

For the first 15 years after World War 
II we could do pretty much as we 
pleased on the sea because we came out 
of that war so strong on the sea. Then 
around 1960 some remarkable and quite 
important changes began to take place. 
The new competitive sea began to make 
itself felt. Other nations were claiming 
their birthrights in the world ocean. 
Japan, West Germany, France, Great 
Britain, and Italy, resurging from the 
shambles of World War II with new 
economies based in good part upon sea 
trade, regained world political stature, 
even to the point of aid to less developed 
countries. But the country making the 
biggest splash was the Soviet Union. In 
addition to a foreign aid program almost 
as large as our own, the Kremlin forged 
a massive sea capability which had ob
vious political and economic talents as 
well as naval and maritime uses. Now, 
wherever a Soviet ship goe.s, naval, mer
chant, pleasure, icebreaker, fishing, or 
oceanographic, there also goes Soviet 
ideology, usually in the form of a hard 
sell. 

Even though the United States is more 
than holding its own with the world's 
biggest and best NaVY, the biggest world 
trade volume, and is among the leaders 
in ocean transport, there must be great 
significance to us in the rise of the sea
going activities of these other countries. 
And there is. What they are telling us 
is what we seem so reluctant to see and 
admit, even though we traditionally like 
to think of ourselves not only as a mari
time power, but as historically one of 
the greatest. They are telling us that far 
from being outdated, national power at 
sea and national uses of the sea are go
ing to have deep and l1asting effects upon 
present and future world order or the 
lack of it. 

With regard to a use of the sea in 
today's world, it is nearly time for us 
to fish or cut bait. That is why the 35 
new warships which started this discus
sion are so important. There will be upon 
us very soon the hard requirement to set 
our total goals in the world sea, and 
along with that will come the equally 
tough requirement to balance those goals 
against the national capability in both 
technology and investment, and to weigh 
the benefits against the real long term 
costs. 

We think we know something about 
the sea. But I wonder how much we know 
about the modern sea. For instance, that 
the modern sea sets its own impera
tives-things a nation must do to real
ize the benefits justly due them from the 

world oceans. And for instance, how 
tough minded the modern sea is. The 
sea does not care who understands its 
imperatives or misunderstands them, as 
history has shown time and time again. 
The only difference in our time is that 
onrushing technology is making both the 
rewards for understanding and the pen
alties of misunderstanding so much 
greater than ever before. 

It may seem a trifle odd that this 
plea for 35 new ships for our Navy has 
mentioned the NaVY hardly at all. Let 
me assure it is only a matter of putting 
first things first. I for one am convinced 
that the first problem we have at sea 
is the one of gaining a national under
standing of what total sea power can do 
for us now and in the future. Once that 
understanding is ours, the spearhead and 
central element of seapower, the NaVY, 
will never have to beg for ships. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. Moss). 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I do want 
to express my deep appreciation to the 
distinguished minority whip, and the 
ranking minority member on the Com
mittee on Armed Services, for granting 
me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to agree with 
the observations made by my colleague, 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
GUBSER) when he said there were two 
important things. First, there is a threat 
to this Nation and, second, that time is 
running against us in meeting that 
threat. 

I think we ,ought to recognize in con
sidering this legislation that those who 
do not speak enthusiastically for every 
item in it in the full dimenson are not 
bleeding heart.5, and their patriotism is 
as great as any other person, including 
the distinguished chairman of the Com
mittee on Armed Services himself. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman would yield, had the gentle
man been here, the gentleman would 
have heard me make that statement. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I heard the 
statement, but I heard the continuing 
innuendo that went on throughout the 
thread of the remarks. 

The fact is that the security of this 
Nation is also at stake here at home, 
and that we need some priorities assigned 
in this Nation. We cannot give to one 
department of the Government every
thing that it wants, as we have been do
ing-and I am as guilty, I think, of that 
as anyone. This is only the second time 
that I have stepped into the well to urge 
that we give the careful attention to pri
orities which are needed now, and which 
in my judgment have not been given, and 
are not reflected in the legislation now 
before us. 

I hope that in the Committee on Ap
propriations a more careful considera
tion to those priorities will be given. 

I point out to you that the industrY 
and the business of this Nation that is 
not defense oriented is in deep trouble. 
It is in deep trouble because of the con
stantly escalating cost of money which 
is directly tied to our deep involvement 
and the escalating involvement in the 
Far East. I am not unfamiliar with that 

involvement, and I am not speaking 
here against the military. I am speaking 
for a rational balance for the military 
in the overall availability of wealth that 
this Nation has to commit to its many 
urgent priorities--and we have urgent 
priorities in every city, in every commu
nity in this Nation. We have them in 
every agency and in every department of 
the Government in this Nation. 

We have been working in the Com
merce Oommittee for the past few weeks 
to try to create the means of having an 
air transport system adequate to meet 
the demands of a great nation. 

The Committee on Ways and Means 
has been considering a further enhance
ment of the trust funds for highways. 

We have a serious disruption of com
munications in the largest city in this 
Nation, the city of New York. 

We have priorities in every level of 
education that cry out for more dollars. 
Yet, the only bill that comes to the floor 
of this House that is not significantly 
cut is the one affecting the armed serv·
ices--and that is not an antimilitary 
statement. That is a statement of fact
$47 million are cut out of a bill running 
to $21.3 billion. Why that is petty change. 
Th·at is small cash for the military. That 
can be wiped out by eliminating waste in 
almost any activity in which they are 
engaged. It is nat the way f.or responsible 
legislating. 

I said earlier that there was a lack of 
time for adequate discussion and I point 
out that there have been many Members 
who want to talk and who needed more 
time who were contributing to the ctia
log in this House and were unable to 
get that time. One of my colleagues, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. LEG
GETT) wanted more time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Mis
souri (Mr. HALL). 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, as one who 
has kept "book" on closed rules and on 
waivers of points of order, I would like 
as a preamble to point out that we are 
operating here under an open rule with 
no waivers of points of order. I commend 
the Committee on Rules for it. 

Further, I would like to say that com
parisons with the actions of the other 
body in considering this procurement bill 
for a matter of 8 to 10 weeks and com
paring it to the time allotted here, are 
odious because I think ofttimes a dis
service to the Nation was performed in 
that discussion, although I am not ad
verse to public information. 

I would simply summarize this by say
ing that never was so much said by those 
who were so little informed about some
thing that maybe never should have been 
discussed in the first place. 

Mr. Chairman, today the Committee 
on Armed Services brings to the Commit
tee of the Whole for its consideration, a 
bill of over $21 billion authorization for 
military procurement. 

While the full committee met on 47 
separate days, heard 73 witnesses, and 
published 2,660 pages of hearings testi
mony, this record does not show the full 
scope of the committee's preparation for 
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the bill. All of the authorization and pos
ture hearings of prior years contributed 
to our preparation for this bill. Indeed, 
many of the questions which were asked 
this year, had to be with the relation of 
the current presentation with those of 
prior years. There were meetings of sub
committees which bore directly on the 
subject matter of the bill-and just the 
daily work of each of us is herein com
piled. There were many trips that we 
took which added to our understanding 
of the problems of our defense in the 
same spirit in which the architect over
sees the builder. We received a number of 
briefings which were not recorded as part 
of the hearings, including our usual 
classified military intelligence briefings. 
We have received and examined a large 
quantity of top classified information. 

Out of all of this we have produced 
H.R. 14000-a 17-page bill and House 
Report No. 91-522, a 145-page report to 
which have been added 29 pages of addi
tional views. These are the paper results 
of the actions of the 39 members present
ly on the Committee on Armed Services. 

You may wonder why I have gone into 
these statistics in such length. I desire 
to review for you the history of commit
tee operation. 

As has often been quoted to you, arti
cle I, section 8, of the Constitution gives 
the Congress the power-among others

To raise and support armies; 
To provide and maintain a navy; 
To make rules for the government and 

regulation of the land and naval forces. 

Article I, section 5, further provides: 
Each house may determine the rules of 

its proceedings. 

There do not appear to be any ref er
ences to the use of committees in the 
Congress in any of the papers relating to 
the formation of the Union. There is no 
apparent reference to them in either 
the Federalist papers or in the debates 
as recorded by James Madison. However, 
Jefferson prepared a manual for his 
guidance as President of the Senate from 
1797 to 1801. This manua·l was adopted 
by the House in 1837, as a guide for its 
deliberations in supplement to its rules. 

The importance of order in the func
tioning of the House is stressed at the 
beginning of the Jefferson Manual: 

It ls very material that order, decency, 
and regularity be preserved ln a dignified 
public body. 

The Jefferson Manual is generally 
credited as the best statement of par
liamentary law at the time that it was 
written. The practice of working through 
committees existed not only in the House 
of Commons in Great Britain, but also in 
the early colonial assemblies-for in
stance Pennsylvania and especially Vir
ginia. In section XI, Jefferson clearly rec
ognized the necessity of using com-
mittees: 

Standing committees, as of Privileges a.nd 
Elections &c, a.re usually appointed at the 
first meeting, to conitinue through the ses
sion. The person first named is generally 
permitted to act as chairman. But this is a 
matter of courtesy; every oomm!ttee having 
a right to elect their own chairman, who 
presides over them, puts questions, and re
ports their proceedings to the House. 

In its early days, the House conducted 
its business by the use of a number of 
"ad hoc" committees. Only gradually did 
it create standing committees. The House 
Committees on Military Affairs and on 
Naval Affairs were not formed until 
1822. Under the Legislative Reorganiza
tion Act of 1946 these two committees 
were joined into the present Committee 
on Armed Services. 

At the present time the Committee on 
Armed Services functions in accordance 
with the provisions of rule XI of the 
Rules of the House of Representatives: 

All proposed legislation, messages, peti
tions, memorials, other matters relating to 
the subject listed under the standing com
mittees named below shall be referred to 
such committees, respectively: 

3. Committee on Armed Services. 
(a) Common defense generally. 
(b) The Department of Defense generally, 

including the Departments of the Army, 
Navy and Air Force generally. 

( c) Ammunition depots; forts, arsenals; 
Army, Navy, and Afr Force reservations and 
establishments. 

(d) Conservation, development, and use of 
naval petroleum and oil shale reserves. 

( e) Pay, promotion, retirement, and other 
benefits and privileges of members of the 
armed forces. 

(f) Scientifl.c research and development in 
support of the armed services. 

(g) Selective service. 
(h) Size and composition of the Army, 

Navy, and Afr Force. 
(1) Soldiers' and sailors' homes. 
(J) Strategic and critical materials neces

sary for the common defense. 

Acting under these rules-after exten
sive hearings and other preparations, 
the Committee on Armed Services, in 
regular manner, and for the orderly 
conduct of business of the House has 
brought the present bill before you to
day. 

The responsibility of the Armed Serv
ices Committee has also been set forth 
in statutes. They have been repeated here 
once today by the distinguished ranking 
minority member, and I shall not re
peat them again except to add that we 
should also be cognizant of the responsi
bility of our committee for oversight, 
surveillance, and review of an add-on, 
added like the tail of a dog, which has 
been sutured by the Curtis-McCormack 
amendment to an appropriation bill, 
which has been much misinterpreted 
and much misconstrued to broaden the 
present Department of Defense with its 
oversight of the three constitutionally 
formed armed services, and I would ref er 
you to the supplemental views in the re
port of the Joint Committee on the Re
organization of the Congress to find out 
what I think about this appendage and 
its need for reamputation. 

Before 1959, only military construction 
and construction of naval vessels re
quired authorization. Starting with Pub
lic Law 86-149 of August 10, 1959, the De
partment of Defense has been required 
to seek authorization for various kinds 
of procurement in addition to those 
items. This requirement was expanded 
by Public Law 87-436--1962-Public Law 
88-174-1963-and Public Law 89- 37-
1965. Today the procurement of all air
craft, missiles, tracked vehicles and 
naval vessels as well as all research and 

development has to be authorized. This 
means that these areas receive special 
scrutiny by the Armed Services Com
mittees on a line-item basis, before the 
services can go to the Appropriations 
Committees to receive the funds involved. 

In the present bill, we are further ex
panding this authorization responsibility 
to include other vehicles, weapons, and 
munitions. 

Having the responsibility of providing 
for the common defense by raising and 
supporting armies and providing and 
maintaining a navy, your Committee on 
Armed Services has exercised its respon
sibility by recommending H.R. 14000. 
This has been done, Mr. Chairman, after 
backgrounding, prayerful consideration, 
perception hopefully, and prudent judg
ment always; based on the sum total 
answer to three hauntingly persistent 
and logically basic questions : 

First. If not us, whom? 
Second. If not there, where? 
Third. How else with freedom and 

honor? 
Today there is opposition to the bill 

the Committee on Armed Services has 
almost unanimously approved. The op
position has not had the responsibility 
that this committee bears. Nor has it had 
the benefit of extensive hearings and 
testimony from those in the ex€cutive 
branch charged with carrying out the 
laws relating to our national security. 
Nor has it received the voluminous 
amount of classified information which 
has been made available to the entire 
Committee on Armed Services. 

I have carefully reviewed the materi
als which have been published from time 
to time in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD as 
constituting the work of the "loyal op
position." I must say that there is one 
gaping omission in their work. There is 
much discussion of the costs of various 
military operations. However, there is 
little relation to the threat we are facing. 
The Committee on Armed Services has 
very carefully set forth the major por
tions of the threat, starting at page 8 
of its report. Remember always, our com
mittee is a committee on defense as in
deed our Armed Services are defense 
forces. 

Your Committee on Armed Services 
has long been concerned with the appar
ent rush of the Soviets to overtake us in 
the matter of nuclear arms. In order to 
highlight this problem, we asked the 
American Security Council to examine 
the relation between our nuclear arms 
and those of the Soviets from all un
classified sources. That report, ''The 
Changing Strategic Military Balance, 
U.S.A. versus U.S.S.R.," was printed as 
a committee print so that it could re
ceive congressional distribution. This 
was later followed by "The ABM and the 
Changed Strategic Military Balance, 
U.S.S.R. versus U.S.A.," published pri
vately. The committee asked the Ameri
can Security Council to examine the 
maritime situation from unclassified 
sources. That report, "The Changing 
Strategic Naval Balance, U.S.S.R. versus 
U.S.A.," was published as a committee 
print so th?.t it. too, could receive con
g::.-essiona . dist ribution. More recently 
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our Subcommittee on Seapower issued 
its report, "The Status of Naval Ships," 
which has received widespread dis
tribution. 

The lesson from all of these unclassi
fied sources-as well as inherent knowl
edge from a large number of classified 
sources-is that the Soviets are exerting 
every effort to better us, not only in 
strategic nuclear weapons but also in the 
naval-maritime field. These are two fields 
in which we have always thought we 
should predominate. Our ocean borders 
and friendly neighbors across our bound
aries, require it. Our freedom-loving 
world allies rely upon us. 

The report of the Committee on Armed 
Services this year goes very carefully 
into the threat. It considers the growing 
and expanding nuclear threat from the 
Soviets-not only in numbers, but in 
sizes of warheads as compared to our 
posture which has been voluntarily 
static for a considerable time. 

As we go into the multiple warheads 
for our missiles, the Soviets will also 
make a similar development. Since their 
warheads can be much larger, they can 
either multiply more warheads or multi
ply larger warheads-in either instance 
gaining further advantage over us. 

In the naval-maritime field we know 
that the Soviets have produced not only 
a new navy-but al.so a new merchant 
marine, and all since World War n. It 
is timely that Jane's Fighting Ships says 
that the Soviets are ahead in new con
struction and have built a navy "to be 
reckoned with." On the other hand, he 
has discouraging remarks to make about 
the U.S. Navy: 

All the same, prodigious though the re
cent shipbuilding effort has been, especially 
In the fields of nuclear-powered submarine 
construction and guided missile development, 
the U.S. Navy has not overcome its block ob
solescence problem. Most of the U.S. aircraft 
carriers, cruisers, destroyers, escorts and 
minesweepers, refitted or not, are a quarter of 
a century old. War potential though they 
could stlll just be, they are becoming a lia
blllty. 

While we have been slow to develop 
new airplanes-having only had the 
C-5A, the F-111, and the F-107 in the 
past few years, the Soviets have been 
coming out with at least six new fighters 
and a new bomber as well as a new super
sonic transport. 

While we have stopped construction of 
our Polaris submarines, and have only 
just started two classes of new fast or 
quiet attack submarines, the Soviets have 
been coming out with several new classes 
of both missile and attack submarines. 

The review of the Soviet technology 
shows that it is carefully developed-pri
marily with the military needs in mind. 
The Soviet schools are turning out more 
scientists and engineers now than our 
schools are--and of course the Soviets 
can direct them into the fields where they 
are needed-they are not free to seek em
ployment where they will. 

Against this background, Mr. Chair
man, our committee has endorsed a bill 
for over $21 billion in procurement of 
missiles, planes, tracked vehicles, naval 
vessels and research and development. 
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In one major respect we have gone be
yond what the executive branch has 
asked for-because our committee . has 
long recognized the need for rebuilding 
the Navy. Unless we are already too late, 
the time to start that rebuilding is 
now. We have provided for nearly $1 bil
lion more for shipbuilding than was re
quested by the President. We have long 
been studying the "block-obsolescence" 
of the Navy. We have recognized the ne
cessity of getting new capital ships. We 
must have new aircraft carriers, new de
stroyers, new frigates and new subma
rines. We also must have new support 
ships-for our warships cannot function 
properly if there is delay and problems in 
replenishing them. 

It is against this background of the 
committee's responsibility and the com
mittee's study of the threat that we are 
recommending the bill that is before you 
today. I commend it to your passage. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the distinguished ranking majority 
Member of the House on our committee, 
the gentleman from Massachusetts, 
Representative PHILBIN, such time as he 
may consume. 

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Chruirman, I 
strongly support the pending bill. 

The bill is necessary to continue the 
quality and adequacy of our national de
fense into the 1970's. It must be remem
bered that this House has a very heavy 
responsibility, not only to meet the pres
ent day needs of our Armed Forces but to 
prepare for our national defense in the 
future and make sure it is sufficient to 
meet all our defense needs. 

The Soviets have been modernizing 
and Improving their forces at a surpris
ing rate, and are rapidly pulling ahead in 
some crucial respects. We must be strong 
enough to deter Soviet aggression in the 
decade ahead as in the decades past un
til total peace comes to this troubled 
world. 

I know this bill comes at a difficult 
time when people feel frustrated by the 
tragic burdens and uncertainties of the 
Vietnam war and the need to solve 
pressing domestic problems. 

But we must not let these unhappy 
frustrations blind us to the real needs of 
overall defense so urgently needed at 
this time, and until, through our most 
vigorous efforts and concern, we suc
ceed in pressing the Soviet with the ur
gency of world peace. 

All of us very much hope the strategic 
arms limitation talks-SALT-will be
gin soon and we will do all in our power 
to help the President to press for this 
vital project and work unitedly for its 
success. 

But we cannot let our guard down un
til some definite agreement can be 
reached. 

With reference to our economy efforts 
it should be noted that in approving th~ 
$21.3 billion authorization bill, we au
thorized $7,421,400,000 for R.D.T. & E. 
However, but we also reduced the R.D.T. 
& E. funds by $801 million, and the sum of 
$260 million from the item for tank pro
curement, and other sizable cuts. This ls 
a stringent budget. 

Moreover, the committee, in response 

to what we feel are the wishes of the 
House for greater emphasis on Defense 
spending cuts, has put language in the 
bill to expand the authorization function 
next year. 

This will add authorization jurisdic
tion to all weapons, all vehicles and all 
ammunition. This is an additional work
load for our committee, adding about $3 
billion in authorizations to the commit
tee's responsibility. But we feel a more 
thorough review has to be made, we be
lieve the House wants it made and we 
propose to perform this most vital task. 

In summary, this bill provides the 
present arms requirements of our mili
tary services and provides the new sys
tems-such as the C-5A, the F-15, the 
F-14, the Sam-D, the AMSA and others
that our forces will need in the future to 
keep this country, its homes and its peo
ple safe and secure and help keep the 
lamps of freed om lighted throughout the 
world. 

I will have more to say about the con
tents and issues of this very costly, but 
essential legislation later in the debate 
and amendment stage since there are 
other specific provisions that I intend to 
discuss at some length. 

The committee wants all Members of 
the House to have every opportunity to 
debate and amend this bill, but we do not 
believe it requires a 10-week debate such 
as was experienced in the other body, nor 
do we believe that amendments should be 
presented that may be harmful to the 
bill's adequacy and effectiveness as an in
strument for rounding out the national 
defense, and giving heart and courage to 
struggling peoples and minorities who are 
living under the dark shadows and 
threats of dictatorial governments. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, to a 
young man who has made a great impact 
on this Congress, the distinguished Mem
ber from New York (Mr. LOWENSTEIN) I 
yield 5 minutes. 

Mr. LOWENSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate the graciousness of the elo
quent chairman of the committee, and I 
am grateful for the opportunity to dis
cuss for a few minutes the general prob
lem confronting the Congress as we con
sider this particular bill. 

It is not possible, of course, to discuss 1n 
detail a bill of this magnitude in the time 
allotted. What I will do is try to explain 
some of the things that worry me, and 
underscore some of the questions that 
the bill raises for many Americans. 

In the first place, all of us agree that 
the security of this country is primary if 
we are to survive, and so to have time 
to resolve other problems. Since that is 
so, there is neither occasion nor excuse, 
as the distinguished chairman said, to 
either impugn the motives or the char
acter of those who oppose-or who sup
port, for that matter-any particular 
item in the bill. 

Second, many of us who have served in 
the Armed Forces of this country, who 
have supported its policies in previous 
wars-who have swum against the tide, 
at times when isolationism was ramo
ant--many of us share the determinatiZm 
that this country must never forget its 
obligation to contribute to collective 
security and to cooperate in the develop-
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ment of international institutions that 
will bring the world closer to peace and 
social justice. 

This is not the time to discuss the 
merits of the war in Vietnam, but pre
cisely because I am afraid of a renewed 
isolationism dominating the thinking of 
the American people, I want to warn that 
we are inviting exactly that by continu
ing on our present course there. Nor has 
the President's failure to answer im
portant questions about the war-and 
the odd suggestion that his failure to an
swer these questions should inspire pro
longed silence from those who have been 
asking them so patiently for so long
nor has this attitude gained time or sup
port for his position on these matters. 

Since World War II the United States 
has spent $1.4 trillion on defense, and 
we spend today on defense $1,000 per 
taxpayer per year. We spend more on 
defense than is spent by all levels of Gov
ernment for health and education, old 
age assistance, housing, and agriculture. 
In fact, the Government spends more 
money on defense than the total profits 
of all American private enterprise com
bined. 

The budget for ammunition in 1 year 
in Vietnam alone now equals the entire 
Federal budget for education and health. 

In short, we have not been what one 
could call neglectful of our defense needs, 
when it has come to spending money. 

Nor are we militarily vulnerable. 
We have the only intercontinental 

bomber force in the world. We have 
enough thermonuclear weapons to 
destroy everyone everywhere repeatedly. 
We have the only naval carrier force in 
the world, and the only worldwide heli
copter force. 

We are the only country that now 
maintains a ring of military bases of 
great magnitude around the world at 
the cost of billions of dollars. 

Thus it seems reasonable to ask what 
security considerations justify the ex
penditures now before us for approval. 
And to ask, more profoundly, how we can 
attain a lasting security-to ask what 
the greatest threat is to our security, and 
how that threat can best be met. Is it 
not possible that our proper concern 
about threats from abroad has gradually 
transfixed us into forgetting-or ignor
ing what has been going on much nearer 
by? 

I fear for the security of my country. 
I fear too for its health. I fear for its hap
piness. I believe we are plunging head
long, mostly by habit, almost by inertia, 
into programs and attitudes that have 
frustrated and alienated a vast number 
of our people, until it is no longer cer
tain that we can hold together the deli
cate fabric that makes democracy func
tion. Is this state of affairs not a threat 
to the national security, to the national 
well-being, that deserves some sense of 
urgency from those charged with the 
security and well-being of the Republic? 

We have produced a generation of 
young Americans a large part of which 
would employ any ruse or device to stay 
out of the same Armed Forces that so 
many of us used ruses and devices to get 
in. Yet these are dedicated, intelligent, 
patriotic young Americans. They are in 
any case the only young Americans we 
have. I think it is a measure of the ero
sion of our security that so many of our 
young people have come to feel this way 
about the Armed Forces of their country. 

Nor will it help this situation to villify 
the vast number of people who feel this 
way. It might, of course, help to try to 
find out why they feel this way, and then 
to do something about the cause of this 
attitude. It might even help national se
curity, if easing mistrust and division 
is still considered relevant to national 
security. 

But I am afraid the erosion of our se
curity will continue as long as millions 
of Americans believe that their problems 
are not of primary concern to the people 
who make the decisions-that is, to us. 

Alas, the voices of these millions of 
Americans are not heard here nearly as 
widely or as frequently as they are in the 
country at large. That, in its way, is not a 
help to our security. 

It has been said repeatedly today
and there will be no argument about it-
that the Soviet Union is the chief exter
nal source of danger to our security. 
This bill adds almost $1 billion to the 
request of the Department of Defense 
for funds for naval construction. Yet 
note the primacy of our position viz-a
viz the Soviet Union in key categories of 
naval strength: 

So I am very concerned about the fu-
1 ture of America, however great our supply 

Attack aircraft carrier, nuclear: 
U.S.A -----------------------------
U.S.S.R ----------------------------

Attack aircraft carrier: 
U.S.A ------------------------------ 15 
U.S.S.R ---------------------------- 0 

o of missiles and war.ships. Is it not clear to 
everyone by now what will happen to this 
blessed land if it fails to find the energy 
and use the resources necessary to over
come the socioeconomic and psycho
political problems that are leading us to
ward unraveling at home? 

ASW support aircraft carrier: 
U.S.A -----------------------------
U.S.S.R -----------------------------
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U.S.A ------------------------------ 28 
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Fleet ballistic missile submarine, nuclear: 
U.S.A ------------------------------ 41 
U.S.S.R ---------------------------- 15 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. LOWENSTEIN. May I have an 
additional 2 minutes, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. RIVERS. How much time do I 
have remaining, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has 
29 minutes remaining. 

Mr. LOWENSTEIN. I will settle for 
1 minute. 

Mr. RIVERS. I yield the gentleman 
2 minutes. If I do not have sufficient 
time, I will find it somewhere. The gentle
man is doing pretty well for his side. 

Mr. LOWENSTEIN. I appreciate the 

consideration of the chairman and his 
kind comment. 

What I want to say in these last 2 
minutes is that many people are watch
ing-more than ever before-how we are 
going to deal with the threats to the 
future of this Nation that have nothing 
to do with the Soviet Union. We can 
hold our own when we are attacked from 
abroad. Can we do as well when the dan
ger is from bitterness, division, and the 
neglected needs of millions of our own 
people? The voting on the amendments 
that will be offered to this bill during 
the next day or two will provide a clue. 

I hope everyone here will understand 
the motives of those of us who cannot 
support this bill as it now stands, when 
we urge a reconsideration of the question 
of whether it is in the best interest of 
this country to give more money to the 
Defense Department than it has asked, 
even recalling the traditional modesty of 
its requests. 

I hope this House will study these 
amendments bearing in mind what "se
curity" in a free society must encompass. 
I hope we will vote on them in the light 
of other needs and expenses so long de
f erred, in the light of the tax burden in
flation, and of the profound resentments 
now exploding among some of the mi
nority groups that are so pronouncedly 
underrepresented here as we make these 
decisions that affect their lives as much 
as they affect ours. How good it would 
be if we could emerge from the voting 
on these amendments unified in voting 
adequate sums for the military defense 
of this country, and galvanized to do as 
much to defend it in other ways as well. 
I have great respect for the labors of this 
committee and of its chairman and staff. 
Their job was to consider military re
quirements. Our job is to put those con
siderations into the context of the larger 
requirements of the whole society, to 
weigh relative needs and costs, to con
sider the Nation's security and well-being 
in its totality. 

The debate here on these critical mat
ters will be over very soon. But that is 
not the end of the story. That debate 
will rage at length throughout the coun
try because this bill is of special, almost 
unique, importance. It represents a vast 
outlay of money, and it will determine 
direction on critical questions for many 
years to come. But it also has great sym
bolic significance for a nation deeply 
troubled and divided, and in such cir
cumstances it would be gravely irrespon
sible to vote on amendments by rote or by 
slogan. Men elected in parallel proce
dures have equal obligations to consider 
what is best for the country before they 
make far-reaching decisions. It is not in 
derogation of the committee report to 
suggest that in matters that affect every
one so profoundly, the committee's point 
of view must be weighed against other 
points of view, and then a balance must 
be struck. 

We will not stint on money necessary 
for military security. We must stop stint
ing in the intensity of our inquiry to see 
what money is indeed necessary for this 
purpose, and we must start inquiring 
urgently wh r, t else we must do if we are 
t:> surv' re as a contented people. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
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minutes to the distinguished gentleman 
from New York (Mr. RYAN). 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate 
the chairman of the committee yielding 
this time to me, giving me the oppor
tunity to raise some very important 
questions which are implicit in the bill 
before us. 

H.R. 14000 would authorize appropria
tions of $21.35 billion-$21,347,860,000-
for the procurement of certain weapons 
systems and research development, test, 
and evaluation. It is $1.29 billion more 
than the Senate authorized, including 
$1.02 billion for nEw ship construction 
which the administration did not re
quest. This bill is almost one-fourth of 
the entire military budget for fiscal year 
1970. 

According to the Joint Economic Com
mittee, 80 percent of this Nation's "rela
tively controllable Federal outlays" are 
military expenditures. 

While no one disputes the need to fi
nance the legitimate defense needs of the 
Nation, I am concerned about the mag
nitude of the military budget, its rela
tionship to the budget for urgent civilian 
needs, and the imbalance in national pri
orities which it represents. 

For too many years Congress has given 
unquestioning approval to the military 
budget and accepted without serious de
bate the assumptions upon which it is 
predicated. At last the Congress is begin
ning to scrutinize military spending and 
to ask questions. The long debate in the 
Senate, the well-reasoned additional 
views of our colleagues on the Armed 
Services Committee, and the debate on 
the amendments to be offered on this 
bill-all indicate that Congress has a role 
to exercise in the formulation of defense 
policy. Congress should no longer permit 
the Pen tag on to set policy. 

Of course, we must not forget that 
this authorization bill underwrites and 
continues to finance the war in Vietnam, 
a war which continues to rage on at a 
cost of some $30 billion a year. There 
is no end in sight, for unfortunately this 
administration seems unable to change 
the basic strategy of the previous admin
istration. 

In considering the bill before us, we 
should ask whether or not Congress is 
willing to exercise its responsibility or 
simply rubberstamp Pentagon requests 
which have been enlarged by the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

We should ask whether or not Con
gress will continue to support the tragic 
war in Vietnam or use the only means 
which it possesses, that is, the power of 
the purse, to bring this war to a prompt 
conclusion. 

We should ask whether or not the cru
cial and urgent domestic needs of our 
society will continue to play a role sub
servient to that of the military. 

This bill contains many items which 
challenge our willingness to answer 
these questions and to make crucial de
cisions. 

Amendments will be offered to reshape 
expenditures for these items, and the 
votes on these amendments will show 
whether or not we are ready to begin to 
make decisions on priorities and exercise 
effectively our responsibility. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point 

out some of the areas of concern in this 
bill. 

There are some $746.4 million for the 
Safeguard ABM system. In the past I op
posed deployment of the Sentinel sys
tem, and the same basic objections aipply 
to the Safeguard system. It threatens to 
upset the already delicate strategic bal
ance, poison the climate for the strategic 
limitation talks, and to encourage escala
tion of the arms race. 

The bill provides funds for research 
and development, and procurement for 
chemical and biological warfare. This 
program seems to have little relevance to 
national security requirements and 
raises grave legal and moral questions. 
Congress should insist at a minimum on 
certain guidelines for the development, 
testing, procurement, storage, and dis
posal of these weapons. 

The $940 million allocated for the 
C-5A jet transport includes funds for 
a fourth squadron-23 airplanes in ad
dition to the 58 airplanes already au
thorized and programed. The fourth 
squadron has not been justified. More
over, not only are there technical prob
lems but there has already been a cost 
overrun of at least $1.3 billion which 
means the total program will cost about 
$2 billion more than the Air Force orig
inally said it would. 

Serious questions have been raised 
about other items in this bill-the ad
vanced manned strategic aircraft; the 
short-range attack missile for which the 
Senate deleted procurement funds until 
the results of new research and devel
opment are available; the Cobra heli
copter which the Senate did not fund. 

The Defense Department asked for 
$2,631.4 million for naval vessel3. This 
was cut by the Senate to $2,568.2 mil
lion. The House Armed Services Com
mittee has approved $3,591,500,000-$961 
million more than the Defense Depart
ment asked for and $1,023.3 million more 
than authorized by the Senate. 

Then there is the $52 million which 
the committee has added for the so
called freedom fighter aircraft. A total of 
$14 million for the F-5-21 was included 
on March 27 in the supplemental military 
procurement authorization bill for fiscal 
year 1969, but was not acted upon by 
the Senate. In opposing this project on 
March 27, I pointed out that this was 
nothing more than a subsidy to North
rup Aviation to buHd the F-5-21 for sale 
abroad and that our Air Force had no 
plans to incorporate the plane in its in
ventory. 

There are just a few of the examples 
of unnecessary or unwarranted expendi
tures in this bill. 

I might mention one item that is not 
in the bill-the manned orbiting labora
tory. For years I pointed out that the 
MOL was a duplication of a similar 
NASA program. A year ago the Secretary 
of the Air Force refused to brief indi
vidual Members of Congress on the proj
ect. On September 12, 1968, I offered an 
amendment to the Defense appropria
tions bill to reduce it by 8.5 percent. In
cluded in my amendment, which was 
based on a well-documented study by 
Congressional Quarterly, was the dele-
tion of $550 million for the MOL. Unf or
tunately, my amendment was not adopt-

ed, but now the Department of Defense 
has abandoned MOL because. in its 
words, of the "first, continuing urgency 
of reducing Federal defense spending 
and, second, advances in automated 
techniques for unmanned satellite 
systems." 

This kind of waste cannot be allowed 
to continue. The amount of money that 
was spent for the manned orbiting labo
ratory could have been spent to feed the 
hungry, build better housing, provide 
better health and medical care for our 
citizens, and provide every American 
child the opportunity to obtain a good 
education. 

We cannot allow massive funds to con
tinue to be used wastefully for military 
spending while we ignore our problems 
at home. Out of every $100 of tax money 
received by the Federal Government, $67 
goes to military spending: past wars, the 
war in Vietnam, and preparation for fu
ture conflicts. 

This leaves $33 for this Nation's urgent 
needs: housing, food, education, health 
care, social security, transportation, and 
other domestic programs. 

The imbalance in our priorities is clear. 
To support H.R. 14000 is to support that 
imbalance and to strengthen the mili
tary-industrial complex while domestic 
social programs are being starved. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 6 
minutes to the distinguished chairman 
of the Democratic Study Group, the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
FRASER). 

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, first of 
all, I wish to thank the chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee for the 
courtesy of accommodating me with an 
additional minute and for affording me 
the original block of time despite the 
fact that I am not a member of the 
Armed Services Committee. 

Mr. Chairman, one of the reasons we 
have to look carefully at this bill is that 
by our a.ction we shall determine whether 
there will be what is commonly called a 
post-Vietnam dividend available to meet 
the domestic concerns of our country. 

When one looks at the $7 billion in this 
bill for research, development, testing 
and evaluation, one can readily identify 
items which will soon blossom into 
multi-billion dollar expenditures, using 
up the $30 billion that would otherwise be 
available for nonmilitary purposes at the 
end of the conflict in Vietnam. There is 
R.D.T. & E. money in this bill for MIRV, 
ABM, SRAM, AWACS, SAM-D, SCAD, 
Phoenix, AMSA, AX, AGMX-3, CON
DOR, Maverick, TOW, MBT-70, biologi
cal weapons and the F-14 and F-15 
fighters. 

When we start these weapons systems 
down the road by authorizing research 
and development and the testing, we set 
off an inevitable chain reaction. These 
weapons systems gain momentum of 
their own, leading to high levels of de
fense expenditures in later years. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRASER. Yes, I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I wonder if the gen
tleman might be able to answer a ques-
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tion that is perplexing to me, one to 
which I cannot get an answer? 

Why is it that the other body was able 
to pass unanimously an amendment that 
would put restrictions on the testing and 
transportation and disposal of germ and 
gas warfare weapons which would answer 
many of the problems that have arisen 
in this country regarding the safety of 
our own citizens? Why is it that an 
amendment like that, one which has 
been approved by the Se<:retary of De
fense and passed by the other body 
unanimously, with such bipartisan sup
port as was given by such "unilateral dis
armers" as the Senator from Texas <Mr. 
TOWER) , the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. STENNIS), and the Senator from 
South Carolina (Mr. THuRMOND) all of 
whom voted for it--why would an 
amendment like that be voted down in 
the Armed Services Committee on the 
House side? 

Mr. FRASER. I actually am at a loss to 
understand why the committee should 
not allow what seems on its face to be a 
commonsense amendment. 

In this regard, I want to pay tribute to 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. Mc
CARTHY) in connect\on with his excellent 
work on the probll ms of chemical and 
biological warfare. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Thank you for that 
compliment but that was not my purpose 
in arising. I wanted to focus on the fact 
that the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
NEDZI) will off er basically the same 
amendment that passed the other body 
unanimously. It actually has been 
changed slightly at the behest of the 
Pentagon, and it is not even as strong as 
the one that passed the other body unani
mously. I would hope that the Members 
would give some serious thought to the 
question. This specific amendment does 
not deal so much with our posture abroad 
as it does with the safety of our own citi
zens in the United States with regard 
to the transPortation of these lethal ma
terials across the United States, and their 
testing. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, would 
the gentleman yield for an answer to the 
question raised by the gentleman from 
New York? 

Mr. FRASER. I would state that pos
sibly later. 

I just want to say--
Mr. STRATTON. I thought the gen

tleman was seeking information. 
Mr. FRASER. Would the gentleman 

permit me to use my own time? 
I understand that the amendment that 

the gentleman from Michigan <Mr. 
NEDZI) will offer, will not cost any money, 
or will not add or subtract any money 
but provides safeguards that the De
partment of Defense has agreed to. Is 
that the understanding of the gentle
man? 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is right. It 
would for the first time inform the Con
gress about what is going on in this pro
gram, and remove some of the excessive 
secrecy that has in effect blanked out 
most Members of this body and the other 
body from knowing some of the basic 
things that are going on in this business 
of chemical and biological warfare. 

Mr. FRASER. I thank the gentleman 
for his comments. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope that bipartisan
ship is not misused to cover over legiti
mate differences or to become the f oun
tain for disagreement. 

I think that the f allure of partisanship 
occurred during the years involving our 
deeper and deeper involvement in Viet
nam. Day after day on the floor of this 
House we heard pleas for unanimity be
hind the President. 

I believe it is not right to insist on 
unanimity when there are serious and 
impovtant questions to be asked-ques
tions about premises, and about objec
tives for policies that have led us into 
the kind of war we have gotten into in 
Vietnam. 

I hope this Nation will never engage 
in finger pointing at the past, but only 
learn from that experience. We must un
derstand that honest and open debate is 
far preferable to cries for unanimity 
which obscure the aotions that the pub
lic should be informed about. 

Finally, there are jus·t two paints that 
I hope may be cleared up under the 5-
minute rule. 

There has been reference today to an 
unidentified threat tha>t the Soviets are 
indeed, contrary to the knowledge that 
we have had in the past, planning a 
new strategic bomber force. This al
legation--

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 additional minute to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. FRASER. This allegation is made 
in support of the advanced manned 
strategic aircraft--AMSA. If there is 
hard intelligence on this, the House 
ought to know all about it. 

Second, I hope that along the way 
there will be an explanation of the testi
mony of Under Secretary Packard in 
which he said that an effort is being 
made to achieve a hard target capability 
for the Poseidon missile. This has only 
one meaning, and that is the capacity 
to destroy the enemy's missile silos. And 
if we acquire that capacity, the Soviets 
then would have legitimate reason to be
lieve that we have acquired a first-strike 
capability and are no longer willing to 
rely on our ability to retaliate if we or 
our allies are attacked. 

I hope these questions will be explored, 
and will be answered in the debate which 
will follow - when we move into the 
amending stage. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. ANDERSON). 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, I appreciate the gentleman from 
Illinois yielding. 

I have been present here in the Cham
ber for all but about 10 minutes this 
afternoon as this debate has proceeded. 
Very frankly, as it has gone on I have 
not been sorry that I made an issue, as 
I did earlier, of the somewhat scant 
amount of time allotted for general de
bate on this bill. 

The debate has been good on this issue. 
It has been a reasonable debate. It has 
been a restrained debate. It has been 

the kind of responsible discussion of the 
critical and crucial issues that confront 
our country and I think possibly we 
ought to have more. , 

You know I think it is merely a mat
ter of coincidence that the speakers who 
have preceded me in the well, at least 
the last three or four gentlemen, happen 
to be prominent leading members of the 
Democratic study group. Well, I would 
not want you to think that economy stops 
at the center aisle. I would not want the 
country to think there are not responsi
ble Republican Members in this Cham
ber. I do think we do have the responsi
bility even in this great committee to try 
to take an intelligent and reasoned look 
at this very important segment of the 
budget. 

I picked up a copy of Fortune maga
zine not long ago, the August 1969 issue, 
and that is scarcely I think a publica
tion of the left wing. What did I see? 
The lead article in it related to a cut in 
the defense budget. 

I saw the testimony the other day
! heard it or I read it--of a rather dis
tinguished and I think eminently con
servative gentleman in this country, Mr. 
William Mcchesney Martin. He said he 
would like to see the defense budget in 
this country cut down to $15 billion. 

So I do not think you are being radical, 
I do not think you are being left wing, 
I do not think you are being irrEsponsi
ble if you suggest cuts, with all due def
erence to this great committee, and it 
is a great committee. I appreciate the 
fact that they worked for 6 months and 
have had 91 meetings. But somehow, 
gentlemen, I think we have to understand 
this: some of the old ways that we have 
grown very comfortable with and have 
grown very accustomed to over the years, 
I do not think are quite good enough any 
longer so far as the discussion of public 
issues is concerned. 

With all due respect to my friend the 
gentleman from Missouri, I cannot agree 
that the debate that took place in the 
other body was one that seriously and 
dangerously compromised the security of 
our country. 

I think the people of this country ex
pect not only the Chamber on the other 
side of the Capitol but also this Cham
ber, being the co-equal body that it is, 
to engage in the same kind of discussion 
and the same kind of analysis. That is 
why I made the plea that I did earlier 
for more time. I am glad we have had 
this debate, and I hope we may have 
more like it in the days to come. 

I do not think any of us should hang 
our heads in shame. I do not atta.ck the 
chairman of the committee or the mem
bers of the committee. They are some of 
the most valuable Members of this House. 

I do not rise even to make a broad 
gaged, broad scale attack against this 
bill. I would express the hope that we 
can calmly and dispassionately and 
reasonably perhaps look at the task that 
confronts us and decide whether or not 
we can make some selective cuts. 

I think under the conditions that ex
ist in our country, given the budgetary 
procedures within which we must op
erate, that this is only discharging the 
duty that a responsible legislator has. 
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As a duty to my constituents, from ~he 
letters I received from people wondermg 
why we have been spending so much 
money in this area, I would be the first 
to admit, as I said a minute ago, to the 
necessity of giving up some of the old and 
comfortable ways that we have become so 
accustomed to. 

I would be the first to admit that I have 
not been as interested as I should have 
been in times past, and I have not taken 
the time to look into some of these areas 
as perhaps I should have done. 

Let me, if 1 have a minute before my 
time is up, say I read with interest a 
section of this very excellent report de
voted to the subject of MIRV. Much of 
what I read I like, but there are a couple 
of statements to which I would have to 
respectfully take exception. For example, 
they said in this report: 

It is for this very reason that prudence 
dictates that we should be disturbed about 
a large force of large-sized and accurate So
viet MIRV's. 

It is precisely for this reason, because 
I was concerned about the possible po
tential threat to our own land-based de
terrent, that I joined with more than l~O 
Members of the House some weeks ago m 
urging that we have a mutual moratori
um in this area. 

At that time we did not know whether 
we were going to have the SALT talks. 
Since that time I think it is very ap
parent that we are going to have those 
talks. I think it also has become apparent 
that the administration, the people 
downtown, are impressed by the urgency 
of this issue. They are impressed by the 
fact that a quarter of the Members of 
this body were sufficiently concerned to 
file a resolution of the kind that I men
tion. So I think it is going to be a negoti
able issue. It is going to be high-and I 
hope very high---on the agenda of that 
forthcoming conference, and it certainly 
should be. 

I am not going to offer any amendment 
to try to delete any funds dealing with 
that program because that would be in 
the nature of a unilateral action. I have 
never proposed a unilateral action. But I 
do deeply feel the wisdom of trying to 
engage in some mutual action that may 
help us to secure the security of this 
country that we all want. 

The thing to which I did take excep
tion in the report was the language con
tained on page 36, at which point the 
committee suggests that you can get 
deterrents in two ways. You can build 
credible deterrents in two ways. You can 
install more boosters, which is very ex
pensive, or, they say, you can go on and 
do what they are doing with these pro
grams. You can MIRV all our weapons. I 
quote the report: 

In reality it constitutes nothing more than 
a more efficient and less expensive method 
of creating a credible deterrent to a potential 
enemy whose intentions can never be known 
with any real certainty. 

I would not want that language to pass 
without my at least issuing my personal 
caveat that I think something more ls 
involved than just doing something more 
cheaply. I think that this can be and is 
potentially a destabilizing thing so far 
as the whole strategic arms race is con-

cerned. I know the administration is 
concerned about it. If they were not, they 
would not be agreeing to sitting down 
and talking with the other side about a 
possible limitation of strategic arms. 

I think we should be mindful that 
whenever we discuss this subject that 
what we are endorsing is not giving up 
any m111tary advantage. Far from it. 
Rather, to take these reasonable and ra
tional actions that will preserve our land
based nuclear deterrent, that will give 
us the security to keep us strong and the 
No. 1 power in the world. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
7 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. STRATTON). 

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STRATTON. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. GUBSER. Before the gentleman 
takes the floor, I would like to take note 
of the fact that he has chaired a sub
committee which has investigated the 
Sheridan-Shillelagh system. I assumed 
he will be speaking on that subject. 

I would like to say at this time that 
never in my 17 years in Congress have I 
served under a more dedicated and en
lightened leadership than the gentleman 
from New York has provided. I think he 
has done a great service, and the re
marks he will make should be listened to 
intently by the entire House. 

Mr. STRATTON. I certadnly deeply 
appreciate the remarks of my friend 
from California, a very able and very 
patient member of the subcommittee. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time, as we 
are moving toward the end of this great 
debate on this subject, to try to comment 
on a point that I think has been largely 
overlooked. 

The gentleman from Ill1nois (Mr. AN
DERSON) spoke a moment ago very elo
quently about the need to cut. We have 
to cut here, in defense, as we have to cut 
elsewhere, he said. 

The gentleman from New York <Mr. 
RYAN) suggested a moment ago that 
the Committee on Armed Services is 
really just an outpost of the Pentagon, 
rubberstamping their suggestions ex
cept when we try to raise them. 

There has been a good deal of com
ment made on the fact that this bill in
cludes an increase of $1 billion 1n ship 
construction funds over the requests of 
the Department of Defense. 

But what has been overlooked, I think 
very largely, although there has been 
some reference to it, is that we have also 
made cuts in this bill. We have cut very 
substantially, for example, in the field 
of Army tanks by over a quarter of a 
billion dollars. And I think it ought also 
to be pointed out that those cuts have 
not been made merely because of any 
f eel1ng in our bones that defense ought 
to be cut or because of the application of 
any meat-ax or any antimilitary ap
proach, but on the basis of a very careful 
investigation conducted by our commit
tee through the agency of its speed.al in
vestigating subcommittee. 

For after all, we do have in our com
mittee a responsibility to oversee the 
operations of the Defense Department-
not just to pass laws and authorize 
money and rubberstamp; we also have a 

responsibility to look over very closely 
what they have done. 

And this is nothing new in our com
mittee, either. The very distinguished 
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. HEBERT) 
chaired that investigating subcommittee 
for many years, and he struck terror 
into the hearts of many a general and 
many an admiral when they appeared 
before him. The distinguished gentle
man from Virginia, a former Member of 
this body, Mr. Hardy, also chaired this 
subcommitee and he too took a very 
close look indeed at the exenditures of 
the Defense Department and its con
tractors. 

This year, as the gentleman from 
California has indicated, the subcom
mittee did indeed have an opportunity to 
look into the Army tank program, and 
as a result of that investigation we 
found evidences of waste and duplica
tion. We made our recommendations to 
the full committee. 

And that full committee, which some 
people say will do only what the uni
formed services want them to do, ac
cepted these recommendations unani
mously. We have, in fact, not only re
duced the tank funds in this bill below 
what the Department wanted, but we 
have also cut out even more than the 
Senate tried to do--and more even than 
the amendments that were offered on 
the Senate floor and then later with
drawn-perhaps because we had the ad
vantage of some careful knowledge and 
investigation in this field. 

We have reduced, for example, the 
proposal for the development of a Tow 
missile by $156 million. Why? Because 
the Tow missile represents an almost 
exact duplicate of the Shillelagh missile, 
already produced for use with the Sher
idan tank. Since the Army regards both 
as about equal in reliability and lethal
ity, and since the Tow cost twice as 
much as the Shillelagh, this duplication 
seemed to us to be both an unnecessary 
and an extravagant expense. So we 
knocked out this money for the Tow 
missile because it was wasteful that we 
should be trying to do the same thing 
with two different missiles. 

We knocked out $57.6 million for the 
production of additional Sheridan tanks, 
a tank that is perhaps better known be
cause of the headline that appeared 
some time ago that it was a "billion-dol
lar booboo." I am not sure whether that 
designation is completely accurate, but 
the fact of the matter is we have hun
dreds of Sheridans now, today, sitting 
around unused in Army warehouses, as 
our subcommittee found out. So we have 
allowed in this bill only the money needed 
to complete the present contract for 
these tanks. After that buy is completed 
we are insisting that the Army fix these 
hundreds of Sheridans that are sitting 
around unused instead of contracting 
for still more off the assembly line. 

We also knocked out $23.8 million for 
the M-60 tank because of a continuing 
failure to adapt this weapon to the Sher
idan gun system; and we knocked out 
$25.4 million for the production of ad
ditional pilot models of the MBT-70, that 
makes a total of $262 million. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. STRATTON. I yield.to the gentle
man from South Carolina. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
the gentleman from New York would 
say the reason we are finishing this con
tract for the Sheridans is that it would 
cost equally as much to terminate the 
contract. So we will continue the in
ventories with the hope that somewhere 
down the line the suggested improve
ments made by the distinguished sub
committee will be forthcoming. We can
not possibly reduce this. 

Mr. STRATTON. The chairman is 
absolutely correct. It would cost more to 
terminate the contract because of the 
termination costs involved than it would 
cost to complete the contract. But we are 
refusing to allow the Army to buy any 
new Sheridans after that contract is 
over. 

To cut out Sheridan procurement short 
of this total contract figure would have 
involved the Army in costly termination 
charges. But any purchases of additional 
Sheridans beyond those covered in the 
original contract would be completely 
unwarranted. The Army already has 
hundreds of Sheridans sitting around 
unused in warehouses or storage yards 
across the country. To be sure, these 
stored Sheridans do need various retro
fits before they can be utilized. The Army 
would pref er to buy new ones, fresh off 
the assembly line, than take the trouble 
to fix up the ones they already have on 
hand. But this would be a most wasteful 
procedure--especially in a program that 
has already seen far too much waste
and the full committee approved our 
recommendation that we reject it. 

With regard to our action on the 
MHT-70, let me just make this additional 
point: Even the Army does not know 
where it is going on the l\raT-70. It is 
holding a top-level meeting on this very 
question with the Germans, who are co
operating with us in building the tank, 
in December. We left in the bill the 
money needed for further research and 
development on this new tank, but we de
leted funds that had been requested to 
build additional pilot models. They have 
enough pilots already, and obviously un
til a decision is made as to just where 
this program is headed, it would be 
wasteful to start construction of any 
further prototypes. If it turns out that 
extra construction funds are urgently 
needed after the Army has made its de
cision as to where they are going, they 
can always come back to Congress for 
supplemental appropriations or for a 
reprograming. 

Now, if I have another minute remain
ing, let me point out that while there has 
been criticism of this naval shipbuilding 
add-on to our bill, I am a little bit sur
prised at the people who have been sug
gesting we do not need a ship modern
ization program. Even the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LEGGETT) sent out 
a letter to all Members of the House sug
gesting we do not need it, because we 
have so many more ships than the Rus
sians sailing around the seas . Surely the 
gentleman who is a very able member of 
our Antisubmarine Warf are Subcommit
tee knows of the recent dramatic ad
vances in Soviet submarine power. Surely 

he knows the truth of our relative 
strength does not lie in playing a crude, 
oversimplified numbers game. 

I would like to invite the attention of 
Members to a report by "Jane's Fighting 
Ships," which is certainly not a subsidi
ary of the House Armed Servies Commit
tee. The Washington Post this morning, 
if you got a copy, had a report that the 
editor of Jane's Fighting Ships said 
today: 

The United States Navy faces a crisis-

That is, a crisis of obsolescence. Here 
is the full article, let me read it: 

The Soviet Union soon will have one of the 
most sophisticated and largest navies in the 
world, but the United States Navy faces a 
crisis, the editor of Jane's Fighting Ships 
said today in a. foreword to the 72nd edition. 

The Russians are using their fleet to fill 
the naval void left in the Atlantic, the 
Northwest Pacific and Indian Oceans which 
was left as Britain withdraws her decreasing 
fcrces to the home islands and the Mediter
ranean, Raymond Blackman said. 

"The U.S. Navy still has not overcome its 
block obsolescence problem mentioned in 
these pages six years ago when most of the 
United States' aircraft carriers, cruisers, 
destroyers, submarines, escorts and mine
sweepers built during the war were already 
20 years old," the editor said. 

Mr. Chairman, that is what we are try
ing to do in this bill, by providing funds 
to modernize our Navy. We are trying 
to do something now to overcome this 
crisis of obsolescence. 

Let me quote too from someone else 
who is not usually regarded as a leading 
member of the industrial-military com
plex. In fact, he has had his own prob
lems with the military "brass." I speak 
of none other than Vice Adm. Hyman G. 
Rickover. Chairman RIVERS has already 
put his letter in full in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. Members will find it on page 
27766, in the RECORD. I believe all ought 
to read this great statement. 

Here is what Admiral Rickover says: 
They a.re the foundation of the future 

nuclear-powered Navy for which you have 
worked so long and so hard-the modern 
Navy the United States needs to retain its 
position as a world power of the first rank. 
• • • There a.re those who deprecate the need 
to maintain military supremacy or even 
mere parity with the Communist empires on 
the grounds that other nations have accepted 
a decline from first to second or third rank. 
• • • The former great powers of Europe who 
have lost their defense capability enjoy po
litical freedom today only because we are 
strong enough to defend them and ready to 
doso. 

And he adds, if you do not believe what 
I say then look at what happened to 
Czechoslovakia. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman 1 additional minute. 

Mr. STRA 'ITON. Mr. Chairman, I ap
preciate that, because it gives me an op
portunity to read some more of this 
other section from Admiral Rickover's 
very eloquent letter: 

We observe the tragic drama of Czechoslo
vakia negotiating with Russia. the continu
ing subjugation of her people. 

That, the Admiral says, 1;:; what hap
pens if one is not under America's nu-

clear umbrella or under the protection 
of our Navy. 

We have heard some suggestions 
here this afternoon that these figures we 
have been quoting to you about Soviet 
power are all "cooked up." Here is what 
Admiral Rickover says on that particular 
point: 

Although we lack the data for a precise 
comparison of U.S. and Soviet military ex
penditures. It is clear that the U.S.S.R. 
spends much more annually for new weapons 
than the United States. Is it then reasonable 
for us to fail to modernize our defenses on 
the assumption that the danger of war no 
longer exists? The first priority of all life is 
survival. 

Mr. Chairman, what is in this bill is the 
minimum we need to do now to protect 
ourselves in the dangerous days that lie 
ahead, whatever happens in Viet Nam. 
That is the reason this bill should be 
passed overwhelmingly by this House. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gentleman 
from Florida, the author of the leading 
ship report, which his oommittee issued 
and which has been accepted by the en
tire world (Mr. BENNETT). 

Mr. Chairman, I yield myself whatever 
time I need to say that without the won
derful work of the gentleman from Flor
ida I do not know how the committee 
could ever have arrived at the reason for 
urging the President to accept an addi
tional $900 million to start at last the 
rebuilding and replacement of our obso
lete and obsolescent--block obsolescent-
Navy. 

I yield to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. BENNETT). 

Mr. BENNETT. Thank you very much, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, the primary need of 
the Navy at this time, according to Adm. 
Thomas H. Moorer, Chief of Naval Op
erations, is for new ships with which to 
modernize the Navy. 

In order to examine into the matter, 
the Seapower Subcommittee of the 
Armed Services Committee held exten
sive hearings last January. Those hear
ings resulted in the report, "The Status 
of Naval Ships," which clearly and dra
matically reveals the sorry shape of our 
Navy ships. No other set of hearings in 
recent times has examined into the mat
ter as closely and carefully. 

As a result of those hearings, we found 
that whereas 58 percent of our ships 
were 20 years old or older, 58 percent of 
the Soviet ships were 10 years old or 
younger. Indeed, less than one-fourth of 
1 percent of the Soviet fleet was older 
than 20 years. 

Specifically we found that the Soviets 
have built a whole new fleet since World 
War II, including a submarine fleet of 
over 360 ships. This construction has 
been carried on in modern yards-in
deed, there is one submarine yard which 
is larger and more modern than all of 
our submarine yards put together. The 
Soviets can turn out 20 nuclear-powered 
submarines each year-with one nuclear
powered ballistic-missile submarine be
ing completed each month. The Soviets 
have kept their design crews working to
gether on ship after ship. They have an 
educational background which is pour
ing trained scientists and engineers into 
their maritime program. 
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Do the Soviets really mean business 
on the seas? Admiral Gorshkov, who is 
the equivalent of our Chief of Naval 
Operations, has said: 

The flag of the Soviet Navy now proudly 
flies over the oceans of the world. Sooner or 
later the United States v,m have to under
stand that it no longer has mastery of the 
seas. 

He has also said: 
The USSR today has a naval fleet and 

aviation equipped with nuclear rockets equal 
to any strategic tasks, including tasks of an 
offensive n ature, on all the seas and oceans 
of the world. 

He has also said: 
F or the first time in it s history, the Soviet 

nation has acquired a powerful ocean-going 
navy. It has become the world's greatest 
naval power, capable of taking its line of 
defense out into the ocean. 

Mr. Chairman, I insert in the RECORD 
at this point, other statements concern
ing the Soviet naval aims: 

"The mighty Soviet power must have a 
navy, both on sea and ocean commensurate 
with its interests and worthy of our great 
cause." Molotov at First Session of Supreme 
Soviet, 1938. 

"Our Navy has become in full a modern 
navy, capable of resolving any strategic mis
sion in its area (of responsibility). Overseas, 
they quite frequently speak and write that 
the U.S. Navy is capable of delivering an 
attack and landing at any point on our coast
line. But as they say, 'it is easy to boast, but 
it is also easy to fail.' It seems to me that the 
people overseas should be thinking about the 
fate of their own coasts and their extended 
(lines of) communication, whose vulnera
bility is now monstrously bared, and about 
the traditional invulnerability of America. 
which ha.s forever been eliminated. "-Mar
shall of the Soviet Union Malinovsky, 21st 
Congress of the CPSU, Feb. 1959. 

"The Soviet Navy is an entirely modern 
navy, capable of resolving any strategic mis
sion within its area (of responsibility). Our 
Fleet is in a. position not only to defend the 
sea frontiers of the Soviet nation, but also 
to carry out successfully combat operations 
on the ocean expanses and to deliver power
ful blows against targets on other conti
nents."-Admiral S. G. Gorshkov, 41 Anni
versary of the Soviet Army and Navy, Feb. 
1959. 

"It is correctly believed in advanced mili
tary thought that the navy best suited to 
meet the requirements of modern warfare 
must be basically a submarine navy. It is 
in this direction that the Navy of the Soviet 
Union is now developing. Its combat capa
bilities have grown substantially, primarily 
through an increase in the striking power 
of its submarines. Occupying a worthy place 
in the system of the state's armed forces, it 
ls capable-in cooperation with all the other 
branches-of successfully accomplishing the 
most complex tasks of fighting on the seas."
Admiral Gorshkov, Navy Day 1960. 

"The Soviet Navy, the basic armament of 
which is the submarine, equipped with 
.atomic engines, missiles, and homing torpe
does with nuclear warheads, has received the 
capability of waging effective battle with the 
fleet of the enemy at the distant approaches 
to our shores."-Soviet Defense Minister 
Malinovsky, 1962. 

"The Soviet submarine fleet with atomic 
engines armed with ballistic and homing 
missiles, vigdlantly stands guard over our so
cialist achievemients."-Premier Khrushchev, 
22nd Congress 1961. 

"The Soviet Navy by the character of her 
armament of highly maneuverable f-0rces and 
military oapab111ties is obliged to be pre-

pared at any moment and at any point of the 
globe to secure the protection of the inter
ests of our state."-A<imiral Gorshkov, 
Krasnaya Zvezda, Octobe:r 31, 1962. 

"The Communist Party and the Soviet 
government aire displaying wise foresight, 
taking all mea..sures to insure that the arma
ment and organization of our fleet corre
spond to its growing role in the defense of 
the country, to the protection of its state 
interests."-Admiral Gorshkov, Krasnaya 
Zvezda, 5 Feb, 1963. 

"During the last war, the actions of the 
fleet occurred basiically in the regions close 
to shore and were conducted mainly in op
erational and tactical interaction with the 
army. Now, considering the intention of ag
gressors and the place given to their navies 
in the plan of nuclear attack on the socialist 
countries, we must be prepared to answer 
them with destructive strikes at naval and 
shore objectives on the whole territory of the 
world ocean."-Admiral Gorshkov, Krasnaya 
Zvezda, 5 Feb 1963. 

" ... the hopes of the strategists across 
the ocean that their communications, and 
even more their shores, will be inaccessible 
to our Navy in time of war ha.ve proved mu
sory.''-Admiral Gorshkov, K r asnaya Zvezda, 
5 Feb 1963. 

"In our opinion time has already nullified 
the significance of such major warships as 
battleships and cruisers. Aircraft carriers are 
also losing their importance. Modern weap
ons make it possible to locate them quickly 
and to destroy them before they can use 
their armament."-Admiral Gorshkov, Liter
aturnaya Gazeta, 6 May 1965. 

"The necessity of strengthening the naval 
might of the USSR is stipulated also by the 
rapid development of our cargo and com
mercial fleet, and the broadening of state 
interests of our country on the seas and 
oceans .... Thanks to the attention and 
concern of the Party, the government, and 
the whole Soviet people, our navy has de
veloped in full accordance with the aims and 
missions of a great naval power and plays 
an important role in the defense capability 
of the fatherland. "-Editorial. "On guard 
over the sea defenses", Krasnaya Zvezda, 13 
July 1965. 

Fleet Admiral Kasatonov, First Deputy 
Commander-in-Chief of the Soviet Navy, 
when asked by a journalist if the introduc
tion of intercontinental ballistic missiles had 
not decreased the role of the Navy replied, 
"By no means. On the contrary, the Navy's 
role has increased, because the missile has 
also become its basic armament." He went on 
to assert that the Navy now has everything 
necessary to repel any aggressor in coordina
tion with the other services.-Kazakhstans
kaya Pravada, July 25, 1965. 

He (Kasatonov) later boasted that "the 
white and blue flag of the USSR Navy, with 
its red star and hammer and sickle" is seen 
"in all parts of the world".-Trud, July 30, 
1966. 

"There is no justification for the perma
ment presence of the military fleet of the 
USA in the waters washing the shores o! 
Southern Europe. The question is raised as 
to what basis there is for the fact that, 20 
years after the end of the Second World War 
the 6th Fleet of the USA sails the Mediter
ranean Sea, using military bases, ports, and 
replenishment stations in a series of Medi
terranean countries. This carries with itself 
a serious threat to the independence of all 
countries on this shore. The time has come 
for the demand to remove the 6th Fleet from 
the Mediterranean Sea to resound with full 
voice."-Brezhnev, Pravda, April 25, 1967. 

"Tens of our submarines and surface ships 
are constantly located in various regions of 
the oceans and seas, where they vigilantly 
serve, safeguarding the state interests of the 
homeland, protecting the labor of the Soviet 
people .... "-Admiral Gorshkov, Pravda, 
30 July 1967. 

"For the first time in its history, our Navy 
has in the full sense changed into a long
range offensive arm of the armed forces . . .. 
Shoulder to shoulder with the Strategic 
Rocket Forces the Soviet Navy has become 
the most important weapon of the High 
Command.''-Admiral Kasatonov, "Ha Boevoi 
Vakhte," Krasnaya Zvezda, 30 July 1967. 

"During the Great Fatherland War (World 
War II) , fleet actions took place basically in 
the areas close to shore and were conducted 
for the most part in operational and tactical 
cooperation with the Army. Now, taking into 
account the intentions of the imperialist 
aggressors, and the place given to their 
navies in the plan of nuclear aggression 
against the socialist countries, the Soviet 
Navy must be prepared to answer them with 
crushing blows at naval objectives on the 
entire territory of the World Ocean."-Oap
tain (2nd Rank) A. V. Basov in Boevoi Put 
'Sovetskogo Voenno-Morskogo F'lota (Mos
cow: Voenizdat, 1964), p. 596. 

"The construction of the Soviet submarine 
fleet is proceeding successfully. Our enemies 
are building a submarine fleet armed with 
ballistic missiles. We are arming our fleet 
with both ballistic and homing missiles. 
Conditions oblige us to do this. Our enemies 
in the opposing military blocs are preparing 
to bombard the territory of our country as 
well as the socialist countries from subma
rines. We are prepared to answer them, firing 
at their targets on the sea as well as on the 
land."-Premier Khrushchev, 22nd Part y 
Congress of CPSU, 1961. 

ROLE OF THE NAVY 

Our Navy is an instrument of foreign 
policy. It is able to carry force, as that 
instrument, anywhere in the three-quar
ters of the world that constitute the 
oceans. This is distinct and different 
from the commitment of troops to over
seas actions or the stationing of troops 
in foreign bases. At a time when the 
troops overseas and the bases in foreign 
countries are being reduced, we must not 
jeopardize our ability to exert power in 
those areas by cutting our Navy. 

In carrying out national policy, there 
are many ways in which the Navy can 
be used. But this does not mean that only 
the Navy is important. On the contrary, 
the Navy is part of a team that provides 
defense in depth. 

The Navy can also help protect this 
Nation from the threat of thermonuclear 
weaponry from intercontinental ballis
tic missiles. Through our Polaris sub
marines, we can provide part of a be
lievable retaliatory capab111ty that will 
keep anyone from using ICBM's against 
us. For the future we can continue this 
retaliatory threat with the development 
of the undersea long range missile sys
tem-ULMS. These submarines can go 
on target shortly after leaving their 
home port and can stay on target. They 
will have between four times and 10 
times as much ocean in which to hide as 
our Polaris submarines because of their 
additional range. 

At the same time we are faced with a 
very large fleet of Soviet submarines out
fitted with their cruise missiles-hun
dreds of miles range-or ballistic mis
siles-thousands of mlles range---which 
can be aimed at our cities or our 
weapons. 

In order to contain this threat, we 
need a navy with the strongest possible 
antisubmarine position. This means that 
we need not only attack submarines 
which can detect and intercept Soviet 
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submarines but land- and sea-based air
planes, destroyers, and carriers able to 
cope with this threat as defenses in 
depth-and the latest sensors in all of 
the equipment. Our research and devel
opment must be strengthened to keep 
ahead of this threat. 

There is another very important role 
that the Navy can play in meeting these 
threats. Now, for the first time since the 
War of 1812, the United States is threat
ened with the possibility of a war being 
carried to its own home land. Perhaps 
the most important role that the Navy 
can play is to keep that war away from 
our lands. No other service can really 
play this kind of a role. By locating our 
retaliatory forces at sea with even 
larger areas in which to operate, it 
makes the problem of locating and neu
tralizing them much greater for the So
viets. In addition, the shipborne anti
missile system could be placed between 
the United States and the Soviet Union 
in the oceans so as to intercept at an 
earlier stage any intercontinental ballis
tic missiles that the U.S.S.R. might want 
to launch at the United States. Even in 
only one location we could by this means 
take the :fight away from our land and 
away from Canada and away from 
Greenland, and it would put that fight 
high over the Arctic Ocean. 

In the past 30 years we have been in
volved in military operations on almost 
every continent in the world. We have 
some treaty commitments with over 40 
nations in the world. We have to be able 
to fulfill those obligations. At this time 
we are already shipping by ocean about 
2 million tons a month for military pur
poses--with over half of that petroleum 
products. Hence, we have to have control 
of the seas in order to meet our com
mitments. 

A State Department analysis of our 
foreign defense commitments was in
serted in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on 
September 5, 1969. I include it at this 
point in the RECORD: 

U.S. COMMITMENTS TO FOREIGN POWERS 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 

Washington, D.C., August 15, 1967. 
Hon. J. w. FULBRIGHT, 
Chairman, 
Committee on Foreign Relations, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to 
your letter to Secretary Rusk of August 1, 
1967 concerning Senate Resolution 151 "Rel
ative to United States Commitments to For
eign Powers." 

You have asked in your letter for the De
partment's comments on the general subject 
of Resolution 151 and for answers to four 
specific questions. We believe the Depart
ment's general views on the subject of the 
resolution can best be presented in testi
mony before the Committee when hearings 
are held next week. In this letter the Depart
ment undertakes to answer the four spedfic 
questions. 

Last year at approximately this time, Sec
retary Rusk appeared before the Prepared
ness Investigating Subcommittee of the Sen
ate Committee on Armed Services to discuss 
some matters relevant to the specific ques
tions posed in your letter of August l, 1967. 
Prior to his appearance, the Department pro
vided that Subcommittee with a compilation 
of United States commitments and assur
ances consisting of provisions of formal 
treaties and agreements, and official declara
tions by the Congress, the President, the 

Vice President, and the Secretary of State 
concerning actions the United States would 
take if another country were the victim of 
aggression. For the convenience of the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, and to provide 
a context for the answers to specific ques
tions posed in your letter of August 1, 1967, 
which appear below, I have attached an 
updated version of the compilation earlier 
supplied to the Preparedness Investigating 
Subcommittee. 

Question 1: Of the 42 countries with which 
the United States has bilateral treaties or 
multilateral agreements for collective de
fense, in how many instances would the 
Executive Branch view as automatic the 
American commitment as one upon which 
the United States would a.ct unilaterally
meaning that we view the obligations not 
only as collective but individual, a.s the De
partment has interpreted the SEATO Treaty? 
For example, should one of the members of 
the 1947 Inter-American treaty of reciprocal 
assistance be attacked by subversion or from 
an external source, to what extent, if any, 
would there be a commitment for the United 
States on its own to supply men or materiel 
to respond to such attack? We would like 
to have such nations listed, not only in the 
American Republics, but elsewhere. 

This question raises the issue whether the 
United States obligation to assist another 
party to one of these treat ies is an individual 
obligation or an obligation that arises only 
when there has been a. multilateral deter
mination by the treaty parties. The question 
is asked with regard to responses in the case 
of armed attack and in the case of subversion. 

Under each of our multilateral treaties, the 
commitment to extend assistance in the 
event of a.n armed attack is individual and 
requires no collective findir.g or decision by a 
multilateral organization. The Rio Treaty 
provides that in the event of an armed attack 
against an American state "each one of the 
said Contracting Parties undertakes to assist 
in meeting the attack" (Art. 3 ( 1), emphasis 
added). The Treaty goes on to provide that 
"each one of the Contracting Parties may de
termine the immediate measures which it 
may individually take" (Art. 3 (2), emphasis 
added). In the North Atlantic Treaty, "each" 
of the signatories "in the exercise of the right 
of individual or collective self-defense recog
nized by Article 51 of the Charter of the 
United Nations, will assist the party or 
parties attacked by taking forthwith, individ
ually and in concert with the other parties, 
such action ... " (Art. 5, emphasis added). In 
the Southeast Asia Collective DefenEe Treaty 
and in the Anzus Security Treaty "each 
party" agrees that "it" will act to meet the 
common danger (Art. IV in both). The same 
is true of the bilateral treaties with the Phil
ippines, Korea., Republic of China and Ja
pan. Thus, under ea.ch of these treaties there 
is a.n individual obligation independent of 
any collective action. 

The question posed in your letter of Au
gust 1 is asked also in regard to actions 
taken in response to attack by subversion. 
All of our defense treaties call for consulta
tion in the event of a. threat other than 
armed attack-such as externally supported 
subversion. Article 6 of the Rio Treaty pro
vides for a meeting of the Organ of Consulta
tion "if the inviolability or integrity of the 
territory or the sovereignty or political in
dependence of any American State should be 
affected by an aggression which is not an 
armed attack . . . or by any other fact, or 
situation that right endanger the peace of 
America". The Organ of Consultation ca.n de
termine "the measures which must be 
taken . . . to assist the victim of the aggres
sion or, in any case, the measures which 
should be taken for the common defense and 
for the maintenance of the peace and secu
rity of the continent". Article 4 of the NATO 
Treaty provides that "[t]he Parties will con
sult together whenever in the opinion of any 

of them, the territorial integrity, political in
dependence or security of any of the Parties 
is threatened". Substantially similar lan
guage exists in the Anzus and SEATO 
Treaties (Arts. III and IV(2), respectively). 
Thus, when the threat takes the form of sub
version rather than armed attack, each 
multilateral treaty ca.Us for consultation. No 
individual obligation of unilateral action is 
imposed. The same is true by virtue of simi
lar language under the bilateral treaties with 
the Philippines and Korea.. Under the Japa
nese treaty consultation is called for "when
ever the security of Japan or international 
peace and security in the Far East is 
threatened." 

Question 2: Specifl.ca.lly, does the United 
States (United Nations obligations aside) 
have a. national commitment in the event of 
attack from a.n external source or from in
ternal subversion to come either to the mili
tary or economic aid of Israel or any of the 
Arab States? In short, is the United States as 
a. nation committed to supply American mili
tary or economic resources to protect the ter
ritorial integrity of these states? 

President Johnson and bis three predeces
sors have stated the United States interest 
and concern in supporting the political in
dependence and territorial integrity of the 
countries of the Near East. This is a state
ment of policy and not a commitment to take 
particular actions in particular circum
stances. Unrest and conflict in the Middle 
East have been of serious concern to the 
United States for a. long time. The use of 
armed force in the Middle East can have 
especially serious consequences for interna
tional peace extending far beyond that area. 
We have bent our efforts to avoid a renewal 
of conflict there. Thus, we have stated our 
position in an effort to use our influence in 
the ca.use of peace. 

Question 3: Bearing in mind recent situa
tions in the Congo and Nigeria, ls there any 
United States national commltment to sup
ply American military or economic resources 
in the event of aggression or threats to the 
integrity of those states or any states in 
Africa? 

With regard to the Congo, the United States 
has supported policies and actions of the 
United Nations in preserving the territorial 
integrity, political independence and eco
nomic unity of that country. We have no spe
cific commitment to supply military or eco
nomic resources to the Congo in the event 
of aggression or a threat to its integrity. We 
have extended military and economic assist
ance to the Congo as a part of the imple
mentation of our foreign assistance legisla
tion. Recently, at the request of the Gov
ernment of the Congo, we made available to 
it three C-130 aircraft. The decision to fur
nish this assistance was not based on any 
prior commitment of the United States to 
defend or assist in the defense of the Congo. 

The United States has no commitment to 
come to the defense of Nigeria in the event 
of an armed attack or subversion. We hope 
that the current fighting in that country 
will be brought to an early end, but we have 
maintained that the crisis ls an internal mat
ter and we have refrained from any action 
that could be interpreted as interference in 
Nigeria's affairs such as the sale of arms from 
the United States to that country. 

There are two other countries in Africa 
that should be mentioned in this context. 
The United States has an agreement of co
operation with the Government of Liberia 
(TIAS 4303) . Article 1 of that agreement 
provides: "In the event of aggression or 
threat of aggression against Liberia, the 
Government of the United States of America 
and the Government of Liberia will immedi
ately determine what action may be appro
priate for the defense of Liberia.." 

That language does not create a commit
ment by the United States to supply military 
or economic resources in defense of Liberia. 

The United States has an agreement with 
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the Kingdom of Libya relating to Wheelus 
Air Base. The Preamble to that agreement 
provides in part that the two Governments 
confirm their determination "to cooperate to 
the maintenance of peace and security with
in the framework of the Charter of the 
United Nations" and are "of the opinion 
that cooperation within the territory of Libya. 
will assist in achieving these objectives." 
The presence of United States Air Force per
sonnel in Libya makes the security of that 
country of special interest to the United 
States. We have recently undertaken discus
sions with the Government of Libya concern
ing the phasing out of United States use of 
the Wheelus airfield. 

Question 4: Fina.Uy, could the Administra
tion at this time provide the Committee with 
a full list of all nations which upon the basis 
of past official statements, communiques, or 
other public or private understandings, as 
well as formal treaties, reasonably assume 
that they have a United States commitment 
under some set of circumstances involving 
either an economic or mil1tary threat to 
their existence, to receive either economic or 
military assistance from the United States? 

The attached compilations set forth the 
provisions of formal treaties and agreements, 
and official declarations by the Congress, the 
President, the Vice President, and the Sec
retary of State concerning actions the United 
States would take if another country were 
the victim of aggression. We have, with the 
countries covered by these lists and with 
others, military and economic assistance 
agreements entered into pursuant to exist
ing legislation. Some of these agreements a.re 
present commitments of the United States 
to provide specified assistance. They are not 
conditioned on the occurrence of a threat 
to the peace or security of the recipient 
country and they involve no commitments 
of the United States apart from their specific 
terms. 

If the Department can be of any further 
assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM B. MACOMBER, Jr., 

Assistant Secretary for Congressional 
Relations. 

U .8. DEFENSE COMMITMENTS AND AsSURA.NCES, 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE, AUGUST 1967 

I. PROVISIONS IN TREATIES AND OTHER FORMAL 
AGREEMENTS 

A. Charter of the United Nations, June 26, 
1945 1 

Parties 
United States 
116 other countries [as of June 20, 1966). 

Relevant provisions 
Art. 42: Should the Security Council con

sider that measures provided for 1n Article 
41 would be inadequate or have proved to 
be inadequate, it may take such action by 
air, sea, or land forces as may be necessary 
to maintain or restore internatioanl peace 
and security. Such action may include dem
onstrations, blockade, and other operations 
by air, sea, or land forces of Members of 
the United Nations. 

Art. 43: All Members of the United Na
tions, in order to contribute to the 
maintenance of international peace and 
security, undertake to make available to the 
Security Council, on its call and in accord
ance with a special agreement or agreements, 
armed forces, assistance, and facilities, in
cluding rights of passage, necessary for the 
purpose of maintaining international peace 
and security. 

• • 
3. The agreement or agreements shall be 

negotiated as soon as possible on the ini
tiative of tbe Security Oouncil .... 

Art. 51: Nothing in the present Charter 
shall Impair the Inherent right of Individual 

Footnotes at end of article. 

or collective self-defense if an armed attack 
occurs against a Member of the United 
Nations, until the Security Council has 
taken the measures necessary to maintain 
international peace and security. Measures 
taken by Members in the exercise of this 
right of self-defense shall be immediately 
reported to the Security Council and shall 
not in any way affect the authority and 
responsibility of the Security Council un
der the present Charter to take at any time 
such action as it deerns necessary in order 
to maintain or restore international peace 
and security. 

• 
B. West em hemisphere 

1. Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal As
sistance (Rio Pact, September 2, 1947) 2 

Parties 
United States, Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, 

Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba,8 Domin
ican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guate
mala., Haiti, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, 
Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay, and Ven
ezuela. 

Relevant provisions 
Art. 3: 
(i) The High Contracting Parties agree 

that an armed attack by any State against 
an American State shall be considered as an 
attack again all the American States and, 
consequently, each one of the said Contract
ing Parties undertakes to assist in meeting 
the attack in the exercise of the inherent 
right of individual or collective self-defense 
recognized by Article 51 of the Charter of 
the United Nations. 

(ii) On the request of the State or States 
directly attacked and until the decision of 
the Organ of Consultation of the Inter
American System, each one of the Contract
ing parties may determine the immediate 
measures which it may individually take in 
fulfillment of the obligation contained in 
the preceding paragraph and in accordance 
with the principle of continental solidarity. 
The Organ of Consultation shall meet with
out delay for the purpose of examinlng those 
measures and agreeing upon the measures 
of a collective character that should be taken. 

(111) The provisions of this Article shall be 
applied in case of any armed attack which 
takes place within the region described in 
Article 4 or within the territory of an Amer
ican sta.te. When the attack takes place out
side of the said areas, the provisions of Ar
ticle 6 shall be applied. 

(iv) • • • 
Art. 6: If the inviolability or the integrity 

of the territory or the sovereignty or pollJti
cal independence Of any .Amertcan Sta..te 
should be affected by an aggression which is 
not an armed attack or by an extra-conti
nental or intracontinental conflict, or by any 
other fact or situation that might endanger 
the peace of America, the Organ of Con
sultation shall meet immediately in order to 
agree on the measures which must be taken 
in case of aggression to assist the victim of 
the aggression or, in any case, the measures 
which should be taken for the common de
fense and for the ma.l.ntenance of the peace 
and security of the Continent. 

Art. 8: For the purposes of this Treaty, 
the measures on which the Organ of Con
sultation may agree will comprise one or 
more of the following: . . . and use of 
armed force. 

Art. 20: Decisions whlch require the ap
plication of the measures specified in Article 
8 shall be binding upon all the Signat.ory 
States which have ratified this Treaty, with 
the sole exception that no State shall be 
required to use armed force wirthout its 
consent. 

2. Applicability of North Atlantic Treaty, 
April 4, 1949 

[Ganada and Iceland, as signatories to the 
North Atlantic Treaty, are covered by tbe 

commitments embodied in that Treaty. 
Greenland, as part of the Kingdom of Den
mark, and the Bahamas and Bermuda as "is
lands under the Jurisdiction of any of the 
parties in the North Atlantic area north of 
the Tropic of Cancer" are likewise covered by 
that Treaty. For the NATO commitments, see 
C. 1., below.] 

3. Bilaterial Agreements 
a. Agreement Between the Government of 

the United States and the Government of 
the Kingdom of Denmark, Pursuant to the 
North Atlantic Treaty, Concerning the De
fense Of Greenland, April 27, 1951. 4 

Relevant provisions 
Art. 1: The Government of the United 

States of America and the Government of 
the Kingdom o! Denmark, in order to pro
mote stability and well-being in the North 
Atlantic Treaty area 5 by uniting their efforts 
for collective d_efense and for the preserva
tion of peace and security and for the devel
opment Of their collective capacity to resist 
armed attack, will each take such measures 
as are necessary or appropriate to carry out 
expeditiously their respective and joint re
sponsibilities in Greenland, in accordance 
with NATO plans. 

Art. 2: In order that the Government of 
the United States of America as a party to 
the North Atlantic Treaty may assist the 
Government of the Kingdom of Denmark by 
establishing and/ or operating such defense 
areas as the two Governments, on the basis 
of NATO defense plans, may from time to 
time agree to be necessary for the develop
ment of the defense of Greenland and the 
rest of the North Atlantic Treaty Area., and 
which tile Government of the Kingdom of 
Denmark is unable to establish and operate 
single-handed, th~ two Governments in re
spect of the defense areas thus selected, 
agree to the following: 

• • • • • 
(3) In cases where it is agreed that re

sponsibiUty for the operation and mainte
nance of any defense area. shall fall to the 
Government of the United States of America., 
the following provisions shall apply: 

• • • • • 
(b) • • • the Government of the United 

States of America, without compensation to 
the Government of the Kingdom of Den
mark, shall be entitled within such defense 
area and the air spaces and waters adjacent 
thereto: 

• • • • • 
(111) to station and house personnel and 

to provide for their health, recreation, and 
welfare. 

• • • • • 
(4) In cases where it is agreed that re

sponsibility for the operation and mainte
nance of any defense area sh.all fall to the 
Government of the Kingdom of Denmark, 
the following provisions shall apply: 

(a) The Government Of the United States 
of America may attach United States mili
tary personnel to the staff of the command
ing officer of such defense area, under the 
command of an officer with whom the Dan
ish commanding officer shall consult of all 
important local matters affecting United 
States interest pursuant to the North At
lantic Treaty. 

(b) The Government of the United Sta-tes 
of America • • • may use such defense area 
in cooperation with the Government of the 
Kingdom of Denmark for the defense of 
Greenland and the rest of the North Atlan,tic 
Treaty area • • • 

• 
Art. 4: In connection with activities !or 

the defense of Greenland and the rest of the 
North Atlantic Treaty area, the defense area 
wlli so far as practicable, be m.:ade available 
to vessels and aircraft belonging to other 
Governments parties to the North Atlantic 
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Treaty and to the armed forces of such Gov
ernments. 

* * • • * 
b. Defense Agreement Pursuant to the 

North Atlantic Treaty Between the United 
States and the Republic of Iceland, May 5, 
1951.6 

Relevant provisions 
Having regard to the fact that the people 

of Iceland cannot themselves adequately se
cure their own defenses, • • • [the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization has requested 
the U.S. and Iceland to) make arrangements 
for the use of facilities in Iceland in defense 
of Iceland. • • • 

Art. 1: The United States on behalf of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization and in 
accordance with its responsibilities under the 
North Atlantic Treaty will make arrange
ments regarding the defense of Iceland sub
ject to the conditions set forth in this agree
ment. For this purpose and in view of the 
defense of the North Atlantic Treaty area, 
Iceland will provide such facilities in Iceland 
as are mutually agreed to be necessary. 

[Arts. 2-8 relate to the use of facilities, 
the composition of forces, the status of Kefla
vik Airport, etc.) 

c. North American Air Defense Command 
Agreement Effected by Exchange of Notes, 
United States-Canada, May 12, 1958.7 

Relevant provisions 
Studies made by representatives of our 

two Governments led to the conclusion that 
the problem of the air defence of our two 
countries could best be met by delegating to 
an integrated headquarters the task of exer
cising operational control over combat units 
of the national forces made available for the 
air defence of the two countries. • • • The 
agreed integration is intended to assist the 
two Governments to develop and maintain 
their individual and collective capacity to re
sist air attack on their territories in North 
America in mutual self-defence. 

• • • My Government proposes that the 
following principles should govern the future 
organization and operations of the North 
American Air Defence Command. 

1. ••• 
2. The North American Air Defence Com

mand will include such combat units and 
individuals as are specifically allocated to it 
by the two Governments. The jurisdiction 
of the Commander-in-Chief, NORAD, over 
those units and individuals is limited to op
erational control as hereinafter defined. 

3. "Operational Control" is the power to 
direct, co-ordinate, and control the opera
tional activities of forces assigned, attached 
or otherwise made available. • • • 

4-11. ••• 

d. General Treaty Between the United 
States and Panama, March 2, 1936.8 

Article X 
In case of an international conflagration 

or the existence of any threat of aggression 
which would endanger the security of the 
Republic of Panama or the neutrality or secu
rity of the Panama Canal, the Governments 
of the United States of America and the Re
public of Panama will take such measures of 
prevention and defense as they may consider 
necessary for the protection of their com
mon interests. Any measures, in safeguarding 
such interests, which it shall appear essen
tial to one Government to take, and which 
may affect the territory under the jurisdic
tion of the other Government, will be the 
subject of consultation between the two 
Governments. 

C. Europe 

1. North Atlantic Treaty, April 4, 1949 9 

Parties 
United States, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, 

France, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg, Nether
lands, Norway, Portugal, United Kingdom, 

Footnotes at end of article. 

Greece,10 Turkey,10 Federal Republic of 
Germany.11 

Relevant provisions 
Art. 3 : • • * The Parties, separately and 

jointly, by means of continuous and effective 
self-help and mutual aid, will maintain and 
develop their individual and collective capac
ity to resist armed attack. 

Art. 4: The Parties will consult together 
whenever, in the opinion of any of them, the 
territorial integrity, political independence or 
security of any of the Parties is threatened. 

Art. 5: The Parties agree that an armed at
tack against one or more of them in Europe 
or North America shall be considered an at
tack against them all; and consequently they 
agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, 
each of them. • • * [on the basis of Art. 51 
of the UN Charter] will assist the Party or 
Parties so attacked by taking forthwith, in
dividually and in concert with the other 
Parties, such action as it deems necessary, in
cluding the use of armed force, to restore 
and maintain the security of the North At
lantic area. [Provides also for "immediately" 
reporting to the UN Security Council any 
armed attacks and all consequent measures, 
and for terminating such measures when the 
Security Council has acted to re·.store and 
maintain peace and security.) 

Art. 6: [ As modified by the Protocol on the 
Accession of Greece and Turkey) For the 
purpose of Article 5, an armed attack on one 
or more of the Parties is deemed to include 
an armed attack-

( i) on the territory of any of the Parties in 
Europe or North America, on the Algerian 
Departments of France,il! on the territory of 
Turkey or on the islands under the juris
diction of any of the Parties in the North 
Atlantic area north of the Tropic of Cancer; 

(ii) on the forces, vessels, or aircraft of 
any of the Parties when in or over these ter
ritories or any other area in Europe in which 
occupation forces of any of the Parties were 
stationed on the date when the Treaty en
tered into force or the Mediterranean Sea or 
the North Atlantic area north of the Tropic 
of Cancer. 

Art. 11: This Treaty shall be ratified and 
its provisions carried out by the Parties in 
accordance with their respective constitu
tional processes. 
2. Joint Declaration Concerning the Renewal 

of the Defense Agreement of September 26, 
1953, United States-Spain, September 26, 
1963.lll 

Relevant provisions 
• • • In affirming the importance of their 

bilateral Defense Agreement [signed Sept. 26, 
1953. TIAS 2850] which will be appliec. in the 
new five year period of its validity in the 
spirit of this Declaration, they [the Govern
ments of the United States of America and 
of Spain] consider it to be necessary and ap
propriate that the Agreement form a part of 
the security arrangements for the Atlantic 
and Mediterranean areas. 

The United States Government reaffirms its 
recognition of the importance of Spain to the 
security, well-being and development of the 
Atlantic and Mediterranean areas. The two 
governments recognize that the security and 
integrity of both the United States and Spain 
are necessary for the common security. A 
threat to either country, and to the joint 
facilities that each provides for the common 
defense, would be a matter of common con
cern to both countries, and each country 
would take such action a"8 it may consider 
appropriate within the frame work of its con
stitutional processes. 

[Signed by Secretary of State Dean Rusk 
for the United States] 

D. Near East-Middle East 

1. Applicability of North Atlantic Treaty 
Since 1952 

[ On February 18, 1952, Greece and Turkey 
acceded to the North Atlantic Treaty. Since 

that date they have been covered by the 
commitments of that Treaty. (See C.1.. 
above).] 
2. United States Membership in CENTO Com

mittees 
The Pact of Mutual Cooperation (Baghdad 

Pact) between Iraq, Turkey, the United King
dom, Pakistan, and Iran was signed at Bagh
dad, February 24, 1955. (Text in American 
Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, 
pp. 1257-1259.) It was redesignated the Cen
tral Treaty Organization (CENTO) by a reso
lution of the Council of the Treaty Orga
nization adopted August 21, 1969 following 
the announcement by Iraq of its decision to 
withdraw. The United States is a member of 
the Military, Economic, and Anti-Subversion 
Committees of CENTO and an observer at 
the Council meetings. 

3. Bilateral Agreements 
a. Agreement of Cooperation Between the 

Government of the United States and the 
Imperial Government of Iran, March 5, 
1959.H 

Relevant provisions 
Art. 1: The Imperial Government of Iran 

is det ermined to resist aggression. In case 
of aggression against Iran, the Government 
of the United States of America., in accord
ance with the Constitution of the United 
States of America, will take such appropriate 
action, including the use of armed forces, 
as may be mutually agreed upon and as 1s 
envisaged in the Joint Resolution to Promote 
Peace and Stability in the Middle East, in 
order to assist the Government of Iran at its 
request. 

b. Agreement of Cooperation Between the 
Government of the United States and the 
Government of the Republic of Turkey, 
March 5, 1959.15 

Relevant provisions 
1. The Government of Turkey is deter

mined to resist aggression. In case of aggres
sion against Turkey, the Government of the 
United States of America, in accordance with 
the Constitution of the United States of 
America, will take such appropriate action, 
including the use of armed forces, as may 
be mutually agreed upon and as is envisaged 
in the Joint Resolution to Promote Peace and 
Stability in the Middle East, in order to as
sist the Government of Turkey at its re-
quest. 

e. Africa 
a. Agreement of Cooperation Between the 

Government of the United States and the 
Government of Liberia, July 8, 1959.16 

Relevant provisions 
Art. 1: In the event of aggression or threat 

of aggression against Liberia, the Govern
ment of the United States of America and 
the Government of Liberia will immediately 
determine what action may be appropriate 
for the defense of Liberia. 

f. South Asia 
1. United States Membership in CENTO 

Committees 
[Pakistan is a member of CENTO, in cer

tain activities of which the United States 
participates. (See Sect. I.D. 2., above).] 
2. Membership of the United States and Pak

istan in SEATO 
[See Section G.1., "Southeast Asia-South

west Pacific.] 
3. Agreement of Cooperation Between the 

Government of the United States and 
the Government of Pakistan, March 5, 
1959.17 

Relevant provisions 
Art. 1 : The Government of Pakistan is 

determined to resist aggression. In case of 
aggression against Pakistan, the Government 
of the United States of America, in accord
ance with the Constitution of the United 
States of America, will take such appropriate 
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action, including the use of armed forces, 
as may be mutually agreed upon and is en
visaged in the Joint Resolution to Promote 
Peace and Stability in the Middle East, in 
order to assist the Government of Pakistan at 
its request. 

g. Southeast Asia-Southwest Pacific 
1. Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty, 

September 8, 1954: 18 

United States, Australia, France, New Zea
land, Pakistan, Philipines, Thailand, United 
Kingdom, Cambodia,19 Laos,19 Free territory 
under the jurisdiction of the State of Viet
nam.19 

Relevant provisions 
Art. 2. In order more effectively to achieve 

the objectives of this Treaty, the Parties, 
separately and jointly, by means of con
tinuous and effective self-help and mutual 
aid will maintain and develop their indi
vidual and collective capacity to resist armed 
attack and to prevent and counter subversive 
activities directed from without against their 
territorial integrity and political stabllity. 

Art. 4: 
(i ) Each Party recognizes that aggression 

by means of armed attack in the treaty area 
against any of the Parties or against any 
State or territory which the Parties by 
unanimous agreement may hereafter desig
nate, would endanger its own peace and 
safety, and agrees that it will in that event 
act to meet the common danger in accord
ance with its constructional processes. 
Measures taken under this para,graph shall 
be immediately reported to the Security 
Council of the United Nations. 

(ii ) If, in the opinion of any of the Parties, 
the inviolability of the integrity of the ter
ritory or the sovereignty or potential inde
pendence of any Party in the treaty area or 
of any other State or territory to which the 
provisions of paragraph 1 of this Article 
from time to time apply is threatened in any 
way other than by armed attack or is af
fected or threatened by any fact or situation 
which might endanger the peace of the area, 
the Parties shall consult immediately in or
der to agree on the measures which should 
be taken for the common defense. 

(iii) It is understood that no action on 
the territory of any State designated by 
unanimous agreement under paragraph 1 
of this Article or on any territory so des
ignated shall be taken except at the invi
tat1on or with the consent of the govern
ment concerned. 

Understanding of the United States of 
America 

The United States of America in executing 
the present Treaty does so with the under
standing that its recognition of the effect of 
aggression and armed attack and its agree
ment with reference thereto in Article IV, 
paragraph 1, apply only to communist ag
gression but affirms that in the event o! 
other aggression or armed attack it wlll oon
sult under the provisions of Article IV, para
graph 2. 

2. Security Treaty Between Australia., New 
Zealand, and the United States (ANZUS 
Pa.ct) September 1. 1951 20 

Relevant provisions 
Art. 4: Each Party recognizes that an 

armed attack in the Pacific Area on a1iy of 
the Parties would be dangerous to its own 
pea.ce and safety and dedares that it would 
act to meet the common danger in accord
ance with its constitutional processes. 

Any such armed attack and all measures 
taken as a result thereof shall be immedi
ately reported to the Security Council of the 
United Nations. Suoh measures shall be 
terminated when the Security Council has 
taken the measures necessary to restore and 
maintain international peace and security. 

Footnotes at end of article. 

3. Mutual Defense Treaty Between the 
United States and the Republic of the 
Philippines, August 30, 1951 21 

Revelant provisions 
Art. 4: Each Party recognizes that an 

armed attack in the Pacific Area on either 
of the Parties would be dangerous to its own 
peace and safety and declares that it would 
act to meet the common dangers in accord
ance with its constitutional processes. 

Any such armed attack and all measures 
taken as a result thereof shall be immedi
ately reported to the Security Council of the 
United Nations. Such measures shall be 
terminated when the Security Council has 
taken the measures necessary to restore and 
maintain international peace and security. 

Art. 5: • • • an armed attack on either 
of the Parties is deemect to include an armed 
attack on the metropolitan territory of either 
of the Parties, or on the island territories 
under its jurisdiction in the Pacific or on its 
armed forces, public vessels or aircraft in 
the Pacific. 
4. Memorandum of Agreement, Ambassador 

Bohlen and Foreign Secretary Serrano 
of the Phllippines, October 12, 1959 22 

Relevant passages 
1. In accordance with the understandings 

reached during our discussions in August, 
September and October 1959, the following 
is agreed: 

(c) Mutual Defense: The policy of the 
United States with regard to armed attack 
on the Ph111ppines is contained in the Mutual 
Defense Treaty. Further the United States 
reaffirms the policy set forth in the statement 
of September 7, 1954 of then Secretary of 
State Dulles which reads as follows: 

"Under our Mutual Defense Treaty and 
related actions, there have resulted air and 
naval dispositions of the United States in the 
Ph111ppines, such that an armed attack on 
the Philippines could not but be also an at
tack upon the military forces of the United 
States. As betwen our nations, it is no legal 
fiction to say that an attack on one is an 
attack on both. It is a reality that an attack 
on the Philippines is an attack also on the 
United States." 
and in the joint communique issued on 
June 20, 1958 by President Eisenhower and 
President Garcia the pertinent part of which 
reads as follows: 

"President Eisenhower made clear that, in 
accordance With these existing alliances and 
the deployments and dispositions thereunder, 
any armed attack against the Phillppines 
would involve an attack against United 
States forces stationed there and against the 
United States and would instantly be 
repelled." 
5. Exchange of Notes Between Secretary Rusk 

and Foreign Secretary Ramos of the Phil
ippines, September 16, 1966 23 

Relevant provision 
[Referring to the Memorandum of Agree

ment of Foreign Secretary Serrano and Am
bassador Bohlen of October 12, 1959:] ... I 
have the honor on behalf of my government 
to reaffirm the policy of the United States 
regarding mutual defense expressed in the 
1959 Memorandum. • • • 

H. East Asi a 
1. Treaty of Mutual Oooperation from Secu

rity Between the United States and Japan, 
January 19, 1960 24 

Relevant provisions 
Art. 5 : Each Party recognizes that an 

armed attack against either Party in the 
territory under the administration of Japan 
would be dangerous to its own peace and 
safety and declares that it would act to meet 
the common danger in accordance with its 
constitutional provisions and processes. 

Any such armed attack and all measures 
ta.ken as a result thereof shall be immediately 

reported to the Security Council of the 
United Nations in accordance with the pro
visions of Article 61 of the Charter. Such 
measures shall be terminated when the 
Security Council has taken the measures 
necessary to restore and ma.in tain in terna
tional peace and security. 
2. Mutual Defense Treaty Between the United 

States and the Republic of China, Decem
ber 2, 1954 25 

Relevant provisions 
Art. 2: In order more effectively to achieve 

the objective of this Treaty, the Parties sep
arately and jointly by self-help and mutual 
a.id will maintain and develop their individ
ual and collective capacity to resist armed 
attack and communist subversive activities 
directed from without against their territorial 
integrity and political stability. 

Art. 5: Each Party recognizes that an armed 
attack in the West Pacific Area directed 
against the territories of either of the Parties 
would be dangerous to its own peace and 
safety and declares that it would act to meet 
the common danger in accordance with its 
constitutional processes. 

Any such armed attack and all measures 
taken as a result thereof shall be immediately 
reported to the Security Council of the 
United Nations. Such measures shall be ter
minated when the Security Council has ta.ken 
the measures nec~ssary to restore and main
tain international peace and security. 

[In its report on the Treaty, the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations included 
the following: "It is the understanding of 
the Senate that the obligations of the parties 
under Article V apply only in the event of 
external armed attack; and that military 

. operations by either party from the territories 
held by the Republic of China shall not be 
undertaken except by joint agreement."] 
3. Mutual Defense Treaty Between the 

United States and Republic of Korea, Octo
ber 1, 1953 26 

Relevant provisions 
Art. 2: The Parties will consult together 

whenever, in the opinion of either of them, 
the political independence or security of 
either of the Parties is threatened by external 
armed attack. Separate and jointly, by self 
help and mutual aid, the Parties will main
tain and develop appropriate means to deter 
armed attack and will ta.ken suitable meas
ures in consultation and agreement to im
plement this Treaty and to further its pur
poses. 

Art. 3: Each Party recognizes that an 
armed attack in the Pacific area on either 
of the Parties in territories now under their 
respective administrative control, or here
after recognized by one of the Parties as· law
fully brought under the administrative con
trol of the other, would be dangerous to its 
own peace and safety and declares that it 
would act to meet the common danger in ac
cordance with its constitutional processes. 

[In advising and consenting to the rat
ification of the treaty the Senate added the 
following understanding: "It is the under
standing of the United States that neither 
party is obligated, under Article III of the 
above Treaty, to come to the aid of the other 
except in case of an external attack against 
such party; nor shall anything in the present 
Treaty be construed as requiring the United 
States to give assistance to Korea except in 
the event of an armed attack against terri
tory which has been recognized by the United 
States as lawfully brought under the admin
istrative control of the Republic of Korea."] 

IY. PROVISIONS OF OFFICIAL DECLARATIONS 

A. Western Hemisphere 
1. Seventh Annual Message of Presldent Mon

roe to Congress ("The Monroe Doctrine"), 
December 2, 1823 zi 

Relevant passages 
• • • The occasion has been judged proper 

!or asserting, as a principle in which the 
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rights and interest of the United States are 
involved, that the American continents, by 
the free and independent condition which 
they have assumed and maintain, are hence
forth not to be considered as subjects for 
future colonization by any European powers. 
• • • The political system of the allied 
powers [t he "Holy Alliance"] ls essentially 
different • • • from that of America. • • • 
We owe it , therefore, to candor and to the 
amica ble relations existing between the 
United States and those powers to declare 
that we should consider any attempt on their 
part to extend their system to any portion 
of this hemisphere as dangerous to our 
peace and safety. • • • With the Govern
ments who have declared their independence 
and maintained it, and whose independence 
we have, on great consideration and on just 
principles, acknowledged, we could not view 
any interposition for the purpose of oppress
ing them, or controlling in any other manner 
their destiny by any European power in any 
other light than as the manifestation of an 
unfriendly disposition toward the United 
States. • • • 
2. Statement by the Department of State on 

the Monroe Doctrine July 14, 1960 28 

Relevant passage 

* * 
The principles [ of the Monroe Doctrine] 

which the United States Government enun
ciated in the face of the attempts of the old 
imperialism to intervene in the affairs of 
this hemisphere are as valid today for the 
attempts of the new imperialism. • • • To
day, nearly a century and a half later, the 
United States is gratified that these prin
ciples are not professed by itself alone but 
represent through solemn agreements the 
views of the American community as a whole. 
3. The Ogdensburg Agreement: Joint State

ment by President Roosevelt and Prime 
Minister Mackenzie King of Canada, Au
gust 18, 1940 29 

Relevant passages 
The Prime Minister and the President have 

discussed the mutual problems of defense in 
relation to the safety of Canada and the 
United States. 

It has been agreed that a Permanent Joint 
Board on Defense shall be set up at once 
by the two countries. 

This Permanent Joint Board on Defense 
shall commence immediate studies relating 
to sea, land, and air problems including per
sonnel and zn.a.t.eriel. 

It wlll consider in the broad sense the de
fense of the north half of the Western 
Hemisphere. 

• • • • 
4. Joint Announcement on Defense, United 

States-Canada, February 12, 1947 80 

Relevant passages 
In the interest of efficiency and economy. 

each Government has decided that its na
tional defense establishment shall, to the 
extent authorized by law, continue to col
laborate for peacetime joint security pur
poses.• • • 

(Citing the "identity, of view and interest 
between the two countries", and noting tha.t 
"no treaty, executive agreement, or con
tractual obligation has been entered into," 31 

the announcement quoted the Ogdens
burg Agreement of August 1940 which 
established the Permanent Joint Board on 
Defense.] 

In discharging this continuing responsibil
ity [for the defense of the north half of the 
Western Hemisphere] the Board's work led 
to the building up of a pattern of close 
defense cooperation. The principles an
nounced on February 12 are in continuance 
of this cooperation. • • • 

Footnotes at end of article. 

5. Joint Resolution Expressing the Determi
nation of the United States With Respect 
to the Situation in Cuba (Cuban Resolu
tion) October 3, 1962 
5. Cuban Resolution-Text of Public Law 

87-733 [S.J. Res. 230), 76 Stat. 697, approved 
October 3, 1962: Joint Resolution expressing 
the determination of the United States with 
respect to the situation in Cuba. 

Whereas President James Monroe, an
nouncing the Monroe Doctrine in 1823, de
clared that the United States would con
sider any attempt on the part of European 
powers "to extend their system to any por
tion of this hemisphere as dangerous to our 
peace and safety"; and 

Whereas in the Rio Treaty of 1947 the 
parties agreed that "an armed attack by any 
State against an American State shall be 
considered as an attack against all the Amer
ican States, and, consequent ly, each one of 
the said contracting parties undertakes to 
assist in meeting the attack in the exercise 
of the inherent right of individual or col
lective self-defense recognized by article 51 
of the Charter of the United Nations"; and 

Whereas the Foreign Ministers of the Or
ganization of American States at Punta del 
Este in January 1962 declared: "The present 
Government of Cuba has identified itself 
with the principles of Marxist-Leninist ideol
ogy, has established a political, economic, 
and social system based on that doctrine, 
and accepts military assistance from extra
continental Communist powers, including 
even the threat of military intervention in 
America on part of the Soviet Union"; and 

Whereas the international Communist 
movement has increasingly extended into 
Ouba its political, economic, and military 
sphere of influence: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the United 
States ls determlned-

(a) to prevent by whatever means may be 
necessary, including the use of arms, the 
Marxist-Leninist regime in Cuba from ex
tending, by force or the threat ot force, its 
aggressive or subversive activities to any part 
of this hemisphere; 

{b) to prevent in Cuba the creation or use 
of an externally supported military capabil
ity endangering the security of the United 
States; and 

(c) to work with the Organization of 
American States and with freedom-loving 
Cubans to support the aspirations of the 
CUban people for self-determination. 
6. Joint statement at Washington by Presi

dent Kennedy and President Betancourt of 
Venezuela, February 20, 1963 32 

Relevant passage 
• • • • • 

The President of the United States pledged 
the full support of his country to the Re
public of Venezuela in resisting the all-out 
campaign of the international Communists, 
aided especially by their Cuban allies, to 
overthrow the constitutional Government of 
President Betancourt. 

(When asked at a news conference on 
March 6, 1963 about the nature of the "full 
support" in case of a serious or successful 
revolution against Betancourt, President 
Kennedy replied: "Well, it would depend a 
good deal on the conditions and what our 
obligations might be under the Rio treaty. 
We strongly support President Betancourt's 
efforts in Venezuela in a good number of 
ways. But if you are asking me, I would have 
to see what the conditions were, what the 
responsiblllties were under the Rio treaty, 
the OAS, if we knew we were going into a 
more substantial situation. If you are talking 
about aggression from the outside, the an
swer ls very clear. If you are talking about 
internal acts, we would have to judge those 

acts, and depend a good deal on what the 
Government of Venezuela decided as the ap
propriate response.") 33 

B. Europe 
1. Statement by President Eisenhower on 

United Stiates Policy Towards the Western 
European Union, March 10, 1955 34 

[ In a message of the Prime Ministers of 
the signatories to the Western Europe Un
ion protocols-Belgium, France, Federal Re
public of German, Italy, Luxembourg, the 
Netherlands, and the United Kingdom
President Eisenhower referred to a similar 
statement of principles he had made on April 
15, 1954, in anticipation of the European De
fense Community, and to the fact that the 
latter evolved into the Western European 
Union plan.) 

Relevant passages 
I am glad to affirm that when the Pa.r is 

Agreements [ establishing the Western Euro
pean Union arrangements) have been rati
fied and have come into force, it will be the 
policy of the United States: 

(3) To continue to maintain in Europe 
including Germ:any, such units of its armed 
forces as may be necessary and appropriate 
to contribute its fair share of the forces 
needed for the joint defense of the North 
Atlantic area while a threat to that area 
exists and will continue [sic) to deploy such 
forces in accordance with agreed North At
lantic strategy for the defense of this area; 

(6) • • • to regard any action from what
ever quarter which threatens the integrity 
and unity of the Western European Union 
as a threat to the security of the parties to 
the North Atlantic Treaty calling for con
sultation in accordance with Article 4 of that 
Treaty. 
2. Communique, North Atlantic Council Min

isterial Session, Athens, May 6, 1962 as 

Relevant passage 
• • • the Ministers welcomed the con

firmation by the United States that it will 
continue to ma.ke available for the Alliance 
the nuclear weapons necessary for NATO de
fense, concerting with its allies on basic 
plans and arrangements in regard to these 
weapons. In addition, both the United King
dom and the United States Governments 
have given firm assurances that their stra
tegic forces will continue to provide defense 
against threats to the Alliance beyond the 
capability of NATO-committed forces to deal 
with. 
3. Fina.I Act, London Nine-Power Conference, 

Declaration by the Governments of the 
United States, the United Kingdom, and 
France, October 3, 1954 36 

Relevant passages 
5. the security and welfare of Berlin and 

the maintenance of the position of the Three 
Powers there are regarded by the Three 
Powers as essential elements of the peace of 
the free world in the present international 
situation. Accordingly they will maintain 
armed forces within the territory of Berlin 
as long as their responsibilities require it. 
They therefore reaffirm that they wm treat 
any attack against Berlin from any quarter 
as an attack upon their forces and 
themselves. 

6. They will regard as a threat to their own 
peace and safety any recourse to force which 
in violation of the principles of the United 
Nations Charter threatens the integrity and 
unity of the Atlantic alllance or its defen
sive purposes. In the event any such action 
the three Governments, . . . will act in 
accordance with Article 4 of the North Atlan
tic Treaty [which calls for consultation) 
with a view to ta.king other measures which 
may be appropriate. 
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4. Statement by President Kennedy Regard

ing Berlin, in Address to the Nation, July 
25, 1961 37 

Relevant passage 
We are there [Berlin) as a result of our 

victory over Nazi Germany and our basic 
rights to be there deriving from that victory 
include both our presence in West Berlin and 
the enjoyment of access across East Ger
many. • • • But in addition to those rights ls 
our commipment to sustain-and defend, if 
need be--the opportunity for more than 2 
million people to determine their own future 
and choose their own way of life. • • • The 
NATO shield was long ago extended to cover 
West Berlin, and we have given our word that 
an attack in that city will be regarded as an 
attack upon us all. 
5. Address by Vice-President Johnson before 

the West Berlin House of Representatives, 
August 19, 1961 38 

Relevant passage 
I have come to Berlin by direction of Presi

dent Kennedy. He wants you to know-and 
I want you to know-that the pledge he has 
given to the freedom of West Berlin and to 
the rights of Western access to Berlin is firm. 
To the survival and to the creative future of 
this city we Americans have pledged in effect, 
what our ancestors pledged in forming the 
United States: " • • • our Lives, our For
tunes and our Sacred Honor". • • • 
6. Statement by Secretary of State Rusk 

Regarding Berlin, in Address at Davidson 
College, February 22, 1962 ag 

Relevant passage 
The Western allies, backed by all the NATO 

powers have the most solemn obligation to 
protect the freedom of the West Berliners. 
• • • To protect this freedom requires the 
continued presence of Allied troops and free 
rights of access. • • • 
7. Concurrent Resolution 570 (Berlin Resolu

tion), October 10, 1962 

Concurrent resolution 
Whereas the primary purpose of the United 

States in its relations with all other nations 
is and has been to develop and sustain a just 
and enduring peace for all; and 

Whereas it is the purpose of the United 
States to encourage and support the estab
lishment of a free, unified, and democratic 
Germany; and 

Whereas in connection with the termina
tion of host111ties in World War II the United 
States, the United Kingdom, France, and the 
Soviet Union freely entered into binding 
agreements under which the four powers 
have the right to remain in Berlin, with the 
right of ingress and egress, until the conclu
sion of a final settlement with the Govern
ment of Germany; and 

Whereas no such final settlement has been 
concluded by the four powers and the afore
mentioned agreements continue in force: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense 
of the Congress-

( a) that the continued exercise of United 
States, British, and French rights in Berlin 
constitutes a fundamental political and 
moral determination; 

(b) that the United States would regard 
as intolerable any violation by the Soviet 
Union directly or through others of those 
rights in Berlin, including the right of in
gress and egress; 

(c) that the United States is determined 
to prevent by whatever means may be neces
sary, including the use of arms, any viola
tion of those rights by the Soviet Union di
rectly or through others, and to fulfill our 
commitment to the people of Berlin with re
spect to their resolve for Freedom. 

Footnotes at end of article. 

8. Joint Communique, President Kennedy 
and Chancellor Adenauer of Germany, No
vember 15, 1962 40 

Relevant passage 
It is agreed • • • that the freedom and 

viability of Berlin will be preserved in all 
circumstances and wtih all means. 
9. Joint Communique, President Johnson 

and Chancellor Erhard of Germany, June 
12, 1964 41 

Relevant passage 
The President restated the determination 

of the United States to carry out fully its 
commitments with respect '.,o Berlin, includ
ing the maJ.ntenance of the right of free 
access to West Berlin and the continued 
freedom and viability of the city. 

C. Near East-Middle East 
1. Message of Pre.sident Truman to Congress 

( "The Truman Doctrine"), March 12, 
1947 t2 

Relevant passages 

I believe that it must be the policy of the 
United States to support free peoples who 
are resisting attempted subjugation by 
armed minorities or by outside pressures. 

I believe that we must assist free peoples 
to work out their own destinies in their own 
way. 

I believe that our help should be primarily 
through economic and financial aid which is 
essential to economic stability and orderly 
processes. 

• 
2. Joint Resolution To Promote Peace and 

Stab111ty in the Middle East ("The Eisen
hower Doctrine"), March 9, 1957.., 

Relevant passage 
SEc. 2. The President is authorized to un

dertake, in the general area of the Middle 
East, military assistance programs with any 
nation or group of nations of that area de
siring assistance. Furthermore, the United 
States regards as vital to the national in
terest and world peace the preservation of 
the independence and integrity of the na
tions of the Middle East. To this end, if the 
President determines the necessity thereof, 
the United States is prepared to use armed 
forces to assist any such nation or groups 
of such nations requesting assistance against 
armed aggression from any country con
trolled by international communism: Pro
vided, That such employment shall be con
sonant with the treaty obligations of the 
United States and _with the Constitution of 
the United States. 
3. Tripartite Declaration (United States

United Kingdom-France) Regarding Se
curity in the Near East, May 25, 1950 f4 

Relevant passage 
3. The three Governments take this op

portunity of declaring their deep interest 
in and their desire to promote the establish
ment and maintenance of peace and stability 
in the area and their unalterable opposi
tion to the u .;;e of force or threat of force 
between any of the states in that area. The 
three Governments, should they find that 
any of these states [i.e. the Arab States and 
Israel] was preparing to violate frontiers or 
armistice lines, would, consistently with 
their obligations as members of the United 
Nations, immediately take action, both with
in and outside the United Nations, to pre
vent such violation. 
4. Multilateral Declaration Respecting the 

Baghdad Pact, July 28, 1958 45 

Parties 
United States, Pakistan, Iran, Turkey, 

United Kingdom. 
Relevant passages 

1. The members of the Baghdad Pact at
tending the Ministerial meeting in London 48 

• • • declare their determination to main-

ta1n their collective security and to resist 
aggression, direct or indirect. 

4. Article 1 of the Pact of Mutual Co-op
eration signed at Baghdad on February 24, 
1955, provides that the parties will co-operate 
for their security and defense and that such 
measures as they agree to take to give ef
fect to this co-operation may form the sub
ject of special agreements. Similarly, the 
United States in the interest of world peace, 
and pursuant to existing Congressional au
thorization, agrees to co-operate with the 
nations making this declaration for their 
security and defense and will promptly enter 
into agreements designed to give effect to 
this cooperation. 
5. Joint Communique, President Kennedy 

and the Shah of Iran (Mohammed Reza 
Pahlavi), Washington, April 13, 1962 47 

Relevant passages 

• • • • • 
Their talks included a review of polltical 

and milltary situations in the world; a dis
cussion of the progress which Iran is making 
in economic and social advancement; a re
view of defense arrangements in which the 
two countries are associated; and aspects of 
United States economic and military aid pro
grams in Iran. 

• • • • • 
They discussed and were in complete 

agreement on the subject of the nature of 
the threat to the Middle East and to all free 
peoples. They reaffirmed the provisions of 
the bilateral agreement of 1959 concerning 
the maintenance of the independence and 
territorial integrity of Tran, and agreed on the 
necessity of collective security arrangements 
to achieve this end. 

* • • 
6. Letter from President Kennedy to Crown 

Prince Faisal of Saudi Arabia, October 25, 
1962 48 

Relevant passage 

• * • • 
• • • Under your firm and enlightened 

leadership I am confident Saudi Arabia will 
move ahead successfully on the path of 
modernization and reform which it has al
ready charted for itself. In pursuing this 
course you may be assured of full United 
States support for the maintenance of Saudi 
Arabia's integrity. 

* • • • • 
7. statement on Jordan and Saudi Arabia by 

Secretary of State Rusk, in a News Confer
ence, March 8, 1963.4c9 

Relevant passages 
[In response to a question on political sta

bility in Saudi Arabia and Jordan, Secretary 
Rusk stated:] 

• • • • • 
We of course are concerned a.bout the in

dependen<:e of these Arab states and their 
freedom from external penetra.tion. • • • We 
are very much interested in the independ
ence and the security of our friends in Jordan 
and Arabia and will be very much alert to 
any threats against them. 
8. Reply by President Kennedy to a News 

Conference Question ooncernlng the Middle 
East, May 8, 1963 ro 

Relevant passage 

• • • • 
We strongly oppose the use of force or the 

threat of force in the Near East, and we also 
seek to limit the spread of communism in 
the Middle East which would, o! course de
stroy the independence of the people. This 
government has been and remains strongly 
opposed to the use of force or the threat o! 
force in the Near East. In the event of aggres
sion or preparations for aggression, whether 
direct or indirect, we would support appro
priate measures in the United Nations, adopt 
other courses of action on our own to pre
vent or to put a stop to such aggression, 
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which, of course, has been the policy which 
the United Sta,tes has followed for some 
time. 
9. Remarks of President Johnson during Ex

change of Toasts with President Shazar of 
Israel, August 2, 1966 51 

Relevant passage 

* * * • * 
[Reaffirming President Kennedy's state

ment of May 8, 1963 which expressed Ameri
can support for the security of both Israel 
and her neighbors,62 President Johnson 
said:] 

We subscribe to that policy. 
10. Sta,tement by President Johnson on the 

Near East Situation, at the White House, 
May 23, 1967 53 

Relevant passage 

* * * • * 
To the leaders of all the nations of the Near 

East, I wish to say what three American 
Presidents have said before me-that the 
United States is firmly committed to the sup
port of the political independence and ter
ritorial integrity of all the nations of that 
area. The United States strongly opposses ag
gression by anyone in the area, in any form, 
overt or clandestine. 

11. Address by President Johnson at a For
eign Policy Conference of Educators Spon
sored by the Department of State, June 
19, 1967 54 

Relevant passages 

* 
Our country is committed-and we here 

reiterate that commitment today-to a peace 
[in the Middle East] that is based on five 
principles: 

First, the recognized right of national life; 
Second, justice for the refugees; 
Third, innocent maritime passage; 
Fourth, limits on the wasteful and destruc

tive arms race; and 
Fifth, political independence and territori

al integrity for all. 

D. Africa 
The Department is not aware of any pub

lished official statements by the Congress, 
the President, the Vice President, or the 
Secretary of State containing United States 
defense assurances to African countries. 

E. South Asia 
1. Letter from President Eisenhower to Prime 

Minister Nehru of India, February 24, 
1954 56 

Relevant passage 

• I am confirming publicly that if our 
aid to any country, including Pakistan, is 
misuse<i and directed against another in ag
gression I will undertake immeo.iately, in ac
cordance with my constitutional authority, 
appropriate action both within and without 
the U.N. to thwart su~h aggression. * * • 

2. Assurances to Pakistan Respecting the Ex
tension of Military Assistance to India: 
Statement by the Department of State, 
November 17, 1962 66 

Relevant passages 
[Referring to an exchange of notes be

tween the United States Government and 
the Government of India released the same 
day (November 17), which concerned the 
provision of military aid to Ind,l.a, and citing 
the assurances given to India in 1954 when 
similar aid was extended to Pakistan,67 the 
statement continued:] 

The Government of the United States of 
America has similarly assured the Govern
ment of Pakistan that, if our assistance to 

Footnotes at end of article. 

India should be misused and directed against 
another in aggression, the United States 
would undertake immediately, in accordance 
with constitutional authority appropriate ac
tion both within and without the United 
Nations to thwart such aggression. 

Needless to say, in giving these assurances 
the United States is confident that neither 
of the countries which it is aiding harbors 
aggressive designs. 

F. Southeast Asia 
1. Joint Resolution To Promote the Mainte

nance of International Peace and Security 
in Southeast Asia (Tonkin Gulf Resolu
tion), August 10, 1964 68 

Relevant passages 
Resolved by the Senate and the House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Congress approves and supports the determi
nation of the President, as Commander in 
Chief to take all necessary measures to repel 
any armed attack against the forces of the 
United States and to prevent further aggres
sion. 

SEC. 2. The United States regards as vital 
to its national interest and to world peace 
the maintenance of international peace and 
security in Southeast Asia. Consonant with 
the Constitution of the United States and 
the Charter of the United Nations and in 
accordance with its obligations under the 
Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty the 
United States is, therefore, prepared, as the 
President determines, to take all necessary 
steps, including the use of armed force, to 
assist any member or protocol state of the 
Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty re
questing assistance in defense of its freedom. 
2. Statement of Congressional Policy, March 

16, 1967 59 

The Congress hereby declares-
(!) its firm intentions to provide all nec

essary support for members of the Armed 
Forces of the United States fighting in Viet
nam: 

(2) its support of efforts being made by 
the President of the United States and 
other men of good will throughout the world 
to prevent an expansion of the war in Viet
nam and to bring that conflict to an end 
through a negotiated settlement which will 
preserve the honor of the United States, 
protect the vital interests of this country, 
and allow the people of South Vietnam to 
determine the affairs of that nation in their 
own way; and 

(3) its support for the convening of the 
nations that participated in the Geneva Con
ferences or any other meeting of nations 
similarly involved and interested as soon 
as possible for the purpose of pursuing the 
general principles of the Geneva accords of 
1954 and 1962 and for formulating plans 
for bringing the conflict to an honorable con
clusion. 
3. Joint Statement, Secretary of State Rusk 

and Foreign Minister Thanat Khoman of 
Thailand, March 6, 1962 ao 

Relevant passages 

The Secretary of State reaffirmed that the 
United States regards the preservation of 
the independence and integrity of Thailand 
as vital to the national interest of the United 
States and to world peace. He expressed the 
firm intention of the United States to aid 
Thailand, its ally and historic friend, in re
sisting Communist aggression and subver
sion. 

The Foreign Minister and the Secretary of 
State • • * agreed that the Treaty [South
east Asia Collective Defense Treaty) provides 
the basis for the signatories collectively to 
assist Thailand in case of (direct] Commu
nist armed attack against that country. The 
Secretary of State assured the Foreign Min
ister that in the event of such aggression, 
the United States intends to give full effect 

to its obligations under the Treaty to act 
to meet the common danger in accordance 
with its constitutional processes. The Sec
retary of State reaffirmed that this obliga
tion of the United States does not depend 
upon the prior agreement of all other parties 
to the treaty, since this treaty obligation 
is individual as well as collective. 

In reviewing measures to meet indirect 
ag,gression, the Secretary of State stated that 
the United States regards its commitments 
to Thailand under the Southeast Asia Col
lective Treaty and under its bilateral eco
nomic and military assistance agreements 
with Thailand as providing an important 
basis for United States actions to help Thai
land meet indirect aggression. In this con
nection the Secretary reviewed with the For
eign Minister the action; being taken by the 
United States to assist the Republic of 
Vietnam to meet the threat of indirect 
aggression. 

* 
4. Declaration of Honolulu, President John

son, Chairman Nguyen Van Thieu and 
Prime Minister Nguyen Cooky, February 
8, 1966 61 

Relevant passage 
The President of the United States and 

the Chief of State and Prime Minister of the 
Republic of Vietnam are thus pledged again

To defense against aggression; 
To the work of social revolution; 
To the goal of free self-government; 
To the attack on hunger, ignorance, and 

disease; and 
To the unending quest for peace. 

5. Communique of Seven Nations, Manila 
Conference, October 25, 1966 (Australia, 
Korea, New Zealand, Philippines, Thailand, 
United States, Republic of Vietnam) 6Z 

"We are united in our determination that 
the South Vietnamese people shall not be 
conquered by aggressive force and shall en
joy the inherent right to choose their own 
way of life and their own form of govern
ment. We shall continue our military and 
all other efforts, as firmly and as long as may 
be necessary, in close consultation among 
ourselves until the aggression is ended." 
6. Remarks of President Johnson in Offering 

a Toast to the King of Thailand, Bangkok, 
October 28, 1966 63 

Relevant passages 

Tonight we stand as allies in a common 
cause. * • * We know the risks that we 
both run to meet the common dangers. 
But we know, also, that we act from a joint 
conviction of common interest. 

Let me assure you in this regard that 
Thailand can count on the United States 
to meet its obligations under the SEATO 
treaty. The commitment of the United States 
under the SEATO treaty is not of a par
ticular political party or administration in 
my country but is a commitment of the 
American people. 

I repeat to you: America keeps its com
mitments.64 

g. East Asia 
1. Joint Resolution Authorizing the Presi

dent To Employ the Armed Forces of the 
United States for Protecting the Security 
of Formosa, the Pescadores and Related 
Positions and Territories of That Area 
(Formosa Straits Resolution), January 29, 
1955 65 

Relevant passage 
Resolved by the Senate and the House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
President of the United States be and he 
hereby is authorized to employ the Armed 
Forces of the United States as he deems 
necessary for the specific purpose of secur
ing and protecting Formosa and the Pesca
dores against armed attack, this authority to 
include the securing and protection of such 
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related positions and territories of that area 
now in friendly hands and the taking of such 
other measures as he judges to be required 
or appropriate in assuring the defense of 
Formosa and the Pescadores. • • • 
2. Statement on Formosa and the Offshore 

Islands by President Kennedy in a Press 
Conference, June 27, 1962 ee 

Our basic position has always been that 
we are opposed to the use of force in this 
area. • • * [In the event of] aggressive 
action against the offshore islands of Matsu 
and Quemoy • * * the United States will 
take the action necessary to assure the de
fense of Formosa and the Pescadores. * * * 
In my own discussion of this issue in the 
campaign of 1960, * • • I stated this posi
tion very plainly, for example, on October 16, 
1960: "The position of the administration 
has been that we would defend Quemoy and 
Matsu if there were an attack which was 
part of an attack on Formosa and the Pesca
dores. * * •" Under this policy sustained 
continuously by the United States Govern
ment since 1954, it is clear that any threat 
to the offshore islands must be judged in 
relation to its wider meaning for the safety 
of Formosa and the peace of the area. Exactly 
what action would be necessary in the event 
of any such act of force would depend on 
the situation as it developed. • • * 
3. Reply to Question at Press Conference in 

Korea by Vice President Humphrey, Feb
ruary 23, 1966 a1 

Relevant passage 
The United States Government and the 

people of the United States have a firm 
commitment to the defense of Korea. As long 
as there is one American soldier on the line 
of the border, the demarkation line, the 
whole and the entire power of the United 
States of America is committed to the secu
rity and defense of Korea. Korea today is as 
strong as the United States and Korea put 
together. America today is as strong as the 
United States and Korea put together. We 
are allies, we are friends, you should have 
no questions, no doubts. 

H. Southwest Pacific 
1. Joint Communique, President Johnson and 

President Macapagal, October 6, 1964 s 

Relevant passage 
The two Presidents recognized that the 

aggressive intentions and activities of Com
munist China continue to present an immi
nent threat in the Far East and in Southeast 
Asia. They reviewed, in this connection, the 
importance of the Mutual Defense Treaty be
tween the Philippines and the United States 
in maintaining the security of both coun
tries and reaffirmed their commitment to 
meet any threat that might arise against 
their security. President Johnson made it 
clear that, in accordance with these existing 
alliances and the deployment and disposi
tions thereunder, any armed attack against 
the Philippines would be regarded as an at
tack against United States forces stationed 
there and against the United States and 
would instantly be repelled. 
2. Joint Communique, President Johnson and 

President Marcos of the Ph111ppines, Sep
tember 15, 1966 o 

Relevant passages 

• • 
14. Mutual Security. Both Presidents recog

nized the strategic role which the Philippines 
plays in the net work of allied defenses and 
agreed to strengthen their mutual defense 
capab1li ties. 

• • 
16. The two Presidents pledged themselves 

to strengthen the unity of the two countries 
in meeting any threat to their security. In 
this regard, they noted the continuing im
portance of the Mutual Defense Treaty be
tween the Philippines and the United States 
in maintaining the security of both countries. 
President Johnson reiterated to President 

Marcos the policy of the United States re
garding mutua.l defense as stated by him and 
by past U.S . Administrations to the Philip
pine Government since 1954. 
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111 Korea Times, February 24, 1966. 

In two world wars, we found that large 
enemy submarine forces have nearly cut 
us off from our allies. Now we face the 
largest and most modern enemy subma
rine fleet we have ever faced. We have 
found that we can effectively use sub
marines both against submarines and 
against enemy fleets and merchant ma
rines in forward areas where the enemy 
has control of the ocean surface. Thus, 
in World War II our submarines were 
able to reduce the flow of petroleum to 
Japan to such an extent that at the end 
of the way, the Japanese fleet was hard 
put to find oil needed for operations. 

We also leMiled the value of airpower, 
flying off carriers, to win our battles
and to cut down on the flow of petroleum 
to the enemy. We could not have made 
the step-by-step progress back across the 
Pacific up to Japan itself without getting 
control of the seas as we went. It was the 
use of planes flying off carriers that gave 
control of the air in our amphibious 
landing. I know because I was there
and I live today because of that. In 
Southeast Asia, we have been flying ef
fectively off carriers as well as land bases. 
The carriers have not been subject to 
sneak attacks-such as have destroyed 
so many land aircraft. 

When we had the missile crisis with 
Cuba, it was our seapower thrown 
around the island that made the effec
tive difference. It gave us many choices 
of further steps. 

With our Navy, our Government has 
any number of choices as to possible ac
tion in case of any trouble in any part 
of the world. With our large number of 
commitments we must be ready to back 
up our word or the Soviet will take over 
from us. Our choices range from "show
ing the flag," to blockades, to enemy ac
tion of varying kinds and amounts. 
Having these choices also gives our Gov
ernment time to consider other possibili
ties which may be needed in any particu
lar situation. 

However, seapower must also be con
sidered in its broader aspects. It is not 
merely the use and deployment of naval 
forces in both peacetime and wartime
it is also the use of the merchant marine, 
of fishing fleets, of oceanography. The 
Soviets are practicing what we learned 
long ago and have forgotten-that sea
power is the coordinated use of all as
pects of our naval and maritime abil
ities in support of a national policy. 

FLEXIBILITY OF NAVAL POWER 

Naval power has the great advantage 
of giving our Government any number 
of choices as to possible action in sup
port of national pollcies in any part of 

the world. In meeting our treaty com
mitments and protecting our vital inter
ests, naval power allows great flexibility 
of response ranging from show-the-flag 
operations to any level of response that 
a situation requires. 

CUBAN CRISIS 

The flexibility and effectiveness of our 
seapower were so well demonstrated dur
ing the Cuban crisis, that is is worth
while recalling that experience, espe
cially as related by Senator Robert F. 
Kennedy in "Thirteen Days." 

After the United States had photo
graphic proof of the existence of stra
tegic missiles in Cuba furnished by the 
Soviets, there was considerable debate as 
to what course we should take. The 
choices ran from armed invasion to dip
lomatic action. President John F. Ken
nedy decided that the first step would be 
to quarantine Cuba. 

At :first the quarantine was to extend 
800 miles from Cuba, but it was reduced 
to 500 miles in order to give the Soviets 
time to consider and send necessary or
ders to the ships already underway. Two 
Soviet freighters carrying missiles ap
proached the 500-mlle boundary. At first 
it was planned to have the interception 
made by a cruiser. However, when a So
viet submarine was located between the 
two ships, it was decided to send the 
antisubmarine carrier Essex to make the 
interception. The Soviet freighters 
stopped at the edge of the 500-mlle zone, 
so there was no need to confront them. 
However, the Soviets sent a tanker on 
through. Not wanting a confrontation 
over a ship not carrying missiles, we sent 
only an escort of surface ships to ac
company it. 

The Soviets had six submarines in the 
area which were constantly watched by 
our antisubmarine activities. We were 
able to get a fleet of 25 destroyers, two 
cruisers, several submarines, three at
tack carriers, five antisubmarine car
riers, and a large number of support 
ships for the surface quarantine, as well 
as for antisubmarine work. 

When an East German passenger ship 
appeared and entered the quarantine 
zone, it was decided to let it pass without 
stopping it. The possib111ty of harming 
1,500 passengers was the governing con
sideration. We did not want another 
Lusitania. In order to show that we 
would insist on boarding and inspecting 
ships within the zone, a Panamanian 
freighter was selected. It was stopped, 
boarded, examined, and permitted to go 
on its way since it carried no arms. This 
showed we meant business, still without 
a direct confrontation with the Soviets. 

While these operations were taking 
place on the high seas, we were able to 
put our missile crews on maximum alert 
and move troops into Florida and the 
southeastern United States. The 1st 
Armored Division began to move out of 
Texas into Georgia. Five more divisions 
were placed on alert. The base at Guan
tanamo Bay was strengthened. The NaVY 
deployed 150 ships into the Caribbean. 
The Strategic Air Command was dis
persed to civilian landing fields around 
the country and the B-52's were ordered 
into the air with a full load of atomic 
weapons. Plans were made for all scales 
of attack, including invasions of Cuba 

and overrunning of the missile sites, in 
case the enemy undertook any of a num
ber of possible kinds of action. 

In the meall!time, also, the United 
States was able to undertake diplomatic 
discussions with the Organization of 
American States, with the heads of Eng
land, France, and Germany, and with 
the United Nations. It was able to dis
cuss the situation with the ambassadors 
of a number of countries and with the 
leaders of Congress. 

Through the use of the quarantine, 
the United States was able to keep mak
ing a number of choices of courses of 
action. It was able to make clear its will 
and determination without necessarily 
making such a direct confrontation that 
the Soviets were not able to retreat. 
Throughout, there were any number of 
times when new circumstances made dif
ferent decisions desirable at the last 
minute. The flexibility of our naval 
forces in the area combined with our 
mastery of the seas, based primarily on 
our aircraft carriers, gave us time to 
prepare and the Soviets time to recon
sider. 

To retain this kind of strategic flexi
bility, a flexibility which can be an im
portant deterrent to war as this episode . 
proved, is another imPortant reason why 
we must proceed with the modernization 
of our Navy. 

One hesitates to think what the re
sults might have been in that crisis with
out the overwhelming mastery of the 
seas. As former Prime Minister Harold 
MacMillan has explained in an introduc
tion to "Thirteen Days'' by Robert F. 
Kennedy: 

Apart from the various diploma.tic weap
ons which were used with consummate skill, 
the President's declslon to adopt the method 
of the blockade gave an opportunity both 
for the Americans to prepare and to the 
Soviet Government to recede. 

H.R. 14000 

The blll which is before you contains 
$3.591 billion for shipbuilding. This bill 
does go beyond what the Department of 
Defense has asked for. However, it was 
drafted on information supplied by the 
Navy. Indeed, the Chief of Naval Oper
ations has asked for a $4 billion ship
building bill for at least 5 years in order 
to get the Navy into a good posture by 
the 1980's. Even with that construction 
there will be a period during the middle 
1970's when we will have to rely on too 
many ships over 30 years of age. 

The Secretary of the Navy has called 
for a $4.5 billion shipbuilding program 
for 10 years. The Deputy Secretary of 
Defense has stated that the Navy needs 
this kind of a shipbuilding bill. The Pres
ident has told the chairman of the full 
committee that he agrees with this ship
building bill. With this background, the 
committee decided it had no choice but 
to bring forth a bill which would restore 
the Navy to its rightful role. 

The biggest differences with the De
partment of Defense program are in the 
construction of support ships and in the 
provision for long leadtime Items. 

Since the Navy cannot operate effi
ciently without a full complement of 
modern support ships, many of these 
are contained in the bill before you. 

One of the most imPortant ships that 
there is in the bill is the attack carrier. 
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The attack carrier is the heart of the 
U.S. surface naval strength and gives us 
a unique capability which is unmatched 
by any other nation. The carrier is the 
one capital ship that the Russians do not 
yet have, and its flexibility gives us an 
important leverage in carrying out na
tional policy. 

Attack carriers are the one way the 
United States has of taking its air power 
almost any pla~e it may be needed. 
Ninety-five percent of the world's popu
lation and 85 percent of the world's con
tingency areas lie within striking dis
tance from carriers. Carriers are not de
pendent upon base rights, landing rights, 
or overflight rights, which can quickly 
disappear when needed most. Recently 
our overseas air bases have been greatly 
curtailed as in France and Morocco, to 
name some outstanding examples. From 
551 overseas bases at the end of the 
Korean war, we now J:-_ave dropped to 173. 
Of 105 operational Air Force bases over
seas in 1957, there are now only 35. 

The Air Force is said to have a "kit" 
by which it can tum any civilian airfield 
into a military air base, so as to be able 
to use more land bases in a hurry. This 
presupPQSes that there will be all of the 
base rights-as well as overflight rights-
which will be necessary to the United 
States. Upon inquiry, it turns out that 
the kit consists of 6,000 people, 7 ,000 tons 
of cargo and 1,500 vehicles. Thirty-two 
hundred tons of consumables a day are 
also required for the operation, including 
petroleum products. 

When all costs of maintaining a fight
er wing are compared, the differences be
tween Navy and Air Force are not great-
in fact, they are just about even. And the 
carrier can be placed in a new location 
immediately. 

Attack carriers have been able to pro
vide air power in the Pacific .against a 
large Navy in ending World War II, in 
Korea when all of the land bases were 
overrun by the enemy, and for Southeast 
Asia. 

The use of carriers in support of U.S. 
policy is best shown by the following in
formation: 
SUMMARY OF ATTACK CARRIER SUPPORT OF 

U.S. FOREIGN POLICY SINCE THE KOREAN 
WAR 
July 1954: Searched for survivors of downed 

British aircraft in South China Sea. Search· 
aircraft fired on by Chinese Communist 
fighters. our aircraft returned the fire down
ing two Chinese Communist fighters
Philippine Sea and Hornet. 

June to October 1954: Support evacuation 
of citizens of North Vietnam to the South
"Passage to Freedom"-Hornet. 

October 1954: Assist victims of hurricane 
"Hazel" which had devastated part of Haiti. 
Helicopters dropped medicine, food, clothing 
and other supplies and relieved the wide
spread suffering-Saipan. 

January 24 to February 12 1955: Protected 
and supported evacuation of more than 
18,000 civilians and 20,000 military person
nel from Chinese Mainland and Tachen Is
lands to Taiwan-Essex, Wasp, Yorktown, 
Kearsarge. 

August 23, 1956: Search for crewmen of 
Navy patrol plane shot down off coast of Com
munist China while prepared 1'o take other 
military actions 1f required-Wasp. 

July to October 1956: Egyptian-Israeli 
War-Suez Crisis. Protected the evacuation 
of 2,177 U.S. citizens from Alexandria, Haifa, 
Tel Aviv, Amman and Damascus. Provided air 

cover, and air and surface reconnaissance
Randolph, Coral Sea, Antietam. 

October to December 1956: During Suez 
Crisis provided backup support to Mediter
ranean Naval Force in Eastern Atlantic
Forrestal, Roosevelt. 

A two-carrier task force in the Western 
Pacific was prepared to sail to the Mediter
ranean-Lexington, Bon Homme Richard. 

April 1957: Jordan Crisis. Provided show 
of force and presence-Lake Champlain, 
Forrestal. 

September 1957: Participation in NATO 
exercise Strike Back in North Atlantic, North 
and Norwegian Sea-largest peacetime naval 
exercise in history (Canada., France, Nether
lands. Norway, UK and US)-Saratoga, Es
sex, Intrepid, Wasp, Forrestal. 

July to September 1957: US presence and 
show of force to defend Taiwan during Chi
nese communist shelling of Kinmen Island
Kearsarge, Lexington, Hancock, Bon Homme 
Richard. 

August to November 1957: US presence 
and show of force during Syrian· political 
uprisings--Randolph, Intrepid. 

July 14 to August 20, 1958: Lebanon crisis. 
Supported US Peace Force landing in Beirut. 
Conducted covering, reconnaissance and pa
trol missions-Essex, Saratoga. 

August to September 19"59: Provided US 
show of force during shelling of Nationalist 
Chinese Islands Quemoy and Matsu by Chi
nese Communists. (Essex proceeded from 
Lebanon crisis to Taiwan area)-Hancock, 
Lexington, Bennington, Essex, Princeton, 
Midway, Shangri La. 

July 5 to 10, 19-59: Show of force during 
Nationalist China-Communist China crisis
Ranger, Lexington. 

August to September 1959: Provided pres
ence and US force in South China Sea 
during Laotian crisis--Lexington, Hancock. 

September 1959: Distributed food, medi
cine and evacuated typhoon victims in Na
goya, Japan-Kearsarge. 

December 3 to 5, 1959: Aided flood victims 
who survived a broken dam disaster near San 
Raphael in southern France. Provided medi
cal supplies, dootors, food, communications 
and news coverage-Essex. 

April 11-16, 1960: U.S. show of flag to India 
(first carrier to visit since WWII)-Bon 
Homme Richard. 

Fall 1960: Guatemala and Nicaragua. re
quested assistance to guard against invasion. 
Provided air and surface patrols a.long Cen
tral America--Shangri La. 

September 1960: Executed President Eisen
hower's new policy of keeping at least 3 at
tack carriers "on the line" in troubled waters 
of the Far East at all times-Coral Sea first 
to sail as an augmenting carrier in WEST 
PAC. 

September 1960 to June 1961: Major short 
term buildup of U.S. retaliation capa.bmty 
in response to Soviet pressure on Berlin-3 
CV A in Mediterranean by rotation. 

1960: U.S. show of flag at Split, Yugo
sla via-Forrest al. 

February to April 1961: Laotian Crisis. 
Provided U.S. presence in South China Sea 
and prepared to protect and support amphib
ious and airborne assault force-Lexington, 
Midway, Coral Sea. 

April 1961: Cuban Crisis (Bay of Ptgs)
Independence. 

June 1961: Dominican Republic Uprising 
following assassin&tion of Trujillo. Provided 
show of force-Intrepid, Shangri La, Ran
dolph. 

November 19-27, 1961: Dominican Republic 
Crisis. Provided presence and show of force
Roosevelt. 

May 1962: Laos-South Vietnam Crisis. Pro
vided presence and show of force in South 
China Sea and gave air cover for Marines 
landed in Thailand-Hancock, Lexington, 
Coral Sea. 

June 1962: Quemoy-Matsu off-shore islands 
crisis. Provided presence and show of force
Hancock, Midway, Coral Sea. 

August 25, 1962: Miyako Island, Japan vol
cano eruption. Assisted survivors.-Midway. 

October 22 to November 21, 1962: Cuban 
Missile Crisis. Conducted reconnaissance, 
guara.ntine and surface surveillance. other 
carrier forces assumed higher readiness pos
tures in the Mediterranean and Western Pa
cific.-Indepenclence, Enterprise, Saratoga. 

April 28, 1963 : Increasing Middle East ten
sions. Provided U.S. presence and show of 
foree.-Enterprise, Saratoga. 

May 1-4, 1963: Laos Crisis. Provided U.S. 
presence in South China Sea.-Ranger. 

June 1963: Provided 256,500 gallons fresh 
water to Hong Kong during extended drought 
period.-Coral Sea. 

November 1963: South Vietnam political 
crisis following death of President Diem. Pro
vided U.S. presence and show of force.
Oriskany, Hancock, Coral Sea. 

April to May 1964: Good Will tour of In
dian Ocean by "Concord Squadron" and Vis
its to Diego Suarez, Malagasy, Momba~. 
Kenya, Aden and hosted the Shah of Iran.
Bon Homme Richard. 

August 1964: Retaliatory strikes against 
North Vietnam following Gulf of Tonkin in
cident.-Constellation, Ticonderoga. 

August 1964 to the present: Vietnam 
war.-America, Enterprise, Constellation, 
Kitty Hawk, Independence, Ranger, For
restal, Coral Sea, Hancock, Fra,nklin _D. 
Roosevelt, Oriskany, Midway, Bon Homme 
Richard, Intrepid, Ticonderoga. 

June 1967: "Six Day" Arab-Israeli War. 
Protected U.S. interests in Middle East. Pro
vided protection for ships evacuating U.S. 
nationals from UAR.-Saratoga, America. 

October 1967: Provided presence for pos
sible evacuation of U.S. nationals during 
Greek attempted political coup.-Saratoga, 
Roosevelt. 

January to March 1968: Readiness maneu
vers after Pueblo capture by North Korea in 
Sea of Japan. Maintained presence in the 
area, ready to take offensive or defensive ac
tions as directed.-Enterprise, Ranger, Ti
conderoga, Coral Sea. 

April to July 1969: Readiness maneuvers 
after unarmed Navy reconnaissance aircraft 
(EC-121) shot down over international 
waters by North Korean fighters. Maintained 
presence in Sea of Japan prepared to carry 
out actions as directed.-Enterprise, Ticon
deroga, Ranger, Kitty Hawk, Bon Homme 
Richard. 

INVULNERABILrrY OF CARRIERS 

One of the aTguments made against 
funding the new attack carrier is that 
carriers are extremely vulnerable to 
enemy attack. The facts belie that argu
ment. 

Of the 44 attack carriers which have 
been built, only five have been sunk by 
enemy action, the last one being the 
Hornet on October 26, 1942, in the battle 
for the Solomons. No Essex class or later 
carrier has been sunk by enemy action. 
Forty-one of these carriers have 
launched air strikes in combat. The car
riers are especially designed to take a 
large amount of punishment from bombs 
·and torpedoes and still be able to con
tinue flight operations. In the Enterprise 
catastrophe, nine major bombs exploded 
on the armored flight deck. If it had 
been the decision to continue flight op
erations, they could have resumed within 
hours merely by the removal of the de
bris from the deck. 

The carrier may be subject to attack 
from either aiTplanes or submarines, but 
airfields can be subject to that attack, 
too, as well as to guerrilla and other 
enemy action. The carrier has protection 
from missile attack by its escort screen 
and by its own aircraft. An air base has 
protection by its own planes, too, as well 
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as by ground forces and even naval 
forces. An attack on a carrier by a nu
clear weapon would be about as devas
tating as the same kind of an attack on 
an airbase. However, a carrier, being 
mobile, cannot be pretargeted when it is 
maneuvering at sea. 

During World War II, our attack car
riers took some 42 bombings or torpedo
ings. There was no sinking after the 
Hornet went down on October 26, 1942. 
Carriers are especially designed to absorb 
bombings. Their hulls are especially de
signed and compartmented. There is 

armor plate on their flight deck. When 
the Enterprise had its tragic fire, nine 
major sized bombs exploded on its flight 
deck. Yet, if it had been desired, the 
carrier could have been back in flight 
operation within a few hours-requiring 
only the removal of the debris on the 
deck. 

Some point to the sinking of the 
Elatch by a Styx missile as being indic
ative of the danger carriers run. Car
riers have escorts whose task is to keep 
gunboats, such as fired the missile out 
of range of the caTrier. They also can 

def end against any missile. The carriers' 
planes can also defend against a missile. 
One sub missile will not sink the carrier. 
Indeed, since the Styx missile is a heat 
seeking missile, and since a nuclear car
rier does not have any stack, there will 
be no easy target provided to the missile. 
If the missile locks onto the heat from 
planes warming on the deck of the car
rier, it would do no more harm than the 
explosions on the Enterprise, due to the 
armor plate in the deck. 

A chart of the World War II bombings 
shows: 

SUMMARY OF BATTLE DAMAGE TO U.S. CARRIERS, WORLD WAR II, INCLUDING CAUSE AND EFFECT OF DAMAGE 

Ship Date hit Cause of damage 

Lexington. __ 
7 

________ May 8, 1942 2 bombs, 2 or 3 air 
torpedoes 

Tempo
rari ly out 

Continued of action 
in (see 

operation remarks) -

x ---------- x 

Yorktown _____________ (1) 3bombs:2airtorpedoes: X 
2 submarine 

---------- x 
Wasp ________________ Sept 15, 1942 2 or 3 submarine torpe- ------------------- - X 

does 

Hornet. ______________ Oct. 26, 1942 5 bombs; 3 air torpe- -------------------- X 
does; 2 kamikaze. 

Required 
Out of overhaul 
action or repair 

Duration of 
overhaul or 

repair 

---------- Sunk _________ X 

_________ • _____ do _______ X 

_______________ do _______ X 

_______________ do _______ X 

Sunk Remarks 

Hit at 1120-1121 Landed 13 planes at 1145. Launched 
planes at 1243. Large explosion at 1442. Fires out of 
control at 1450. Ship abandoned and sunk by our own 
DD torpedoes 

Hit at 1430. Launched 8 VF at 1600. Torpedoes hit at 1620, 
ship stopped, later sunk (on 7th). 

Finally sunk by own DD torpedoes. Japanese submarine 
torpedoes struck in way of magazines and exploded 
part own ammo. Fires and damage appeared manageable 
until 3 gasoline vapor explosions occurred below deck. 

Day-long action. Finally sunk by own DD torpedoes and 
gunfires after ship abandoned 

Saratoga _____________ Jan. ll, 1942 1 submarine torpedo ••.• X -------------------- x See remarks ____________ Repaired at NYPH and then proceeded to NYPS for in-
stallation of blisters as previously scheduled. Duration 
of overhaul 4 months, not all chargeable to torpedo 
damage. 

Enterprise ____________ Feb. l, 1942 1 bomb _________________ X 
Yorktown _____________ May 8, 1942 3 bombs ________________ X 

_____________ •••••• ---------------- ----- -------------- Splinter damage only. 
------------------------------------------------------ Hit at 1127. Landed planes at 1155; launched at 1215; 

launched planes at 1230. Not sent in for overhaul or re

Enterprise ____________ Aug. 24, 1942 4 bombs ________________ X ---------- x x 
Saratoga _____________ Aug. 31, 1942 1 submarine torpedo _______________ X ---------- x 

Enterprise ____________ Oct. 26, 1942 2 bombs _______ ____ ______________ X x 

pairs. 
3 weeks ____________ ____ Hit at 1712, continued to operate planes until 1843 when 

steering lost. To NYPH. 
7 weeks __________ ______ Hit at 1948. Stopped at 1953 as result electrical fires. At 

0130 back in commission and at 0130 landed 20 VSB 
and 9 VTB, at 0030 launched and landed A{C. 

2 weeks .•••••• ••• •••••• Hit at 1115, started operating planes again at 1230. To 
Noumea for repairs. 

Independence (CVL) ___ Nov. 20, 1943 1 air torpedo ________________________________ X X 24 weeks _______________ 3 shafts knocked out and extensive flooding. 
Lexington ____________ Dec. 4, 1943 _____ do _____________________________________ X X 8 weeks ________________ Hit at 2330, no air operations in progress to PSNY. 
Princeton (CVL) _______ Oct. 24, 1944 1 bomb. __ --------------------------------- X ---------- Sunk _________ X Hangar deck fires. Finally sunk by own forces. 
Intrepid ____ ______ ____ Feb. 17, 1944 1 air torpedo _________ _______________________ X X 6 days _________________ Steering gear damaged. 
Wasp __ -------------- Feb. 19, 1944 5 bombs ____________ ____ X ------------------------------------------------------ Fragment damage, local fires. 
Bunker Hill __________ _ June 19, 1944 1 bomb ________ ___ _____ X ------------------------------------------------------ Fragment damage, local fires, minor flooding. 
Franklin ______ ________ Oct. 13, 1944 1 kamikaze _____________ X ------------------------------------------------------ Negligible damage. 
Hancock ______________ Oct. 14, 1944 1 bomb ________________ X ------------------------------------------------------ Minor fragment damage. 
Franklin ______________ Oct. 15, 1944 3 bombs ___________ _____ X ----------------------------------- ------------------- Minor fragment damage, small fires, minor damage. 
Intrepid ________ ______ Oct. 29, 1944 1 kamikaze _____________ X ------------------------------------------------------ Small fire, quickly extinguished. 
Franklin ______________ Oct. 30, 1944 _____ oo ___________________________ X ---------- X 10 weeks _______ ________ Hit at 1046. Recovered planes of strikes in air at 1337. 

Launched again at 1649. Recovered at 1758. To PSNY. 
Extensive fires were extinguished in 2~ hours. 

---------- ----------- -------------------------------- -- Small fires extinguished in 20 minutes. 
-- ------- -- ---- ---- ------- ------------------ -- - - -- ---- Minor fires, minor flight deck damage. Hit at 1256, re-

sumed flight operations at 1326 (30 minutes). 
lntrepid ___________________ do •••..•• 2 kamikaze ____ _______ ______________ ____ ____ X X 7 weeks ________________ Extensive fires and structural damage. Hit at 1254/59. 

Flight deck fires out at 1314; others under control at 

Belleau Wood (CVL) ••• Oct. 30, 1944 1 kamikaze _________________________________ X x 
1532. To NYSF. 

4~~ weeks .•.••••••••••• Serious fires on flight deck, gallery, and 01 decks. To 
NYSF. 

Cabot (CVL) __________ Nov. 25, 1944 2 kamikaze _______________________ X -------------------- 2 weeks. _______________ Small fires. Minor structural damage. Severe fragment 
damage. To Ulithi for repairs, operated planes 1 hour 

Ticonderoga __________ Jan. 21, 1945 _____ do ______________________ --- ------------ X x 
Saratoga _____________ Feb. 21, 1945 4 kamikaze; 2 bombs ______________ X ---------- x 

Randolph _____________ Mar. ll, 1945 1 kamikaze •. ----------------------------------------- X 
Enterprise ____________ Mar. 18, 1945 1 bomb ________________ X ---- --------------- - X 

06 minutes after hit. 
9 weeks ________________ Extensive fires and damage to electrical cables under 

flight deck forward. To NYPS. 
10 weeks _______________ Hits over period from 1700 to 1846. Extensive fires and 

severe structural damage. By 2015 ready to land A/C. 
To PSNY. 

3 days _________________ Ship at anchor Ulithi when hit. Repaired at Ulithi. 
12 days ________________ Minor fires, minor damage. No interruption of operations 

(Bomb broke up). Repaired at Ulithi. 
Intrepid ______________ Mar. 18, 1945 1 kamikaze __ _________ __ X 

Yorktown __________________ do _______ 1 bomb ________________ X 

11 days •••••••••••••••• Minor gasoline fires, minor fragment damage. Repaired 
at Ulithi. 

------------------------------------------------------ Severe blast and fragment damage to exterior shell 
plating. Minor fires::,quickly extinguished. No interrup
tion of operations. 

-------------------- x 

Franklin _____ ___ ______ Mar. 19, 1945 2 bombs ____________________________________ X x 
Wasp._--------------- ____ do _____ __ 1 bomb. ___ ---------------------- X ---------- x 
Hancock ____ _____ ____ _ Apr. 7, 1945 1 kamikaze ____________ ______ ___ __ X ------- -- X· 

---------- x 

End of war_ _______ _____ Terrific conflagrations and explosions of own bombs, 
ammo., and Tiny Tims. 

7 weeks •••••••••••••••.. Severe fires. Moderate structural damage. Resumed 
routine flight operations day after hit. Withdrawn 
following day and ordered NY. 

_____ do. ________________ Severe fires. Hit at 1210, landed returning strike at 1630. 
Withdrawn and ordered Pearl Harbor for repair. 

4 weeks •• ______________ Minor fires, hull damage and flooding. Heavy shock damage 
to machinery. Hits at 1410 and 1510. Launched planes 
at 1652. 

------------------------------------------------------ Minor damage, hit 1507. Launched at 1541, landed CAP 

Enterprise ____________ Apr. 11, 1945 2 kamikaze _______________________ X 

Essex _____ _______ ______ ___ do _______ 1 bomb ____ ________ ____ X 

Intrepid ______________ Apr. 16, 1945 1 kamikaze _____________ _______ ___ X ---------- x 

Bunker HilL _________ May ll, 1945 2 kamikaze _________________________________ X x 

Footnotes at end of article. 

at 1604. 
5 weeks ________________ Severe conflagration, moderate blast. and fragment 

damage. Hit at 1336, fires out at 1544 and reported 
ready to land planes. Repair at Hunter's Point. 

16 weeks ____ ___ ________ Severe fires, moderate structural damage. Out of action. 
To NYPS. 
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SUMMARY OF BATTLE DAMAGE TO U.S. CARRIERS, WORLD WAR II , INCLUDI NG CAUSE AND EFFECT OF DAMAGE-Continued 

Ship Date hit Cause of damage 

Tempo
raril y out 

Continued of action 
in (see 

operat ion remarks) 

Requ ired 
Out of overhaul 
act ion or repa ir 

Duration of 
overhaul or 

repa ir Sunk Remarks 

Enterprise ________ ____ May 11, 1945 1 kamikaze _______________ _______ ____________ X X 14 weeks _______________ Fires controlled in 30 minutes, but bulging of flight deck 
required sending planes to other sh ips. To PSNY. 

Langley ( CVL) ____ ____ Ja n. 21, 1945 l bomb __ ________________________ X ----- ----- X 9 days _________________ Moderate blast and fragment damage, minor fires. Hit 
at 1207, recovered planes at 1435, and fleet operations 
continued thereafter. 

San Jacinto (CVL) __ ___ Apr. 6, 1945 1 kamikaze _____________ X ______ . __________________ _____________ _______ --- --- --- Minor damage. 

t Yorktown, June 4--7, 1942. 

NEED FOR A NEW CARRIER 

There are presently 16 carriers being 
used as attack carriers, including one 
antisubmarine warfare carrier which is 
temporarily being used in the attack role. 
The average age of these carriers is 15 
years, but five were commissioned be
tween 1944 and 1947 and one was com
missioned in 1950, so they are between 
19 and 25 years old. 

There is no question that these car
riers have about reached the end of their 
useful life. In particular, they will not be 
able to receive the new fighter planes 
which are needed to meet the new Soviet 
Blinders. Their catapults and arresting 
gear will not take the new planes, and 
there is not enough capacity to install 
new electronic equipment. Their equip
ment is old and falling into greater disre-

pair. Because the tempo of operations on 
car riers is higher than on other ships, 
there has been less opportunity for reg
ular maintenance and repair. 

In addition, the habitability of the 
older carriers is not good, and far below 
modern day standards. This is an impor
tant factor. Those who would have us cut 
back on the number of carriers we use 
are also those who want us to go to an 
all-volunteer force. A Navy composed of 
ships in poor condition and with poor 
habitability will not attract volunteers 
who will stay. It will also not be effective 
against its enemies. Hence, no matter 
how large the number of carriers may be 
proper for the Navy, it is essential to 
have a new carrier in view of the age and 
condition of the older carriers. 

ATTACK AIRCRAFT CARRIERS OF THE U.S. NAVY 

Age in yea rs 

Number Name 
Date as of Sep-

comm issioned tember 1969 
Planned 

replacement 

Age when 
planned to 

be re placed 

CVA-67 
CVA-66 
CVA-65 
CVA-64 
CVA-63 
CVA-62 
CVA-61 
CVA-60 
CVA- 59 
CVA-43 
CVA-42 
CVA-41 
CVA-34 
CVA- 31 
CVA-19 
CVA-14 
CVS- 38 

John F. Kennedy __________ _____ ______ __ _ Sept. 7, 1968 

~~=~~cr1se============================== ~~~- ~J: tm 1 --- -- -- ---- -- -- ---- -------------
4 --------- -------- ---- -- ------ ---
7 - ---------- -- ------- ------- -----
7 --------------- -- -- ---- ---- --- - -
8 --------------------------- -- ---

Constellation __________________ ___ _______ Oct. 27, 1961 
Kitty Hawk __ ---------- - ----- - ---- - ----- Apr. 29, 1961 
Independence ____ ___________ ___ _________ Jan. 10, 1959 

iff:1~r£~~~=========================== ~rr 11: mi 
10 ------- -------- ---------- ----- --
12 -- _ ------------ --- ---- _ -- ------ _ 
13 ----- ---- --------------- --- - -- __ 
13 -------------------- - ---------- -Coral Sea ________________ _____ ____ ___ ___ Oct. 1, 1947 21 CVAN- 72 (1980) t 33 

Franklin 0. Roosevelt_ ____ ___ ___ ______ __ _ Oct. 27, 1945 

~;~r=~;======================= ====== == ~:~t 1~: mi 
23 CVAN- 71 (1978) I 33 
24 --------------------------------

Bon Homme Richard ____ __ __ __ __ ____ _____ Nov. 26, 1944 
19 CVAN- 70 (1976) 1 26 
24 CVAN-69 (1974) I 30 

Hancock ____ _____ ___ ________ ___ ______ ___ Apr. 15, 1944 25 Nimitz (1972) I 28 

J~c~;:rr!r!~== ====== ======== ========== == ~eatt. 1i: m: 25 Midway (1970) 1 26 
25 (3) --------------

1 To be redesignated as CVS. 
2 Presently decommissioned undergoin~ modernization. 
a Temporari ly serving as an attack earner for duration of Vietnam confl ict. 

There has been considerable discussion 
about how many attack carriers the Navy 
should have. The number is examined 
and reexamined all of the time. At the 
present time there are 16, with one anti
submarine warfare carrier being used as 
an attack carrier. With this number we 
have maintained two carriers in the 
Mediterranean and five on station off 
Vietnam. The rest have been deployed in 
the Atlantic and the Pacific Oceans, or 
have been on training or undergoing 
overhaul. Even with the 16 it has been 
difficult to meet the missions expected 
of the Navy. 

There are a number of ways to con
sider how many carriers are needed. 

If response t ime is considered, we need 
between 12 and 24 carr iers. If we have 12, 
we can respond anywhere in the world 
in 7 days; if we have 24, the response 
time is cut to 3 % days. 

If matching the Soviet fleet is a factor, 
it is estimated that in the mid-1970's the 
Soviets will have about 30 task forces 
such as they recently sent into the Gulf 
of Mexico and into the Indian Ocean. If 
the Soviets keep between one-fifth and 
one-third deployed, then we will need 
six to 10 carriers, also, to match their 
deployments. This would require a total 
force of between 18 and 30 carriers. 

If the number of possible areas for 
:fighting around the world is considered, 
such as Korea, Southeast Asia, Ger
many, the Mediterranean, and now the 
Caribbean, then we need between 15 
and 21 carriers. 

By all three methods of computation
and the reasoning behind each is highly 
classified-then we not only do not need 
fewer carriers--we need more than the 
present 16. 

There is no "magic number" of 15. The 

history of the number of attack carriers 
shows that there has been a variation 
over the years: 

1945 __ __ -- __ -- - - __ ---- - - - -- _______ -- -- -- - - _ ---- --- -- 20 
1946 ____ ---- -- -- -- -- -- - - - _ -- _____ ___ -- ---- -- _ -- ___ -- 14 
1947 __ __ -- - - __ - - ____ - - - --- __ -- _ -- ___ -- ------ _ -- --- -- 12 
1948_ - - _ -- ____ -- - - - - -- - --- -- __ ---- - - ---- ---- -- - - __ -- 11 
1949 __ __ -- ___ -- _____ --- -- ---- _____ ___ -- -- -- - - -- -- --- 8 
1950 ___ - --- - - -- -- - - ---- - - - - -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- _____ _ -- _ 7 
1951- ___ -- - __ -- -- ___ _ -- -- - - __ -- __ -- -- - - -- - - -- - - -- -- - 14 
1952 ____ -- __ __ - - - - - -- -- - - - - -- - - - - -- __ -- -- ------ __ - -- 16 
1953 ___ -- --- _ -- - -- - ____ - --- -- __ -- -- __ - - _ --- -- __ - - -- - 16 
1954 ___ _ -- - - ------- --- - -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- ------. _ -- _ 15 
1955 __ __ -- _ -- _ --- -- __ -- ---- ____ -- __ - - ____ -- -- -- -- -- _ 17 
1956 ___ _ --- __ -- -- -- -- - - -- ---- - - -- -- ____ -- -- -- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 19 1957 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 16 

1958 ___ --- - -- --- --- -- -- -- - - -- --- _ -- -- __ ---- _ -- --- -- _ 15 
1959 ___ -- - - _ -- - -- - - -- -- -- -- -- - -- - -- -- __ - - -- ______ -- _ 14 
1960 ___ -- - _ - - -- - - -- -- -- __ - - ---- _ -- _ -- __ __ - - __ -- _ _ _ _ _ 14 
1961- ___ -- _ ---- -- --- - - - ___ - - - -- _ -- __ --- __ - -- --- _ _ _ _ _ 15 
1962 ____ -- __ ___ ___ _ --- _ -- -- __ -- - - - - - - -- __ -- -- - - ___ -- 16 
1963_ - __ -- _ - - - - -- __ -- -- - - -- -- __ ___ _ -- _____ --- -- _ _ _ _ _ 15 
1964 ____ -- _ ---- - - _____ _ -- ____ ___ -- _ -- __ -- -- - - _ - -- - _ _ 15 
1965 ___ _ --- --- -- - - - _ -- - - - -- -- -- --- _ -- - - -- -- -- - - --- - _ 16 
1966 __ __ -- _ -- -- -- - - -- -- - --- -- -- -- -- -------- --- -- - - - _ 16 1967 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 16 

1968 ____ --- - - - --- ---- - - __ -- - - _ ------ _ - -- -- -- - -- ---- - 16 1969 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 16 

Of the 25 years since the end of World 
War II, we have had 15 carriers in only 
5. Indeed, just before Korea erupted, 
we had only seven carriers on active duty. 
We were able to bring that strength up 
t.o 14 the next year because we had a re
serve fleet. Now we have no really usable 
reserve of attack carriers_ 

No matter which way the problem is 
considered, one new carrier is needed 
now. Even on the best managed pro
gram, it takes about 6 % years to build a 
carrier from the first approval to buy 
long leadtime items to commissioning. 
This is a long enough time to wait for a 
new carrier without extending it. 

One point should be added. One of the 
lessons from the Cuba missile crisis was 
that a quick response with an over
whelming use of seapower centered on 
aircraft carriers can bring about a de
sired result. We must remember that we 
no longer have the ability to move our 
attack carriers through the Panama 
Canal. No angle-deck carrier can pass 
through the locks. In case of emergency, 
the carriers would have to go around 
Cape Horn, which would increase the 
response time immeasurably, and per
haps unacceptably. This one factor alone 
means we have to consider the Atlantic 
Fleet and the Pacific Fleet separately. It 
also means we should have carriers able 
to go around the Horn or through the 
Northwest Passage with the shortest 
time taken to replenish before the voy
age. This means a nuclear carrier. 

The bill provides for 17 other warships 
than the nuclear carrier, 18 support 
ships, 21 conversions and long leadtime 
items for 41 new construction or conver
sions. The purpose of this kind of ship
building program is to attain a balanced 
fleet by the 1980's without having a crash 
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program now or in the future. If we do 
not start this kind of a program now, we 
will either end with no fleet or with a 
crash program which will lead in turn to 
another period of block obsolescence. 

As President Kennedy said: 
If there is any lesson of the 20th Century, 

and especially of the past few years, it is tha..t 
in spite of the advances in space and air ... 
this country must s·till move easily and 
safely across the seas of the world. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no fur
ther requests for time, under the rule, 
the Clerk will now read the bill by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 14000 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

TITLE I-PROCUREMENT 
SEC. 101. Funds are hereby authorized to 

be appropriated during the fiscal year 1970 
for t he uee of the Armed Forces of the United 
States for procurement of aircraft, missiles, 
naval vessels, and tracked combat vehicles, 
as authorized by law, in amounts as follows: 

Am CRAFT 

For aircraft: for the Army $570,400,000; 
for the Navy and the Marine Corps, $2,391,-
200,000; for the Air Force, $4,002,200,000. 

MISSILES 

For missiles: for the Army, $780,460,000; 
for the Navy, $851,300,000; for the Marine 
Corps, $20,100,000; for the Air Force, $1 ,486,-
400,000. 

NAVAL VESSELS 

For naval vessels: for the Navy, $3,591,-
600,000: Provided, That no funds authorized 
to be appropriated by this Act for the use of 
the Armed Forces of the United States shall 
be expended after January 1, 1970, for the 
contract procurement of DD 963 class de
stroyers unless the procuremeht planned for 
such vessels'makes provision that the vessels 
in that plan shall be constructed at the 
facilities of at least three different United 
States shipbuilders. 

TRACKED COMBAT VEHICLES 

For tracked combat vehicles: for the Army, 
$195,200,000; for the Marine Corps, $37,-
700,000. 

Mr. RIVERS (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
further reading of the title be dispensed 
with and that it be printed in the RECORD 
and open to amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from South 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I move 

that the Committee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. RosTENKOWSKI, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under considera
tion the bill (H.R. 140-00), to authorize 
appropriations during the fiscal year 
1970 for procurement of aircraft, missiles, 
naval vessels, and tracked combat ve
hicles, research, development, test, and 
evaluation for the Armed Forces, and to 
prescribe the authorized personnel 
strength of the Selected Reserve of each 
Reserve component of the Armed Forces, 
and for other purposes, had come to no 
resolution thereon. 

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that when the House ad
journs today it adjourn to meet at 11 
o'clock tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla
homa? 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object, some comment 
has been made here today about Mem
bers not having enough time during 
which to speak on this bill. Could we 
start at 9 o'clock? I wonder if the dis
tinguished majority leader would amend 
his unanimous-consent request for us to 
come in at 9 o'clock tomorrow? 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will yield, I would say to my dis
tinguished friend from Florida I wish he 
had spoken to me about that earlier be
cause I have cleared the time of meeting 
at 11 o'clock with other Members and I 
am fearful that this word will not get out 
in time to the Members with whom this 
has been cleared for us to meet at 10 
o'clock tomorrow instead of 11. 

Mr. BENNETT. I do not wish to dis
turb the arrangements which have been 
made by the leadership, but I would like 
very much for the majority leader to 
make the hour of meeting on tomorrow 
10 o'clock. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today it adjourn to meet at 10 
o'clock tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla
homa? 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, is this as a 
convenience for Members to not be here 
on Friday or is it for the purpose of mak
ing available ample time for the consid
eration of the bill on Thursday and Fri
day? 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, if the dis
tinguished minority leader will yield, I 
would respond by saying, either or both 
insofar as I am concerned. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
further reserving the right to object, is 
it the intention of the majority leader 
and the leadership on that side to work 
late tomorrow in order to finish this bill 
or to adjourn at a reasonable time if we 
have not concluded it by 6 or 7 o'clock 
tomorrow night and then meet on Fri
day? 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield further-if I may 
speak without having consulted with the 
members of the committee on both 
sides-I would like to play that by ear 
and then let the circumstances dictate 
when we reach a late point tomorrow 
afternoon. If it is obvious that we can
not finish the bill, I would think we 
would want to go over. However, if we 
can finish at an early hour, I think we 
would want to complete it. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. In light of the 
fact that we have no other business 
scheduled on Friday, I see no reason 
whatsoever to go to a late hour tomor
row night. 

Mr. ALBERT. I concur in what the 
gentleman has said and insofar as I am 
concerned I am willing to meet early an_d 

stay late and if we have not concluded 
the consideration of the bill, then to meet 
on Friday. However, I see that there 
seems to be considerable interest among 
those present to meet at an earlier hour 
on tomorrow. We had cleared the hour of 
meeting for 11 o'clock. But, if I may do so, 
I ask unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today it adjourn to meet 
at 10 o'clock tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla
homa? 

There was no objection. 

INTEREST EQUALIZATION TAX 
EXTENSION ACT 

(Mr. CELLER asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 min
ute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, in the 
other body, the Finance Committee has 
added a totally nongermane and regres
sive amendment to the Interest Equaliza
tion Tax Extension Act--H.R. 12829. The 
amendment repeals the ammunition rec
ordkeeping requirements of the Gun 
Control Act of 1968. 

The Senate committee amendment 
eliminates recordkeeping in sales of, first, 
shotgun ammunition; second, rifle am
munition; third, .22 caliber rimfire am
munition, and component parts thereof. 

The 1968 act prohibits the sale of am
munition to certain juveniles, mental in
competents, known felons, drug addicts, 
and other irresponsible persons. Requir
ing a prospective purchaser to give his 
name, address and substantiate his age is 
not a nuisance. Clearly, enforcement of 
the act's prohibitions would be impossi
ble without requiring dealers to keep rec
ords of ammunition transactions. 

Under the Senate committee rider, am
munition recordkeeping for aproximately 
90 percent of all firearms would be elimi
nated. 

Recordkeeping will deter those who 
cannot legally buy ammunition. 

Reoordkeeping will ir~ure that deal
ers will exercise a higher degree of care 
in determining whether the buyer is 
barred under the statute from buying 
ammunition. 

Availability of ammunition records 
will aid in the investigation of firearms 
crimes. 

The only way of affecting the 90 mil
lion firearms already privately owned 1.s 
by regulating the flow of ammunition. 

According to Senate Juvenile Delin
quency Subcommittee studies: .22 caliber 
pistols and revolvers were involved in 
30 percent of the handgun murders com
mitted last year; .22 caliber rifles were 
involved in 60 percent of the rifle mur
ders last year; .22 caliber rimfire bullets 
accounted for 37 percent of the homi
cides committed in this country last 
year; that is, 3,300 Americans were mur
dered by these bullets. 

The weapon used to kill Robert Ken
nedy was a .22 caliber revolver which 
fired a .22 caliber rimfire bullet. 

Mr. Speaker, the Gun Control Act 
of 1968 represented one of the outstand
ing accomplishments of the 90th Con
gress. It marked the beginning toward 
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reducing the level of gun violence in this 
country. Now, without any hearings and · 
only 10 months after the act has become 
effective, a Senate committee has moved 
to strike an essential element from the 
act's regulatory fabric. 

No examination of the need or conse
quences of repealing ammunition con
trols has been made. It is unwise and 
regressive to cut back the scope of the 
act of 1968. Should the other body never
theless adopt this ammunition rider, it 
will encounter sustained opposition on 
the floor of the House. The resulting de
lay may well jeopardize . the enactment 
of the Interest Equalization Tax Exten
sion Act. The ammunition amendment 
should be defeated. 

INCREASE IN MAXIMUM CRIMINAL 
PENALTIES UNDER THE SHERMAN 
ANTITRUST ACT TO $500,000 
(Mr. McCULLOCH asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased today to join with the distin
guished chaJrman of the Committee on 
the Judiciary, the Honorable EMANUEL 
CELLER, in introducing the Nixon ad
ministration's bill to increase the maxi
mum criminal penalties under the Sher
man Antitrust Act to $500,000. The en
actment of this legislation will provide 
a more effective and much needed deter
rent to pernicious antitrust violations 
like price-fixing, pro.flt-pooling, market 
allocation, monopolization and other 
often predatory practices. 

As originally enacted in 1890, the Sher
man Act imposed penalties up to $5,000 
for conviction. As a result of the efforts 
by the Attorney General's National Com
mittee to Study the Antitrust Laws, the 
law was amended in 1955, to increase the 
maximum fine to $50,000. Since then, the 
profit of corporations has increased 
greatly and the value of the dollar has 
decreased. As a result, this potential 
penalty has not served to punish of
fenders and has not deterred possible of
f enders. A maximum $50,000 fine simply 
does not dissuade most corporations from 
engaging in those activities which Con
gress has found to be inimical to the 
interests of a free and competitive 
society. 

This legislation is properly limited to 
corporate defendants. Moreover, because 
no minimum fine 1s required, small busi
nesses will not be unduly harmed as the 
court may, in its discretion, flt the 
penalty to the crime. In addition, though 
civll antitrust litigations instituted by 
the Government may sometimes involve 
novel or unfamiliar theories of illegality, 
this is not true in a criminal proceeding. 
For example, price-fixing agreements in 
their various forms, have been per se 
illegal since the United States v. Trenton 
Pottery Co., 273 U.S. 392 (1927). It would 
be fatuous to argue that a businessman 
could be surprised by a price-fixing in
dictment or that a large penalty under 
those circumstances would be unfair. 

Mr. Speaker, the President 1s attempt
ing to create law and order with justice 
through a massive attack upon violent 

crimes, crimes against property and or
ganized crimes. I commend him for this 
effort. Likewise, the deterrent to com
petitive crimes must be made strong. I 
commend the Nixon administration for 
its recognition of this principle and I 
urge prompt enactment of this legisla
tion. 

I am pleased to tell the House that 
in the administration of the late great 
Dwight D. Eisenhower, when Herbert 
Brownell was Attorney General, we in
creased the penalties for this kind of 
criminal act tenfold, and we propose 
to increase it that much again. 

CALL FOR SHOW OF NATIONAL 
UNITY BEHIND PRESIDENT NIXON 

(Mr. KLEPPE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. KLEPPE. Mr. Speaker, I strongly 
support the call by the minority leader
ship of the House and the Senate for a 
show of national unity behind President 
Nixon in his determined effort to bring 
the long and agonizing war in Vietnam 
to an early and honorable conclusion. 

The next few weeks could be crucial 
in our negotiations with the other side. 
I deplore any words and actions here 
on the home front now that would help 
to convince the North Vietnamese that 
the Uruted States is tired, weak willed, 
and hopelessly divided. I especially de
plore some of the recent efforts to make 
a political issue out of Vietnam by a few 
of the leaders of the party which was 
in power at the time we became so deep
ly involved in this tragic war. 

This is not Mr. Nixon's war. He did 
not get us into it. He is only trying to 
get us out with honor. Time after time 
he has indicated to the Government of 
North Vietnam and its negotiating team 
in Paris his willingness to walk the extra 
mlle toward a solution. 

Mr. Speaker, on July 17, 1969, I listed 
in the RECORD a statement outlining the 
many specific moves the United States 
has taken to achieve peace. Under unani
mous consent I am including as a part 
of my remarks the fallowing excerpts 
from that speech: 

It may well be that the Communists be
lieve they have only to sit tight and wait 
for the United States to "cut and run." They 
must follow, with a.t least some satisfaction, 
the mounting attacks here at home on the 
continuing American military presence in 
Vietnam. They may believe that the United 
States ls tired, weak-willed, and hopelessly 
divided. 

They hear demands for unilateral with
drawal now from some of the very men who 
were a part of the preceding administration 
when the big buildup of U.S. military forces 
was taking place. One wonders why these 
experts did not speak out then. 

I do not believe the voice of despair ls 
the voice of the American people. 

I think President Nixon has the support of 
most Amercans in his quest for an honorable 
peace. But I do not believe that most Ameri
cans want peace at any price--peace under 
terms dictaited entirely by the OommuniSlts. 

A few weeks ago, I conducted a poll on the 
Vietnani question in my cUstrict. More than 
7,500 persons responded, a number fa,r larger 
than the professional pollsters query in their 
nationwide samplings of public opinion. I 

asked the people which alternatives they 
would favor "if the Paris peace talks fail to 
prodUJCe agreement leading to at least some 
disengagement in Vietnam within the next 
few months." 

Ten percent favored "withdrawal of U.S. 
military forces from Vietnam, even though 
this might mean a Communist takeover." 

"Withdrawing U.S. troops as rapidly as 
they can be replaced with South Vietnamese 
forces" was selected by 47 percent as the 
best course. 

Thirty-nine percent favored "an all-out 
offensive aga.lnst North Vietnam, utilizing 
full available military power, short or nuclear 
weapons, in a.n effort to Win a clear-cut 
victory." 

Only 4 percent were undecided. 
Certa.lnly these responses reflect no grea.t 

support for a "cut and run" policy. And I 
suspect that public sentiment in most con
gressional dlstrtots across the country ls not 
greatly different from what it ls in mine. 

President Nixon has not yet had quite 6 
months to solve a problem which was many 
years in the making. For the first time since 
1960, the number of American troops in Viet
nam ls being decreased, rather than in
creased. A sure and swift route towa.rd peace 
has been opened to the other side. 

The time has cOine for the Communists 
to show some willingness to negotiate serious
ly-to show some evidence of good faith. 

I believe the possibility of achieving at 
least the beginning of a settlement would be 
enormously improved if a. few individuals 
here in the United States would vountarily 
stifle their sbrtll cries of dissent long enough 
to let the Communists know that these 
United States a.re united in their determina
tion to obtain a Just and honorable peace in 
Vietnam. 

FEEDING WHEAT TO BEEF CATTLE 
(Mr. SEBELIUS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take this opportunity, as the Rep
resentative from the largest wheat-pro
ducing district in the Nation, the "Big 
First" District of Kansas, to comment on 
the current wheat industry crisis and the 
related farm income problem not only 
in my district, but throughout rural and 
smalltown America. 

The crisis in wheat today can be 
summed up in the words of a western 
Kansas minister who told his Sunday 
congregation, "Blessed be agriculture-
if one does not have too much of it." That, 
Mr. Speaker, is precisely the problem. Our 
present domestic wheat surplus is slowly 
climbing to the 900-mlllion-bushel mark. 
Our surplus, plus the present world sur
plus, has depressed the wheat market 
price to levels below the cost of produc
tion for many farmers despite increased 
efficiency and rapid technological 
advances. 

It is a paradox of enormous irony that 
at the same time we are constantly being 
warned of the imminent threat of world 
hunger and overpopulation, the man 
whose job it is to feed America and to 
help feed a troubled world cannot make 
a decent living. 

Yet, despite the fact the farmer is to
day being forced out of business by the 
present cost-price squeeze, many mis
takenly believe the farmer is the real 
"fat cat" in our society-the fellow that 
gets paid for growing nothing. 
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Let me illustrate the true picture of the 
very real wheat industry crisis by com
paring the plight of the farmer with his 
city coUsin, that much maligned, made 
over and misinformed consumer. The 
Kansas wheat farmer actually receives 
only 14 cents of every $1 the American 
consumer spends on bread. At the same 
time, prices paid by farmers for all items 
increased 27 percent in the last 10 years. 
During the same period, costs of services 
increased 43 percent, transportation costs 
rose 24 percent, medical care rose 54 
percent, production workers' wages in
creased 42 percent, and the inflationary 
statistics go on and on. Everything the 
farmer must buy is going up in price 
while everything he sells is going down. 

This situation is most ironic when you 
consider the farmer's contribution to our 
society as a whole. The man who con
tributes the most is receiving the least. 
In western Kansas, we have a real emer
gency. Farm management fieldmen re
cently reported the average net income of 
$1,970 and $2,225 in the two-farm man
agement districts within my district. This 
income figure in light of the average 
farmer's 58-hour week figures out to be 
66 cents an hour-a wage that is a dis
grace. 

Yet, Mr. Speaker, what speeches ring 
throughout the Halls of Congress? Upon 
what peg are we hanging our legislative 
hat today? While the farmer turns an 
anxious eye to Washington, Washington 
in turn courts the consumer. 

Let me make it perfectly clear I have 
no quarrel with the consumer in the im
portant fight against inflation. My point 
is, let us not use the American fanner as 
the scapegoat. The average consumer to
day only spends 17 percent of his dispos
able income for food. Twenty years ago, 
he spent over 25 percent. The current fig
ure means the American consumer is 
getting his food at a cheaper cost than 
any other country in the world and any 
other country in history. 

In effect, the misinformed consumer 
and an urban oriented Congress do not 
realize the farmer has been subsidizing 
the rest of the Nation for many years 
with more than an adequate supply of 
food at prices below his own cost. By 
limiting a family's food expenditure to 
only 17 cents out of each dollar spent, 
the farmer has released 83 cents of every 
consumer dollar for nonfood items. He 
has made it possible for accelerated rapid 
growth and prosperity in all segments of 
our society. 

The Kansas wheat industry is directly 
responsible for generating $450 million to 
the Kansas economy. Mr. Speaker, ~s you 
can see, it is imperative that we save the 
farmer from financial ruin. We must pro
tect the traditional and proven way of 
life that provides the economic backbone 
to our society. We desperately need solid 
proposals that will help revitalize rural 
and smalltown America. 

As a partial answer, I support my good 
friend and former "Big First" Congress
man, Kansas Senator BoB DOLE, in his 
efforts to increase wheat exports under 
the food for peace program. The food 
for peace program warrants expansion 
because it not only helps reduce Com
modity Credit Corporation acquisitions 

and costs and improves farm product 
prices, but it also generates sufficient tax 
receipts through increased labor require
ments to cover the Government's costs. 
It may well be that our mightiest weapon 
in our quest for peace is this Nation's 
willingness to share our abundance with 
those who are less fortunate. 

Another partial answer to the wheat 
surplus dilemma involves increased do
mestic consumption. With the present 
concern for health and high cholesterol 
levels, studies show that a diet high in 
carbohydrate, including wheat and other 
cereals, serves to lower the level of sus
ceptibility to heart disease. In this same 
vein, wheat cereal carbohydrates are a 
growing source of protein and energy. 

Another proposal I would like to spe
cifically emphasize is feeding wheat to 
beef cattle. Recent statistics show feed
ing wheat to produce meat has greait 
promise in decreasing our surplus wheat 
stocks. This approach would convert the 
wheat surplus to red meat and help meet 
the growing demand for this quality 
product at the supermarket. 

A fine local example of this approach 
is the feedlot at Pratt, Kans.-local pro
ducers are offered $1.15 per bushel for 
No. 2 Hard Red Winter wheat-the grade 
normally grown and handled by Kansas 
farmers. This compares with local offer
ings for cash wheat which range from 
$1.06 to $1.10. The 20,000-head-capacity 
feedlot will use approximately 90,000 
pounds or 1,500 bushels of whea.it a day in 
their feeding operation. 

In relation to this development, Mr. 
Bill Duitsman, superintendent of the Fort 
Hays Agricultural Experiment Station of 
Kansas State University in Hays, Kans., 
recently sent me Bulletin 487 by John 
Brethour, station herdsman and asso
ciate professor, Fort Hays branch sta
tion, entitled "Feeding Wheat to Beef 
Cattle." 

In reference to the station's research, 
Mr. Brethour recently offered an en
couraging answer to the wheat farmer's 
dilemma. He stated the Kansas wheat 
crop alone represented a 5-pound steak 
per person in the United States. This 
crop could also represent 70 loaves of 
bread per person. I submit to you that 
beef steak and good bread make a 
wonderful combination. 

Further, his observations on feeding 
wheat described in the station bulletin 
state wheat is a safe and efficient grain to 
use in a beef cattle ration. In direct com
parisons involving various grains: One 
pound of wheat has been equivalent to 
1.09 pounds of corn or 1.15 pounds of 
sorghum grain. However, the relative 
value of wheat was 8 percent greater 
when mixed with corn-1 pound of wheat 
equivalent to 1.17 pounds of com-and 9 
percent greater when mixed with sor
ghum grain-1 pound of wheat equiva
lent to 1.24 pounds of sorghum grain. 

To further illustrate the benefit of 
feeding wheat to beef cattle is the price 
relationship to other grains. With corn 
at $1.30, the value of wheat per bushel, if 
fed up to 50 percent of the concentrate, 
would be $1.63-a considerable increase 
from the $1.07 bushel value when mar
keted as grain at the present time in 
southwest Kansas. 

Recent studies recently released by 
Purdue University further emphasize the 
importance of the "feed wheat" concept 
in reducing surplus wheat. The research 
reveals the value of wheat as a concen
trate in swine finishing rations. The 
benefit is similar to that · mentioned in 
the previous results regarding beef 
cattle. 

The summary in the experiment sta
tion's bulletin presents in capsule form 
the statistics and technical data that 
point to the value of wheat as a con
centrate in beef cattle finishing rations, 
as a protein source in balancing a beef 
cattle ration, and as an energy and pro
tein source in high-roughage wintering 
rations. 

I am happy to present this valuable 
information to my colleagues and for 
consideration and study by livestock 
producers. I feel this vehicle for reducing 
the wheat surplus and government stor
age expenses, for satisfying the growing 
demand for beef by the consumer in a 
most efficient way, and for boosting the 
wheat price and returning prosperity to 
the wheat farmer should be fully utilized. 

Mr. Speaker, the consumer may not 
appreciate nor even understand feeding 
wheat to beef cattle, but it is through 
the application of such valuable research 
that we can find partial answers to the 
wheat industry crisis. This solution for 
the wheat farmer can actually repre
sent an investment in our Nation's future 
food supply, could help our Nation's 
balance of payments, and will further 
guarantee to the consumer that his food 
will continue to be available at the lowest 
possible price. 

INVESTIGATION OF WASHINGTON 
GAS LIGHT CO. LONG OVERDUE 

(Mr. CUNNINGHAM asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
am preparing legislation for a full-scale 
investigation of the practices of the 
Washington Gas Light Co. 

I had installed in the house I live 
in in Virginia a brandnew furnace and 
air-conditioning system. I have had 
nothing but trouble with it and the 
Washington Gas Light Co. farmed the 
installation out to a subcontractor. It 
is just a little over 3 years old and, al
though I did not keep accurate track, I 
would presume that at least 36 calls have 
been made by me to the gas company be
cause of the malfunction of the unit, 
both heating and air conditioning. I 
noted an advertisement in last night's 
Star which said, in effect, that if you 
have problems they will respond with 
instant service. This is not true. I had a 
problem with the unit last Thursday and 
nobody showed up until the following 
Monday. 

More important is the farming out of 
the installation of the furnace-air con
ditioning combination, and I have evi
dence at my command of some pretty 
shady practices involving relationships 
between the Washington Gas Light Co. 
and those they direct to make the in
stallation. The furnace is a Bryant, 
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which is the most antiquated, ill-con
structed heating unit I have ever come 
across, and I have come across many be
cause my late father was in the plumbing 
and heating business, and I happen to 
know something about these heating 
units. · 

I condemn the Washington Gas Light 
Co. and their practices, as well as the 
poor workmanship of the Bryant Co. 
which has resulted in the furnace prac
tically falling apart, and it is just a 
little over 3 years old. 

I am preparing legislation for a full
scale investigation of the practices of the 
Washington Gas Light Co., and I have 
talked to the chairman, Mr. STAGGERS, 
and I am confident that when the legis
lation is introduced he will agree to have 
the investigation and bring out the facts 
on this terribly bad installation as well 
as the others. 

In conclusion, I call upon all of the 
citizens who are considering central air 
conditioning and new heating units to 
have nothing to do with the Washington 
Gas Light Co. and their installers. And 
if they do not heed my advice, they are 
going to be in for a heck of a lot of 
trouble. When you spend upwards of 
$3,000 for the installation of a new fur
nace and central air conditioning, you 
expect it to last from 10 to 20 years. This 
is not the case so far as I am concerned, 
as mine is a complete flop after only a 
little more than 3 years. 

REPRESENTATIVE TAFT APPLAUDS 
FAA DECISION ON TRANSPON
DERS, WELCOMES NTSB STUDY 
OF MID-AIR COLLISIONS 
<Mr. TAFT asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 min
ute, to revise and extend his remarks and 
include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Speaker, I was pleased 
to learn of the F AA's decision to require 
transponder equipment on all aircraft 
operating within designated areas of the 
country. 

It is a step that may help improve air 
traffic control operations throughout the 
country and to reduce danger of mid
air collisions. 

At the same time, however, I must 
caution that there are practical and 
technical difficulties to work out. 

Private aircraft operators presently 
equipped with transponder equipment 
are frequently directed to turn it off be
cause multiple transponders in crowded 
areas cloud up present radar screen 
equipment. This indicates the need for 
early action on the President's air safety 
program. Also, private owners are ex
periencing serious delays in servicing and 
repairing transponder equipment. 

It is encouraging to read of the Na
tional Transportation Safety Board's 
plan to begin immediate hearings into 
the entire problem of mid-air collisions. 

I include the following article from 
the Wednesday, October 1, 1969, Wall 
Street Journal in the RECORD: 

FAA, SPURRED BY INDIANAPOLIS COLLISION, 
ACTS To CURB TRAFFIC OVER 22 AIRPORTS 

(By Albert R. Karr) 

WASHINGTON.--Government men, haunted 
by the specter of midair collisions, took a 

safety step that they had been accused of 
dodging. 

The Federal Aviation Administration pub
lished a proposed rule designed to control 
more rigidly the swarm of small, privately 
owned aircraft around 22 major airports, 
starting with extra-crowded Washington Na
tional. The rule is expected to reduce the 
the number of planes flying near the termi
nals, and the keep air traffic controllers bet
ter informed of the whereabouts of small 
craft in airport areas. The hope is that the 
risk of collision between airliners and 
smaller planes will be lessened. 

FAA officials acknowledged that their action 
was speeded by the recent collision of an 
Allegheny Airlines DC9 and a. small private 
plane near Indianapolis, which killed 83 
persons. But they insist they had been mov
ing ahead on the step anyhow, even before 
the catastrophe. 

Underscoring the new urgency, interested 
parties will have only 30 days to comment 
before the new rule is effected, instead of the 
usual 60 days. 

HIGHER ALTITUDES 

The FAA, which runs the nation's air traf
fic system, also will take other action soon. 
It will direct controllers at all airports to 
keep arriving jet liners at higher altitudes 
before descending, and to get departing jet
liners up to these heights faster. The aim is 
to reduce the exposure of airliners to small 
aircraft at the lower altitudes where the 
greateest danger of collision exists. 

The agency also is considering tougher 
standards for certifying aircraft and pilots. 
"If the discipline of flight must be sharpened 
to prevent risk of life or its loss, then I am 
in favor of doing what is necessary to pre
vent a marginal aircraft, an incompetent 
pilot, or a permissive regulation from being 
l005ed upon the airways," says John H. 
Shaffer, FAA administrator. 

The FAA hopes to have the regulation it 
proposed yesterday in effect at National Air
port by mid-December and at 21 other major 
fields by next July. 

At the 22 airports, the rule would apply to 
all planes entering a space shaped like an in
verted wedding cake. They would have to get 
clearance first from the tower controller, 
have necessary equipment to insure a good 
image on his radarscope, and furnish him by 
radio with such details as their altitude and 
flight plan. In addition, most nonairline 
planes would have to a.void designated cor
ridors used by big jets climbing after takeoff 
or descending for landing. 

Around Nationa.l Airport, the "wedding 
cake" would roughly have a top layer 40 
miles in diameter between 3 ,000 and 7 ,000 
feet, a middle layer five miles in diameter be
tween 1,500 and 3,000 feet, and a bottom layer 
three miles in diameter between the ground 
and 1,500 feet. 

The wedding cake will be centered over the 
airport and planes allowed to enter it will 
either be passing through or coming down to 
land. Thus, at peak traffic periods there may 
be aircraft circling within the wedding cake 
waiting their turn to land. 

With the new rules, controllers will be able 
to tell airline pilots of the whereabouts of 
any other craft in the more critical terminal 
areas, the FAA says. Further, controllers 
won't give entry clearance to many planes 
when too busy to handle them, and many 
aircraft owners would probably forgo flying 
near the big airports rather than pay for 
equipment that would satisfy the radar
image requirement. 

The FAA also is planning to step up efforts 
to impress on pilots of all planes the need to 
be more aware of aircraft which might be 
near their planes, to complete development 
of high-intensity flashing lights on planes as 
a potential collision-preventing device, and 
to require future aircraft to have improved 
cockpit visibility. 

Memories of the Indianapolis tragedy, plus 
awareness that the collision peril is increas
ing, also are spurring other anti-collision 
efforts within the Government and outside. 

The National Transportation Safety Board, 
a Transportation Department unit that in
vestigates aircraft accidents and recommends 
accident-prevention measures, will convene 
public hearings on the Indianapolis accident 
next week, only a month after it occurred 
and much faster than usual. 

The board will quickly follow with hear
ings in Washington on the whole problem of 
midair collisions-the first such hearings 
ever scheduled. The aim: To put the FAA 
the airlines and other groups on the spot, ir{ 
hopes of producing more preventive action. 
"We're anxious for more progress," says John 
H. Reed, chairman of the safety board. 

One interested group, the Aircraft Owners 
and Pilots Association, representing owners 
of private aircraft, is sure to resist the FAA's 
proposed restrictions on the small planes 
But the owners and the Air Line Pilots Asso~ 
ciatlon, a ~nion of airline pilots, are pushing 
anti-collision proposals of their own. Both 
favor reserving climb-and-descent corridors 
for airliners only. 

The ALPA-AOPA proposal would establish 
climb-and-descent corridors rising to 18,000 
f~et and extending for 45 miles from major 
airports. These would be limited in usage for 
big jets onl!. By contrast, the proposed FAA 
rule would include more modest corridors; in 
many oases, such as National Airport they 
would be entirely within the wedding cake 
control area, typically extending 10 miles 
from the airport and up to 7,000 feet. In 
others, they would extend out of the control 
area, but still be much shorter than those 
envisioned by the ALPA and AOPA. 

Meanwhile, Congressional concern over 
mid-air collisions has received impetus from 
the Indianapolis accident. "Much of the Con
gress is now convinced it'll have to carry part 
of the ball; the Indianapolis collision is 
moving .them along all the faster," say one 
knowledgeable Senate aide. 

Last week, the House Ways and Means 
Committee, which had always cold-shoul
dered such proposals, gave tentative approval 
to a set of new and increased "user charges" 
to raise $10 billion for modernizing the na
tion's airport and airways systems. Commit
tee memb~rs, with Indianapolis in mind, 
took the view that the legislation is urgent. 
Similar attitudes are evident in the Senate 
and House Commerce committees, which 
are dealing with airport-airway improve
ments that the legislation would authorize. 

INCREASING DANGER 

The collision danger is unquestionably in
creasing. Just in the past 2Y2 years there have 
been 10 collisions involving at lea.st one air
liner, compared with 34 in the entire three 
decades before. Since the start of 1965, 
there have been 137 midair collisions in
cluding 12 involving at least one airliner, 
with 403 persons killed. In the preceding flve
year period, there were 93 collisions, five of 
them involving airliners, killing 219 per
sons. ( Other aircraft in the collisions were 
privately owned or military planes.) 

The potential for still greater tragedy 
shows in an FAA study of near-collisions dur
ing 1968. The FAA indicates publicly that 
pilot reports show there were about 4,500 
"hazardous" near-misses, which came dan
gerously close to being actual collisions. But 
the FAA's private estimate approaches 9,000. 
Of all the near-miss reports, fully 30 % crune 
from airline pilots, and several involved two 
airliners. 

A persistent safety problem is the presence 
of small planes, their exact locations un
known, in the airspace also used by airliners. 
There were 74 near-miss reports from the 
New York City area last year, and 54 of 
those involved airliners, most of them nar
rowly missing a small plane. 
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Airline pilots rely on traffic controllers 
to tell them a.bout other aircraft tha.t could 
be a. collision threat. But ma.ny small planes 
don't show up on controllers' ra.da.rscopes, 
and ma.ny of these pilots don't let the con
troller know by radio tha.t they're in the 
area· they usually aren't required to do so. 
As a' result, an airline pilot often isn't aware 
of another craft until it's nearly upon him, 
if he sees it at all. 

Even when the sma.11-plane pilot does con
tact an air traffic facllity, it's frequently a 
station that either doesn't have contact with 
a tower controller who talks directly with 
airline pilots or is too busy to relay word of 
the small plane's location to the tower. 

FAA officials say the pilot of the Piper 
Cherokee that collided with the Allegheny 
jet over Indianapolis did contact an air traffic 
flight service station (a. place where small
plane pilots file filght Rlans and get weather 
reports), but didn't check in with the ap
proach controller. The controller might have 
told the Allegheny pilot to delay his descent 
until the small plane passed beneath, the 
FAA men say. The airliner was struck by the 
small plane while descending. 

Besides the small planes flying near big 
airports, other factors contribute to midair 
collisions. The FAA's radar is being criticized. 
Various air-controller groups say the Indian
a.polls equipment was faulty. The con
troller organization goes further, alleging 
tha.t much of the nation's radar system con
sists of obsolete, worn-out military hand
me-downs. 

David Thomas, deputy FAA administrator, 
insists the Indianapolis ra.da.r is the best 
available right now. He concedes "a. little bit 
of truth" to the charge regarding the general 
status of FAA ra.da.r, but he says the equip
ment has been kept in good condition and 
ls usable within its limitations. More modern 
ra.da.r ls being developed, Mr. Thomas a.dds. 

MERRIMACK RIVER POLLUTION 
(Mr. MORSE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Speaker, a 1966 Fed
eral Water Pollution Control Adminis
tration study of the pollution problem in 
the Merrimack River Basin stated that 
proper pollution control would enable 
10.5 million people within a day's drive 
of the river and thousands in the rest 
of the country to fully utilize its tremen
dous fish, wildlife, and recerational po
tential. This report pointed out that 
there is a potential $1 million softshell 
clam industry in the river itself, but that 
in 1964 the harvest amounted to only 
$14,000. 

According to FWPCA figures for 1964, 
the total income lost from the commer
cial shellfish industry, recreational visitor 
income, increased property value, and 
increased tax revenue, because of pollu
tion, amounted to a minimum of $37 
million. The maximum annual loss was 
estimated as high as $70 million-ap
proximately $65 per year for every man, 
woman, and child in the basin. 

The loss is even more striking when 
one has the opportunity to travel along 
these waterways. As I observed that day 
I accompanied Lowell Sun reporter Franz 
Scholz during his canoe trip on the Mer
rimack and Concord Rivers, recreating 
the journey made by Henry David 
Thoreau in 1839, the banks are still lush 
and verdant, and provide easy access to 
the river. An excursion along this area 
during the autumn when the foliage is 

turning would be one of the most beauti
ful and breathtaking sights in New Eng
land. The fact that the river is hardly 
used, even for boating, because of its 
pollution, is a great loss to the residents 
of the local communities, both in enjoy
ment and in revenue. 

The following is the second in the se
ries of articles in the Lowell Sun by 
Franz Scholz dealing with the various 
dimensions of the pollution problem in 
the Merrimack River Basin. The first 
article which appeared in the CoNGRES
SION AL RECORD of September 30, de
scribed, in vivid terms of colors and 
odors, the pollution that was observed. 
This second installment describes in very 
real terms the effects of pollution on life, 
both in the river and along its banks: 
POLLUTION MENACES RIVERSIDE RESIDENTS 

(By Franz Scholz) 
LoWELL.-Prior to the 19th century, com

merce in the Merrimack Valley depended 
largely on the Merrimack River. 

Henry David Thoreau, traveling the river 
in 1839 reported seeing ferries, canal and 
fishing boa.ts plying the river. The bricks 
from which the factories in the city of Lowell 
were made, he said, were transported from 
Manchester on the river. 

As we journeyed up the Concord and Mer
rimack Rivers from Aug. 23 to Aug. 29, fol
lowing Thoreau's route on the rivers, we saw 
no signs of commerce. The only boats seen 
during our seven day journey were pleasure 
boa.ts on the Concord from the South Con
cord boat house to Billerica. and on the Mer
rimack from Lowell to the Tyngsboro bridge. 
Later, above the falls in Manchester other 
pleasure boats, some equipped for water ski
ing or hauling fishermen, were seen. 

PREDICTED DECLINE 

Writing 130 years earlier, Thoreau pre
dicted such a. decline in boating on the river: 
"In a few yea.rs there will be an end to boat
ing on this river," he said. 

Commerce on the river declined shortly 
after the advent of the railroad and the con
struction of super highways alongside the 
vast bridges over the river. 

Outside of the few pleasure boats seen and 
an occasional young boy fishing, the only 
other uses we saw being made of the Merri
mack was a depository of sewage by the ma
jor cities and towns and wastes by the huge 
factories a.long its banks, as a source of power 
for these same cities and factories as a source 
of water used by farmers to irrigate their 
crops and as a public water supply for the 
City of Lowell. 

Of these sources, the disposing of waste 
from both public and industrial sources was 
far away the most widely practiced. 

Fishing and boating, as noted, were seen 
only occasionally and only on certain sec
tions of the river-Concord, Lowell, Tyngs
boro and Manchester. (So rare was boating 
in the river above Nashua that children who 
spotted us making our way up the river called 
their parents and neighborhood friends to 
witness . the unusual sight, and in Manches
ter, a policeman, who forbade us to rest our 
boats on the banks of the river a few yards 
from highway 495, looked at us in disbelief 
when we told him we had come all the way 
from Concord, Mass.) 

Use of the river for irrigation was also re
stricted. We saw only a dozen or so farmers 
and two golf courses using the river's water 
to irrigate their crops or golfing greens. 

Lowell was the only city using the river 
as a source of public or drinking water. (Fur
ther down the river, Lawrence also uses the 
river for drinking purposes.) 

SPILL SEW AGE INTO RIVERS 

And, although several of the larger cities 
and industries were seen using the river's 

water to supply electric power, we more often 
observed large cement pipes through which 
the cities splll their raw sewage into the 
rivers-the larger cities ea.ch poured sewage 
at 20 or more points into the rivers. In addi
tion, the industries, also located mainly in 
the larger cities along the rivers, poured their 
wastes (for the most pa.rt untreated) into the 
rivers at hundreds of points--some of the 
largest industries, as pointed out in a pre
vious article in this series, spllled more waste 
solids into the river's water than did the 
public sewers in the cities of Lowell and 
Manchester combined. 

This dumping of raw sewage and industrial 
wastes has gone on for hundreds of years. 
Thoreau witnessed in 1839: "The river," he 
said of the Merrimack, "was devoted from the 
first to the services of manufacturers. 

The result, as we learned, was the rivers' 
waters were so polluted they corresponded to 
settled raw sewage diluted from 17 to 31 
times. 

Near the sewage outfalls, the rivers' waters 
even more nearly approximated raw sewage. 
A sample taken of the Nashua river, approxi
mately down half mile from the point where 
it flows into the Merrimack, for example, 
showed it corresponds to settled raw sewage 
effluent diluted less than six times. 

POLLUTION COUNT IMPROVED 

Downstream, further away from the large 
cities, we found the pollution count some
what improved as a result of the river's abil
ity to purify itself. Near the Lowell water 
plant intake, for example, a sample of the 
water corresponded to settled raw sewage 
diluted nearly 21 times. 

In a previous article we described the ef
fects of this pollution on the water and on 
the bed of the Merrimack watershed. In this 
and the next article we will describe the 
effects of pollution on the environment both 
within and immediately surrounding the 
rivers. 

Examined in the remainder of this article 
are the effects of pollution on aquatic life 
within the rivers and the potential enjoy
ment it steals from people living along the 
rivers. 

Again, we will rely on Thoreau to provide 
us with a knowledge of the fish living in the 
riv·ers when he made his journey in 1837. 

In the Concord, he observed anglers catch
ing a variety of fish: sun-fish, bream, com
mon perch, cousin trout, dace, shiners, pick
erel, homed pout, suckers, common eel, and 
sometimes in the rapids lamprey eel were 
found. At one point, he described a "king
fisher sat upon a pine over the water and 
the bream. and pickerel swam below." 

Formerly, he wrote, salmon, sha.d and ale
wives were abundant in the Concord until 
the "dam and canal at Billerica and factories 
at Lowell put an end to their migration 
hitherward." 

He reported essentially the same fish liv
ing in the Merrimack, where shad, alewives, 
salmon and bass were in greater abundance. 
"But," he observed, "locks and dams have 
proved more or less destructive to the fish
eries." 

THOREAU WARNED IN 1839 

He also warned in 1839 of the destruction 
factors wastes wrought aquatic life, advis
ing, "it concerns us to attend to the nature 
of fishes." 

Nevertheless, he observed men and boys 
fishing all along the banks of the two rivers, 
some marketing their catches and depending 
on the money they brought for their liveli
hood. 

Gradually, the shad, alewives, and salmon 
disappeared, partly, perhaps, because of the 
dams, but also because of the river's pollu
tion. 

SPECIES DISAPPEARED IN 1938 

Earl Hoover, New Hampshire's state biol
ogist, reported the disappearance o! these 
species in 1938. Surveying the possibilities of 
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stocking the Merrimack, Hoover wrote, "the 
problem resolves itself into whether fisheries 
or pollution are of most significance." 

Although the salmon, shad, alewives and 
finer fish Hoover found to be practically 
nonexistent in the river at that time, bass 
and pickerel, he said were found in abun
dance. 

But, he recorded, "they are seldom fished. 
This anomaly may · be attributed to the 
anglers ' dislike of fi shing waters which are 
polluted, but not with pollutants which are 
toxic or in sufficient quantity to kill fish 
throughout the entire river. 

In a 1966 report, the federal water pollu
tion control administration offers a remark
ably similar description of the effect of pollu
tion on the aquatic life in the Merrimack 
watershed. 

A VERSION TO USING FISH 

"Parts of the Merrimack River in New 
Hampshire possess an outstanding fishery," it 
states. "However," it adds, "there is public 
aversion to using fish caught from the river 
for food because of the raw sewage emptied 
into the river." 

Moreover, because of pollution, shellfish 
beds in the estuary of the river have been 
closed to harvest since 1926. Today, shellfish 
can be t aken in only certain small sections, 
but must be treated in the shellfish depura
tion plant at Newburyport before marketing. 

The fish cont ained in the Merrimack be
tween Nashua and the state line according 
to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in 1966 
are yellow perch, red-breasted sunfish, 
pumpkinseed, large-mouthed bass, astern 
chain pickerel, nort hern yellow bullhead, 
northern common bullhead, eastern golden 
shiners, eastern common shiners, fallfish, 
long-nosed dace, east ern black-nosed dace 
and east ern common suckers. 

In addit ion, some shad migrate into the 
river, but cannot make it past the Pawtucket 
Falls in Lowell. 

As for salmon. The Fish and Wildlife 
Service reports it has not seen a salmon in 
the Merrimack in almost 50 years. Their ciis
appearance, it says, is attributed mainly to 
dams and pollution. 

We saw fewer species of fish than reported 
by the Fish and Wildlife Service and con
siderably fewer fishermen than Thoreau ob
served. 

In Concord, Mass. we saw boys catching 
horned pout and bass. Other fishermen re
ported having caught pickerel in the clearer 
waters of the Concord. 

Suckers and carp also reportedly fed off the 
bottom of the river and occasionally, with 
the bright sun reflecting off the surface of 
the calm waters, we could see what appeared 
to be minnows jumping on the surface. 

Turtles also abounded in the river. On one 
log laying in the water on the left bank of 
the Concord, we spotted about 20 little sun 
turtles basking in the sun. Along the shores, 
the shells of shellfish could also be found, 
apparently caught by beaver or muskrats, 
brought ashore, opened and eaten. 

When we got into the much larger Merri
mack, we observed fewer fish, especially when 
we passed through the larger cities of Lowell, 
Nashua and Manchester where the vast ma
jority of sewage and other wastes polluting 
the water enters the river. 

On the long, desolate stretches between 
the cities, however, more fish could be seen 
jumping in the water. 

Carp and suckers and horned pout were 
the only fish we saw in the sewage infested 
water near the large cities. Residents of 
Lowell and Manchester, however, reported 
having caught bass and even some perch from 
the banks of the river in their cities. 

Between the cities, the scavenger fish were 
joined by bass, pickerel, sun fish and 
minnows. 

Some people on these long stretches re
ported having caught or seen trout in these 
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waters, although most people agreed that 
trout were more plentiful in the clean b·rook.s 
and streams which run into the Merrimack. 

FISH PREFER STREAMS 

Owen Flynn, sports editor of The Sun, 
who has fished the river for many years, 
supports the observations we made. Trout 
and some of the more delicate fish , he tells 
us, enter the Merrimack from the clean 
brooks and streams. Because of the pollution 
on the larger river, however, most, he says, 
prefer to stay in the clear streams. 

Contrary to what we expected, more an
glers were seen in one day along the banks 
of the smaller Concord than in six days 
along the Merrimack river. Anglers abounded 
along the banks and in boats along the Con
cord river from the Concord bridge, almost 
to the dam at the old Talbot mills. 

In the Merrimack, we saw only six groups 
of fishers-one between Lowell and the Tyns
boro bridge, two others over sewer outfalls 
in Nashua, a group of boys at the mouth of 
a river of blood flowing from a slaughter 
house in Manchester into the Merrimack, 
another just above the dam in Manchester, 
and the last in a boat headed north in 
Concord, N.H. 

Ironically, approximately one half of the 
anglers on the Concord River happened to 
be colored people-all adults-from what are 
predominat ely all white communit ies. 

The remainder of the anglers were mixed 
between adults and young boys. 

Their main catches consisted of horned 
pout, bass, perch and sun fish. 

On the Merrimack, the staple catch was 
carp or suckers and horned pout, although 
further north some people were after bass, 
pickerel and perch. 

Some of the fishermen seen were more 
lucky than others. 

Two men fishing for bass and pickerel along 
the banks of the Merrimack in Tyngsboro 
had no luck at all on the Sunday we met 
them. 

Just above the Tyngsboro Bridge on Mon
day, however, a resident of the area re
ported his son and a friend had fished 86 
homed pout out of the river in a span of two 
hours the day before. 

NOT MUCH LUCK 

No one else had such luck, although lads 
fishing over sewer outfalls in Nashua and 
Manchester did manage to catch some carp. 
Fins of the huge carp and suckers could 
be seen as they fed on the raw sewage which 
poured out of pipes into the river in Nashua 
and Manchester. 

Perched above the sewer pipes or standing 
on the banks alongside, youths baited hooks 
with either kernels of corn or worms and in 
minutes usually had a large carp on the end 
of their line. Occasionally, a horned pout 
nibbled at their baited hook, but their pri
mary catch was carp and suckers. 

They fished only for the sport and fun of 
wrestling with the huge large scaled fish on 
the end of their lines. They either freed or 
left the fish they caught on the banks to 
die. 

The other groups of fishermen seen-one 
just above the dam in Manchester and 
another in Concord, N.H. heading north
had exactly the same number of worms 
when we met them as they had when they 
started fishing. Both groups of fishermen 
were primarily after bass and pickerel. 

From talking with people, we learned that 
many residents along the banks of the river 
above the Manchester dam fish the river 
for sport. On the days we traveled that 
stretch, however, we did not see any lines 
in the water. 

Nights, after we dockE:fd our boa.ts, or while 
resting during the days, we often spoke with 
residents about fishing in the river. Most of 
the more experienced fishermen we spoke 
with said they prefer to fish the long 
stretches between the huge cities where sew-

age is not so abundant than in or near the 
cities where the waters are more polluted. 

We found only one person, however, who 
said he took his catches home for his wife 
to serve on a platter. The others echoed the 
words of New Hampshire's former biologist 
and the fish and wildlife service-"! won't 
eat those fish. They live on sewage." 

The sewage dampens not only their ap
petite for the fish, but also their desire to go 
fishing. Most of the fishermen we spoke with 
told how they used to fish the river every 
chance they had, but now do not like to put 
their boats in the sewage infested water or 
expose their hands or other parts of their 
bodies to it. 

We used to spend weekends fishing be
tween Nashua and Manchester, said one man 
about 35 years old. Now we won't go near the 
water. I bought myself a trailer, and when 
I feel like going fishing I pack my gear in it 
and go up north or to upstate New York, he 
said. 

In Nashua, we spoke one night with sev
eral residents who had come down to the 
river to survey the progress made on the new 
Hudson bridge being built on the river. After 
assessing the progress made, their attention 
turned to kids fishing over a sewage outfall 
several yards below the new bridge. 

FILTH RUINS FISHING 

Watching the young boys reminded them 
of the days they fished the river. It's probably 
not as bad (polluted) now as it was then," 
one said, observing that many of the factories 
along the river haize closed down. Staring 
at the kids fishing over the sewer, he added, 
however, that the "dirt and filth the cities 
pour into the river takes all the enjoyment 
out of fishing ." 

"I don't fish any more," a Nashua barber, 
married with two children said, "at least 
not in the Merrimack." 

Normally, one would believe that people 
living along a river such as the Merrimack 
would enjoy not only fishing, but boating, 
and swimming and other water sports as 
well. But, as already seen, because of the 
pollution few fish the river. So even fewer 
swim in it. Boating is more popular, but 
water skiing and other sports in which the 
human body comes into contact with the 
water is virtually non-existent. 

The lone exception again is just above the 
dam in Manchester, where homes line both 
banks of the river and virtually all the resi
dents swim and boat on the river-we saw one 
lady with her two dogs out on a paddle 
boait---and most water ski. 

The only other sport along the river where 
boating seemed popular was between Lowell 
and Tyngsboro. We saw perhaps a dozen 
boats on the Sunday afternoon we plied that 
stretch of water. Most of the boats were 
docked at the Lowell Boat Club. 

Smaller craft, ma.inly canoes and row boa.ts 
were seen on the Concord River. 

But, for the most part, residents along both 
rivers enjoyed few of the advantages ex
pected from a water front home. 

We found only one family outside of the 
people 11ving · just aibove the dam in Man
chester, which swam in the Merrimack. "We 
probably shouldn't swim in the river," the 
man of the house said. "But we do anyway." 

others observe the "bathing prohibited" 
sign posted on the old Lowell Bath House on 
the Pawtucket Boulevard. 

Many, perhaps most of the people living 
a.long the Merrimack, don't have boa.ts of 
any kind. Moreover, a great majority do not 
even have steps or a path leading down to 
the river. 

Most of the residents we spoke with along 
the river admitted they do not use the 
river-some even forget it is in their back
yards, except on warm summer nights when 
it gives off gaseous odors. 

The only advantage it gives me, one resi
dent said, is a breath of cool air on warm 
days and a soenic view to look out over. On 
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warm nights the smel1 from the river negates 
all these benefits, he added. 

DON'T GO NEAR WATER 

Of most interest to us, however, was that 
many of the residents do along 'the river, have 
no access to it . Some have buil.Jt steps or worn 
pat hs to the river, but a surprisingly large 
num.ber simply do not go near it. "Whait do I 
want to go down there for," said one resi
dent, "I can't swim in it and I don't have a 
boa t ." He has two children and said that 1f he 
had steps or a path leading to the river, it 
would make lit easier for the children to fall 
in or try to go swimming. 

Another int eresting aspect of life along the 
river. ls that many of the homes ( especially 
in Hudson, N.H.) are abandoned. Other 
homes are only summer resident s. In Tyngs
boro, one man said he saw his neighbor 
whose home is used only during the sum
mer, one day in the past year. 

Fina.Uy, the benefits pollution in the river 
steals from people living along the river is 
indicated by the fact that for the most part, 
the banks of the Merrimack are underdevel
oped. Large stretches of land along the river 
( especially between Tyngsboro and Nashua, 
Nashua and Manchester, and Manchester and 
Concord) are desolate, the several points with 
no houses seen for miles. 

In this respect, the river remains much 
the same as Thoreau saw it. "As one ascends 
the Merrimack," he wrote, " he rarely sees a 
village, but for the most part, alternate wood 
and pasture lands, and sometimes a field of 
corn or potatoes, or rye or oats or English 
grass, with a few straggiling apple trees, and, 
at still longer intervals, a farmer's house." 

Farms still take up much of the l·and along 
the river. In Hudson, N.H., we visited with 
two farmers, al though other farms could be 
seen beyond the trees along the banks. Three 
golf courses also help make up the banks of 
the river. 

For the most pai,t, however, the river's 
banks are undeveloped. 

THE WAR IN VIETNAM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. PAT

TEN). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
BLACKBURN) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I pre
viously addressed the House on this sub
ject matter on Monday evening, but we 
did have a number of Members who could 
not appear at that time, and who also 
desired to express themselves concerning 
the subject of Vietnam and support of the 
President. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I will be 
very happy to recognize the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. STEIGER). 

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman from Georgia for 
yielding, and I would like to congratulate 
the gentleman for his concern and for his 
being willing to give evidence that all is 
not as represented in the advertisements 
paid for by some political circles and in 
the resolutions that are being circulated 
in this House even to this date. 

Mr. Speaker, everyone in Congress is 
not happy with the Vietnam positions as 
stated in recent newspaper advertise
ments and resolutions being circulated 
in the House of Representatives. There 
are still a lot of us around who think that 
1f the United States is in a war we should 
win it. 

There is no doubt that if the Com
munists continue to refuse meaningful 
negotiations, we can force a military 
victory. Some of us have a deadline also 

-not a deadline for withdrawal of 
American forces--but a deadline for the 
resumption of meaningful military ef
forts based upon the continued failure of 
meaningful Communist negotiations. Say 
January 1 of 1970 is our deadline. If by 
that time there is no progress in Paris 
or directly between Hanoi and Washing
ton, we will recognize that good will, con
ciliation, and conversation are not go
ing to get the job done. 

At this point, we should resume the 
bombing north of the 17th parallel in 
Vietnam. We should include the dikes 
of the Red River Delta as primary tar
gets. We should close the harbor at Hai
phong, either by bombing or mining. We 
should utilize the special infiltration 
teams of South Vietnamese rangers by 
having them invade North Vietnam in 
small groups with orders to do as much 
damage as possible. 

We believe that every time Saigon is 
shelled or ci'Vilians are attacked any
where in South Vietnam, American 
B-52's should bomb a North Vietnamese 
target and the North Vietnamese should 
be told this will happen. 

We offer this policy based on the firm 
conviction that Communists only under
stand strength. We think it is presump
tious of Congress to attempt to dictate 
military tactics or specific foreign pol
icies, so we will introduce no legislation. 
We recognize that every alected voice 
raised to urge instant withdrawal simply 
strengthens the Communist conviction 
that delay means victory for them a;1d 
death for many more American troops. 
However, we shall continue t-0 urge the 
President to take whatever military ac
tion he deems appropriate and to assure 
him that in our view most Americans are 
not willing to abandon Southeast Asia 
at the behest of the poJiticelly self
seeking. 

Mr. Speaker, I again thank the gen
tleman from Georgia for yielding me 
this time, and for the indulgence of the 
Members. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLACKBURN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, several 
weeks ago, when my colleague from Cali
fornia (Mr. McCLOSKEY) advised me of 
his and Mr. RIEGLE's plans to introduce 
their resolution-to conclude our combat 
operations in Vietnam by December 31, 
1970-I made it completely clear that 
even the serious suggestion of such an 
ill-conceived and presumptuous action 
was abhorrent and repugnant. 

To seriously offer this resolution for 
the consideration of the House of Repre
sentatives is to suggest that the Members 
of this body must either be ignorant of 
established Communist aspirations, ob
jectives, and strategy-or worse, totally 
indifferent to them. 

What this resolution would do would 
be to tell the President of the United 
States to surrender to a demand by the 
House that the President do what he has 
told the Communists he will not do: 
order a unilateral American withdrawal 
which will permit the Communists to 
gain tyrannical, bloody control of the 
whole of Vietnam and, in turn, embolden 

them to move to repeat their Vietnam 
strategy in an effort to gain similar con
trol over Laos, Oambodia, and Thailand. 

What this resolution would do would 
be to serve notice on the Communists 
that Vietnam is to be theirs, courtesy of 
the Congress of the United States, in 
abject betrayal of the hundreds of thou
sands of young Americans who have 
served in Vietnam, of those who have 
shed their blood there, and of those 
who have died there. 

It must be noted that this effort, like 
that by Senator GOODELL, is being forced 
by members of the President's own party 
in interesting concert with the political 
plans of such Democrats as Senator Mc
GoVERN and National Chairman Harris. 

According to the Washington Post of 
Saturday, September 27, 1969, Senator 
HARRIS "wants to help lead the war pro
tests, which last year the Democratic 
organization tried to muffle." 

I would advise the sponsors of this 
resolution that, under these circum
stances, their role is even more incon
gruous than that of the bewildered 
chairman of the party whose Johnson 
administration involved us, 550,000 
troops and billions of dollars strong, in 
this most nightmarish of wars, even as 
it denied those troops the hope of vic
tory and, in many respects, the chance 
of survival. 

I commend to the attention of the 
sponsors of this resolution these words, 
last Friday, by the distinguished gen
tleman from Pennsylvania, Senate Mi
nority Leader HUGH SCOTT: 

An automatic, precipitous deadline-type 
wit hdrawal (from Vietnam) would simply 
encourage the North Vietnamese to say: "All 
we have to do ls dig in and wait, the Ameri
cans will go home, and then we'll massacre 
the civilian populace." 

I commend to the attention of my col
leagues the fact that, every time Presi
dent Nixon, like President Johnson be
fore him, has made a move, has issued a 
statement, in the interest of real peace. 
Hanoi's propaganda agencies, like their 
so-called peace negotiators in Paris, 
have rushed forth to excoriate him. 

I find no cause to do anything that 
could possibly be used by the Communists 
to further their effort against this coun
try by attacking not just the President
but more importantly-the Presidency. 

I pref er that the RECORD show my po
sition as believing that, if we are to im
pose a time limit on anything, it should 
be on the time the President feels im
pelled to be patient with the Commu
nists--a limit on just how contemptuous 
we will permit the Communists to be of 
our desire and efforts for peace. 

I believe that if, within a certain rea
sonable period of time, the Communists 
continue to demonstrate no desire for 
peace, the President should take any and 
all military steps necessary to win the 
war at the earliest possible moment. 

I remind my distinguished colleagues 
that last October I cited repeated in
stances of demonstrated Communist 
contempt for our various ceasefires, our 
bombing halt, and various and related 
efforts to deescalate and end the war. 

I noted, then, that, in announcing his 
bombing halt, President Johnson said it 
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was a "step to really determine the good 
faith of those who have assured us that 
progress will result when bombing 
ceases." 

Mr. Speaker, as we look back, that, in
deed, was a long, long time ago-a tilp.e 
in which American casualties have in
creased daily-not in North Vietnam 
which created the conflict, but in South 
Vietnam, which continues to be the 
victim of that conflict. Down through 
these long and costly months in which, 
under the new administration of Presi
dent Nixon, several thousand American 
troops have been withdrawn in further 
demonstration of American good faith, 
we have continued to suffer abundant 
demonstrations of the real character and 
meaning of Communist "good faith." 

I note that, last Saturday, the distin
guished chairman of the Republican 
Party, Representative ROGERS MORTON, 
said: 

For the first time, there ls a significant 
shaft of light in that long dark tunnel of 
war ... In his press conference (last Fri-
day) ... the President called for national 
unity in support of his search for a lasting 
peace . . . I now ask you to close ranks be
hind our President and, further, urge the 
support of your friends and neighbors. I do 
not ask this of you as Republicans-but as 
concerned Americans. Our country des~rves 
no less. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend this state
ment to the judgment and conscience of 
every Member of this House--especially 
to those of the gentlemen who brought 
this resolution before us. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. I thank the gentle
man for his observations. 

Mr. STEIGER of Arlrona. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr WILLIAMS. I yield to the gentle
man from Arizona. 

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Does the 
gentleman feel that in addition to the 
lack of apparent political wisdDm to 
which he ref erred, the action of the Re
publicans which he named in his state
ment offers any comfort to the Com
munists at this point by taking a public 
position of this kind? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. There is no question 
about it. Actually I covered it in my 
statement. The resolution we are talk
ing about and some of the actions to 
which you referred are definitely pro
viding comfort to the Communists, pro
viding comfort to North Vietnam, the 
Vietcong, and all their Communist 
supporters. 

As I said in my statement, all this 
resolution is doing is telling the Com
munists, "Just hold on until December 
31, 1970. The Americans will have gone." 
And then they can resort to their old 
tactics to massacre-the massacre of 
civilians in South Vietnam, the murder 
of their leaders, and the very things 
which have been the earmark of the 
campaign of North Vietnam and the 
Vietcong. 

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. I thank the gentle
man for his remarks. I would like to com
ment that the observation of a time limit, 
if there is going to be one, should be on 
the negotiations in Paris. I personally 

think that the leadership .of our country, 
both the former administration and the 
present, has shown more than reasonable 
tolerance in the negotiation period. The 
efforts toward reasonableness have been 
shunted aside with a genuine mockery 
from the other side. 

I think the sooner we let it be known 
that the American public is not going to 
tolerate this loss of life with no end in 
view for an indefinite period, the sooner 
we will convince the North Vietnamese 
seriously to attempt to settle our differ
ences at the negotiating table. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I would like to re
spond by saying the gentleman is en
tirely correct. There is no question but 
that President Nixon is making a number 
of very sincere moves in an effort to 
bring peace in Vietnam, and every time 
the President makes such a move, the 
Communist propaganda agents, just like 
the Paris peace negotiators that I re
ferred to in my statement, cannot wait 
to misrepresent the President's intention. 

In all of the time since we stopped 
the bombing of North Vietnam, back in 
October of 1968, I personally have not 
seen one gesture of good will from North 
Vietnam or the Communists, which leads 
me to believe that they seek in any way 
true peace in Vietnam. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. BLACKBURN. I yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

First I should like to commend the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. BLACK
BURN) for taking the special order on 
Monday and again today to provide the 
opportunity for a colloquy on the Viet
nam issue. I commend him for his quick 
reaction against a so-called "bug out" 
plan being advocated by some of our col
leagues in this body and in the other 
body. 

Every Amerlcan would like to see the 
end of the Vietnam war today. Every 
American would like to see our boys re
turned home to their loved ones today. 
We all grow weary of this, our longest 
war in history. Yet, I feel that those who 
would bring all of our troops home no 
matter what are misreading the ma
jority of Amerlcans across this great 
country which has never before in his
tory said we cannot win so let us give 
up. 

There is no opportunity for a lasting 
peace if we just simply give up now. 
There is no point to further negotiations 
by North Vietnam of any kind of a sat
isfactory settlement-if they know that 
by simply killing more American soldiers 
without retaliation we will pull out in 15 
months leaving the South Vietnamese 
nation to be overrun by Communist 
hordes who will have the 15 months to 
prepare for the onslaught. What kind of 
a solution is that? 

Apparently forgotten in the debate is 
the fact that the North Vietnamese are 
the aggressors. They are the ones who 
attack below the DMZ and run for cover 
to their own country which we have 
not invaded. 

The President has announced the 
withdrawal of 60,000 American troops to 
show the world he is intent on peace and 
not the conquest of another nation. He 
has offered an olive branch. He has, how
ever, maintained that we not abandon 
South Vietnam until a peaceful satis
factory solution can be negotiated. 

If we abandon South Vietnam now, the 
whole Indochina Peninsula is lost to the 
Communists and make no mistake com
munism is still our real enemy in the con
flict in South Vietnam and in the entire 
world. 

Weighing the cost of resistance and 
the price of capitulation, even a patriot 
might say we are better off to quit before 
more blood is spilled. Weak nations 
throughout history have capitulated to 
a strong aggressor rather than suffer loss 
of lives and devastation of their land. 

But we are not a weak nation. We do 
not need to suffer the indignities of a 
surrender so that communism can con
tinue its march to complete our destruc
tion. Are we ready to say, better Red than 
dead. Are we ready to say, at the least, 
to South Vietnam, better for you to be 
Red than dead. 

I do not think the people of this great 
nation are ready to surrender to com
munism. Yet, a total surrender in Viet
nam could only be interpreted as such 
and a timetable withdrawal of all forces 
announced in advance is precisely that. 

We have stopped the bombing of mili
tary targets in North Vietnam. Since the 
beginning, we really have fought with 
one hand tied behind our back. Nego
tiate-why should they? They have every 
reason to believe they have nothing to 
lose. 

The President has taken steps he hopes 
will bring about an early and peaceful 
settlement to insure the integrity of 
South Vietnam. Let us support him until 
we see there is no hope for a peaceful 
settlement. 

If North Vietnam does not want peace, 
we have the resources to take the offen
sive. Our biggest error, it seems to me, is 
that we have not tried to win. 

We could easily blockade Haiphong 
Harbor to all shipping. We could, at least, 
engage in hot pursuit across the 17th 
parallel. We could impose economic sanc
tions on any country supplying North 
Vietnam with military supplies, certain
ly, but even to any goods including food. 

We must make every effort to negotiate 
an honorable settlement. History has 
shown that settlement of a military con
flict is not negotiated unless one of the 
adversaries is placed in a position where a 
solution to the end of the conflict be
comes imperative. 

On September 17, over 200 Members 
of the House participated in a special or
der designed to call attention to the in
humane ·treatment of our prisoners of 
war. The total disregard for the 1949 
Geneva Convention clearly shows the 
kind of an enemy we are fighting in 
South Vietnam. 

Just yesterday, I received a letter from 
a first lieutenant infantryman, a con
stituent of mine, who writes: 

I would like to return home to my wife 
and family as much as any man in this 
country. However, I feel that a tragic mistake 
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is being made in withdrawing troops from 
this area without some sort of master plan. 
Areas and people are being left unprotected 
and many units are trying to operate at 
reduced strength. I fear that the same mis
take is being made in Vietnam that was made 
in Korea. We have not stopped Communism. 
We have not settled anything, and yet we 
are pulling out. 

I have received many letters like this 
from boys enlisted or drafted into the 
Armed Forces from my district. I doubt 
if they are much different from most 
other young men in the service from 
other districts over the Nation. We must, 
of course, support our young men in 
Vietnam. But, we must also support their 
Commander in Chief, our President, in 
those decisions he feels necessary to give 
him a chance to resolve the conflict. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding 
me this time, and I appreciate the ef
fort which he is making, as I have stated, 
and giving us this opportunity for dis
cussion and colloquy on this most im
portant subject. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. I U1ank the gentle
man for his remarks. 

By way of illustration of his sentiment 
that the majority of the American peo
ple do not favor a surrender under any 
guise, a recent survey which was run 
1n my own district indicated that in ex
cess of 74.6 percent of the people in my 
district favor setting a definite time 
limit on the negotiations in Paris and in 
the absence of meaningful concessions 
from the North Vietnamese 62.5 percent 
favor using our maximum military, eco
nomic and diplomatic pressure to bring 
this matter to an honorable conclusion. 

I believe this poll ls probably repre
sentative of a great number of districts 
throughout the Nation. It would be a 
tragic error if the North Vietnamese 
should interpret the very vocal but small 
group who are crying for peace at any 
price to be symbolic of the will of the 
American people. The American people 
have never surrendered in armed con
flict. We certainly are not going to suf
fer the indignity now at the hands of a 
fifth-rate power. 

Mr. WYLIE. I would hope not. I ap
preciate the comments of the gentleman. 

In my own district a poll has indicated 
a reflection of views similar to those of 
the constituents of the gentleman from 
Georgia. 

I have not seen a recent poll on what 
action the United States should take by 
some of the professional pollsters, but 
at no time have I ever seen a poll which 
said that a majority of the people of this 
country favored a unilateral surrender in 
South Vietnam. I do not believe we have 
come to that place yet. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. I certainly agree 
with the gentleman. 

Mr. WYLIE. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr. 

Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BLACKBURN. I am happy to yield 

to my colleague from Georgia. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. I thank 

the gentleman for yielding. 
On the walls of this Chamber are pic

tures of two great men, Washington and 
Lafayette, Lafayette was a Frenchman. 
His contribution to this country was that 
the French helped us, in effect, guarantee 

and insure our freedom. We would not be 
the Nation we are today were it not for 
the fact that a foreign power, France, 
and some foreign individuals in that 
country, thought enough to come over 
here and in effect help and support our 
effort to have our own right of self
determination for the type of govern
ment we wanted. 

President Kennedy and President 
Johnson throughout the entire involve
ment in Vietnam stated over and over our 
only purpose in Vietnam has been to 
assure the South Vietnamese of their 
right to self-determination, their right 
in a free election, an election in which 
there is no coersion either by ourselves or 
the North Vietnamese, to determine their 
own future. 

Perhaps our mistake-and certainly 
we have made mistakes in this-has been 
the manner in which we became involved 
in this war, because we went into this 
war with the declared intention of not 
trying to seek victory over the North 
Vietnamese. 

Over and over we heard President 
Johnson particularly state that we are 
not trying to defeat North Vietnam but 
are trying to show them aggression does 
not pay and that we will, in effect, put up 
a shield to protect the people of South 
Vietnam. Regrettably, the political lead
ers in this country did not stand behind 
President Johnson. I, for one, was con
vinced and continue to be convinced that 
had there been a unified effort behind the 
President, 1, 2, 3, or even 4 years ago, 
and the North Vietnamese were con
vinced that the American politicians were 
not going to try to make political profit 
for their own benefit out of cutting at 
the President, the war would have al
ready been over and President Nixon 
would not have inherited the situation 
that he inherited. President Nixon-al
low me to say this-is the first President 
who has, in effect, made any moves at 
deescalating this particular conflict. We 
saw constant escalation going on under 
Presidents Kennedy and Johnson. Pres
ident Nixon is, in effect, trying to end 
the American involvement in Vietnam. 

He has come into this situation not be
cause of choice, but because the Ameri
can public had confidence in him and 
elected him to this post. We saw Presi
dent Johnson in an obvious political 
move a few days prior to the election, 
and I believe, in an attempt to influence 
the outcome of that election, cease the 
bombing of North Vietnam. This cer
tainly put handcuffs on the incoming 
President so far as attempting to put any 
pressure on the North Vietnamese was 
concerned at the negotiating table. He 
is operating under the severest of handi
caps that any person could possibly have. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, the thing that par
ticularly distresses me is to see people 
within his own party, both within this 
Chamber and the other body, attempting 
to and making personal political gain at 
the sacrifice, in effect, of thousands and 
thousands of American boys who have 
died in Vietnam while trying to assure 
the right of self-determination of the 
South Vietnamese. Make no mistake 
about it, there are people both within 
my party and the other party who are 
doing this for their own political reasons. 

No, it is not popular sometimes to stand 
behind the President. He has more 
knowledge of this situation than we have 
and has more information, and he has 
a determination to bring this conflict to 
a close. I believe he will bring it to a close. 
But if there is going to be any conclusion 
which will be anything other than abso
lute surrender for this greatest nation 
on the face of the earth to a small power, 
it will require political leaders in this 
country to stand behind their President. 

Let me make an additional point here, 
and let me make this crystal clear. In 
asking the political leaders of this coun
try to stand behind their President, I am 
not asking them to stand behind one who 
desires to make war. It is not his desire 
to do so. His desire is to seek peace. But 
it is very obvious that if the enemy be
lieves there are enough political leaders 
in the country who will create such di
version and division among the American 
public that it will be impossible for him 
to carry out his announced intention of 
negotiating an honorable settlement, 
then the North Vietnamese will negotiate 
in no meaningful fashion. 

So, Mr. Speaker, the plea that I am 
making tonight is simply this: that we do 
have a moratorium on the undercutting 
of the President by certainly the mem
bers of his own party and the members 
of the other party, because it is in the 
national interest and in the interests of 
freedom-loving people of the world 
everywhere. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ap
preciate the gentleman bringing to the 
attention of our body the fact that we 
did receive at a very crucial time from 
another power, France, aid and assist
ance. Without this assistance we could 
well never survived the American Revo
lution. 

Certainly all of us should be grateful 
for that help and I think in a very real 
sense the people of South Vietnam have 
a debt of gratitude to the people of this 
country in the same sense as has been 
expressed by my colleague, the gentle
man from Georgia (Mr. THOMPSON). 

Mr. Speaker, as an illustration of the 
position that the President has stated in 
public appearances, I insert into the 
RECORD at this point comments made by 
President Nixon, one of May 14, 1969, 
and one of September 1969 as an illus
tration of the degree with which the 
South Vietnamese people are reestablish
ing local government. I am going to in
sert these comments relating to villages 
and hamlets as illustrations of what is 
happening in South Vietnam during the 
last year and a half. 

The matter ref erred to fallows: 
VIETNAM: PRESIDENT RICHARD M. NIXON'S 

PLEDGE 

ADDRESS TO THE AMERICAN PEOPLE, MAY 14, 
1969 

We have also ruled out either a one-sided 
withdrawal from Vietnam, or the acceptance 
ln Paris of terms that would amount to a 
disguised American defeat. 

When we assumed the burden of helping 
to defend South Vietnam, millions of South 
Vietnamese men, women and children placed 
their trust in us. To abandon them now 
would risk a massacre that would shock and 
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dismay everyone in the world who values 
human life. 

Abandoning the South Vietnamese people, 
however, would jeopardize more than lives 
in South Vietnam. It would threaten our 
long-term hopes for peace in the world. A 
great nation cannot renege on its pledges. 
A great nation must be worthy of trust .... 

If we simply abandoned our effort in Viet
nam, the cause of peace might not survive 
the damage that would be done to other na
tions' confidence in our reliab111ty. 

If Hanoi were to succeed in taking over 
South Vietnam by force--even after the 
power of the United States had been en
gaged-it would greatly strengthen those 
leaders who scorn negotiation, who advocate 
aggression, who minimize the risks of con
frontation with the United States. It would 
bring peace now but it would enormously 
increase the danger of a bigger war later. 

PRESS CONFERENCE, MARCH 4, 1969 

I think that the American people will sup
port a President if they are told by the 
President why we are there, what our objec
tives are, what the costs will be, and what 
the consequences would be if we took an
other course of action .... It is the respon
sibility of a President to examine all of the 
options that we have and then if he finds 
that the course he has to take is one that 
is not popular, he has to explain it to the 
American people and gain their support. 

VILLAGE AND HAMLET ELECTIONS 

A. SEPTEMBER 1969 ELECTIONS 

The Republic of Viet-Nam will conduct a 
third round of 1969 village and hamlet elec
tions -during September. Scheduled for the 
first three Sundays of the month, these 
elections will bring self-government to more 
than 700 villages and hamlets in recently 
pacified areas of the country. 

Statistics from previous local elections 
held since 1967 indicate that elected gov
ernments are already functioning in 1,891 
(88.8%) of South Viet-Nam's 2,130 villages 
and 8,776 (81.4 %) of the estimated 10,775 
hamlets. (These figures are not exact but 
represent the best estimates by the Ministry 
of the Interior; precise figures are hard to 
come by because of population shifts under 
wartime conditions and consolidation for 
security purposes under the pacification pro
gram.) 

The villages and hamlets holding elections 
this month have been run by appointed of
ficials installed when pacification began. 
Authorities say elected governments can 
now operate in these communities because 
of the improved conditions and increased 
security. 

Local elections will continue to be held 
during the rest of this year, until self-gov
ernment is brought to virtually all of South 
Viet-Nam's villages, completing the elec
toral process began in April 1967. 

The purpose of local elections, as stated by 
GVN officials, is to restore the centuries-old 
tradition of village autonomy and move 
nearer to the goal of full representative 
democracy. As an important part of the 
process of restoring local autonomy, the GVN 
has recently strengthened the powers of 
elected village officials by giving them au
thor! ty over budgets and taxes and control 
of Popular Forces platoon, People's Civil 
Self-Defense Forces and Revolutionary De
velopment teams operating within their 
jurisdiction. 

B. HISTORY OF LOCAL ELECTIONS 

The village 
The village is the basic social and political 

unit of Vietnamese society. It is not a vil
lage in the European or American sense but 
is more akin to a British borough or Amer
ican county, containing anywhere from two 
to ten hamlets and embracing rice fields, 
commons, forests, marketplaces, housing 

areas and a generally cohesive population. 
The village has traditionally been governed 
by a council of elders and notables chosen 
for their devotion to Confucian ideals and 
contributions to village welfare. Within the 
village the hamlets are like precincts, use
ful for administration but With no real legal 
autonomy or budgets of their own. 

Village elections suspended 
Security reasons and the desire rapidly 

to establish effective administrative control 
in the country moved the GVN to suspend 
village elections in 1956, and all local offi
cials were appointed thereafter. The change 
occurred during a period of Wide-spread 
terrorism by the Viet Oong directed against 
local officials who were largely unable to 
introduce effective local administration. Lat
er, in an effort to improve village and hamlet 
security, the regime undertook a program of 
"strategic hamlets" based on organizing and 
arming the hamlets to contribute to their 
own defense. By emphasizing the hamlet, this 
program further contributed to a lessening 
of village authority and strength. 

Election decree of 1964 
Every government of Viet-Nam since the 

overthrow of Ngo Dinh Diem in November 
1963 has committed. itself to a return to vil
lage democracy. A village election decree pro
viding for deliberative and executive village 
organs was issued in May 1964; but the vil
lage councils elected were ptllrely advisory, 
and the village chief and his staff were still 
appointive officials. 

Election decree of 1966 
In March 1966 the GVN began to draft 

laws for the reorganization of village and 
hamlet governments and election of respon
sible officials at the local level. Work on 
these laws was delayed because of govern
ment preoccupation With the Buddhist strug
gle and preparation for the Constituent As
sembly elections in September 1966. A decree 
was finally issued December 1966 governing 
the village and hamlet elections of 1967 
and all subsequent elections. It also gave 
village councils increased authority over 
budgets, taxes, land transfers, public services 
and internal legal matters. It forbade provin
cial and district interference with village 
government and put a stop to higher officials 
tapping village budgets and taxes to defray 
district and provincial expenses. In January 
1969 an amendment to the 1966 decree con
siderably shortened and simplified the elec
toral process. 

1967 elections 
The first round of villages and hamlet elec

tions was held in April, May and June of 
1967. These elections were bitterly opposed 
by the Communists, who killed six and kid
napped 18 candidates, killed 15 and kid
napped 38 voters, in 555 terrorist incidents. 
Despite Viet Cong attempts to frustrate the 
elections, 2,511,543 voters (77.6 % of those 
registered) elected officials in 984 villages 
and 4,600 hamlets. 

1968 elections 
Local elections during 1968 saw some 300,-

000 additional voters choose officials in 120 
villages and 236 hamlets. 

1969 elections 
On eight Sundays in March and June of 

this year, despite dangers posed by the com
munists' post-Tet offensive, nearly 90% of 
the eligible electorate turned out in village 
and hamlet elections around the nation. 

The 1,553,308 men and women who went 
to the polls in March elected 7,741 leaders 
in 589 additional vlllages and 3,031 additional 
·hamlets. The average of 1.7 candidates who 
stood for each post was a high figure in a 
country where local officials have long been 
prime targets for Viet Cong assassinations. 
The March elections reflected the success 
achieved by the Accelerated Paci.fl.cation 
Campaign launched in November, 1968. 

During the J une elections, 1,092 candidates 
were elected to membership on local village 
coUE.cils and 1,121 hamlet chiefs were chosen 
for office, mostly in newly secured areas. I t 
was estimated that close to 90 percent of the 
eligible voters in the various villages and 
hamlets turned out to vote--d.espite commu
nist violence. 

Government authorities announced that in 
the June village council elections, 118,043 
of the 132,959 registered voters, or 38.7 per
cent, went to the polls. Further, 89 percent, 
or 282,169 of the 316,720 registered voters 
went to the polls in the hamlets. 

C. ELECTION DETAILS 

Preparation 

The GVN's objective is to hold elections in 
all villages and hamlets in Hamlet Evaluation 
Survey (HES) classifications A, B, C, and D 
Without elected officials by the end of 1969. 
The September elections are the third step 
in reaching that goal. The Ministries of In
formation, National Defense and Interior are 
supporting the information and security as
pects of the election. Final lists of voters and 
candidates are posted not less than ten days 
before the polling each week. Candidates 
for village and hamlet posts are permitted to 
campaign during the five days prior to the 
election. 

Village elections 
A Village Council of 6-12 members, de

pending on the population, is elected for 
three years. The Village Council chooses the 
Village Chief from among its members, and 
he in turn nominates members of his staff, 
including two deputy chiefs, for Council ap
proval. His staff is then known as the Village 
Administi:ative Committee; its members a.re 
responsible for security, education, agricul
ture, public health, administration and tax 
matters. 

The Village Council shares authority with 
the Village Chief. It must be consulted on 
some tax collection procedures and on the 
use of village-owned land. Its concurrence is 
required before projects, usually public 
works, can be undertaken in the village. The 
Province Chief does not have the right of 
arbitrary removal of Council members and 
cannot remove the Village Chief Without 
their concurrence. 

Hamlet elections 
Hamlet Chiefs are directly elected for three 

years. Deputy Hamlet Chiefs are elected only 
in hamlets of more than 3,000 population, 
also for a three-year term. The Hamlet Chief 
has two assistants, one for security and one 
for administration, whose appointments 
must be approved by the Village Council. 
The hamlet is a sub-unit of the village, and 
the Hamlet Chief operates under the direc
tion of the Village Chief. 

Administrative reforms 
An April 1969 GVN decree reinforced the 

development of local autonomy by further· 
strengthening the powers of elected officials. 
The Popular Forces (PF) and the Peoples 
Self-Defense Forces now come under opera
tional control of the Village Councils and 
Village Chiefs, which means a substantial 
local defense capa.b111ty responsive to local 
direction and under unity of command. Rev
olutionary Development (RD) cadres as
signed to a particular village remain there 
permanently to further the development of 
local government, defense and self-help proj
ects. They, too, a.re now under the control 
of the Village Council and Chief. 

Villages now decide on their own which 
self-help projects they will undertake, usually 
with the people supplying the labor and the 
central government the materials to con
struct faclllties. To help them get started 
the Ministry of Rural Development has al
located a total of 2,000 million piasters (US 
$16,949.153) in self-help funds for an initial 
1,681 villages. Each village with an elected 
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government will receive one millio..! piasters 
(US $8,500) to finance its rural development 
programs. The Village Council may spend the 
money as it sees fit for projects requested by 
the people-schools, roads, bridges, wells, 
dispensaries, marketplaces, etc. 

Having set in motion the process of re
storing self-rule through elections and en
couraging rural people to take a more active 
role in planning and executing village de
velopment projects, the GVN in February 
1969 launched a program for training local 
officials in the political, economic and admin
istrative arts necessary for effective self-rule. 
By the end of 1969 nearly 63,000 village and 
hamlet officials will have received training 
in village development, pacification tech
niques, deployment of self-defense forces, 
national politics, budgets, taxation systems 
and other essential administrative skills. 

Mr. FREY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLACKBURN. I shall be happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. FREY. Mr. Speaker, wlth four col
leagues of mine, we did during the recess 
visit South Vietnam, two on the other 
side and three on this side of the aisle. 
We went with an open mind, really 
wondering what was happening over 
there. We learned a lot and, frankly, 
as a freshman Member of Congress we 
had read over the years that each time 
someone went over there they came back 
with the statement that we were to 
achieve a military victory. All of us will 
recall that former Secretary of Defense 
McNamara went over there nine times 
and each time when he returned he said 
that we were going to have a military 
victory. So, we were wondering what was 
happening in Vietnam. 

I shall not attempt to stand here in 
front of this body and say that we came 
back as experts, because that is not true. 
But I think it is true that we came to a 
better understanding of what was going 
on, with a better understanding of what 
was involved and this is true because you 
can see and feel it and can talk with the 
people involved. 

One must remember and learn a les
son and that is that the war in Vietnam 
is a four-part war. It is not a military 
war. It is a war of pacification, an eco
nomic war, a political war, because they 
are attempting to build a nation over 
there under extreme circumstances. 

We had an opportunity to talk to the 
legislators over there, some of whom had 
lived in North Vietnam and one of whom 
had been a legislator in North Vietnam 
before about 1 million of his fellow coun
trymen were driven to the south. That 
was at the time when Ho Chi Minh 
killed between 50,000 and 100,000 people 
who did not agree with him. 

The fact of the matter is they have a 
long way to go. It is no easy task. Their 
country has been torn apart for years. 
However, I was amazed that they were 
doing as good a job as they were under 
the circumstances. 

For instance, the educational level, I 
believe, is that 86 percent of the young 
people over there will receive 5 or 6 years 
of education in South Vietnam. 

With reference to the economic situa
tion, next year they will export rice un
der these circumstances. 

We looked at this question also: Are 
the people in South Vietnam loyal to the 

government? Of course, this is really a 
key question. The real test of that fact 
is expressed in the action of the govern
ment of South Vietnam when it turned 
over 500,000 arms to the provincial and 
district troops. These are not the regular 
ARVN troops but are the troops who are 
guarding the villages and hamlets. This 
was a risk, because if they were not loyal 
to the government and if they did not 
believe in the government of the South 
Vietnamese, the arms would be used 
against them. 

We looked at the pacification program 
in South Vietnam. It has the support of 
about 86 percent of all the villages. When 
we use the expression "pacification " 
this really falls into different categorie's. 
Generally, I think pacification means 
that you can go into one of these villages 
?r hamlets and not get shot. However, 
it does not mean that you can run around 
the countryside and not take any risk. 
However, they are making progress. The 
road is open all the way to the DMZ and 
the railroad is being rebuilt. 

Mr. Speaker, these people have been 
in the middle of war and a great many 
of them have been killed. There have 
been over 10,000 village chiefs and offi
cers killed over the last 10 or 12 years 
!hey are making progress and are mov~ 
mg forward and are trying to build a 
government. It is not a grassroots gov
ernment as we know it here and I think 
~o ~ompare it to our form of government 
is ridiculous under the circumstances. 

Th~y are trying to build a defense 
ma~hme from the top down. They are 
trymg to do it, for instance, in the delta 
thrc,~h the Tillers of the Soil Act. This 
act, ~f _Passed, will give about 800,000 to 
1 million acres to the fellow working 
the Ian~, which did not exist before. They 
are trymg other reforms. 

Yes, of course there is the black mar
ket, an~ this black market over there 
we saw m the streets of Saigon, but yet 
when you compare it to the situation in 
Kor~a at the same time, there is a world 
of difference, it is much better in Viet
nam. 

~.ertain~y I t?ink when we look at the 
mihtary _situat10n, when we realize that 
w~ are m a position where the North 
Vietnamese can hit and run across the 
border, and come back again; where we 
have been restricted in our targets that 
we c~n hit, where we have the stalemate, 
and impasse; I, for one, came back with 
the f~eling that what we must do under 
the circum_stances is withdraw our troops 
at staged mtervals, withdraw them and 
r~place them with troops of the South 
Vietnamese as quickly as possible. 

I say that for this reason: I say it 
becaus~ the other alternatives of pulling 
out unilaterally, I believe, do not make 
any s~nse whatsoever. Whether Vietnam 
was important or was not important 
years ago, we made it important. 

When you are over there I think you 
understa?d ~hat the. United States just 
ca~not hve m isolation in this world. I 
thmk all of us at times wish some of the 
problems would go away. I know I do. 

But regardless of your belief in the 
~omino theory, or any other theory, I 
~ust wonder what would happen if, for 
mstance, say that whole part of the 

world over there was united behind Com
munist China, I think that Vietnam itself 
might be regarded as just a warmup. 

~ut to return to what I was saying, I 
think that the action that the President 
has taken, frankly, is the only one that 
makes any sense. The Communists of 
North Vietnam are playing a crescendo 
you might say, as far as the battle goes'. 
They will run up the scale maybe every 
60 days or 80 days now to keep the pres
sure on the United States, to keep the 
pressure on our troops over there, and 
then they will back off. It is not a lull. 
I will tell you, I hope no one uses that 
word to the troops there. To the troops 
in the field there is no such thing as a 
lull, but they will back off in their scale 
of fighting, but they are continually 
keeping the pressure on. Frankly, they 
are trying to pressure the people of the 
United States into taking some precipi
tous action. 

Time is on our side. By changing the 
stalemate, by setting for the first time 
a new course of action where there is 
an end in sight for the American people 
I think in essence we can frustrate th~ 
Communists who want to force us to 
do something; who want to force us to 
just pull up and leave. 

I think this, too: I think that both our 
friends and our foes alike should know 
th~t we are starting on this course; that 
this appears to be the right course to 
follow. I feel it is the right course. But 
do not take anything for granted. I do 
not believe that if positions change we 
should not revalue it, and what we are 
doing, and that we should not look at it 
again. 

Certainly this is not a sign of weakness 
in any sense, to frankly carry out the 
policy of allowing Asians to fight an 
Asian war, and help them logistically. 

But I think I want to make that point 
clear. I know I want to make that one 
point clear, and that is do not sell us 
short, do not sell the people in this coun
try short. Certainly the young men over 
there-and that is all they really are, is 
young men-I am never going to have 
any fear for the future of this country. 
These are fine young men. They are not 
all happy. Every one of them knows the 
date that they are going to come back, 
they have it worked out like we all did 
down to the last minute and second. But 
they are doing their job, and it is a tough 
job, and they are doing this tough job 
under all kinds of impossible conditions, 
and in beating Charlie at his own game. 

There is no such thing as a good war, 
and there is no good place ti fight. I cer
tainly hope in the future if this country 
ever does get into another war we are not 
going to do it unless we assume the obli
gation of doing everything we can to 
back up the boys over there. But that is 
for the future. It is where we are at now 
that I think we want to do something 
about. And I for one am gla .. : that we are 
taking action and are finally going to ac-
complish something so that there is an 
end in sight so far as this country's 
involvement in the war and so far as the 
war in Vietnam is concerned. 

Again I thank the gentleman for yield
ing. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for giving us the 



October 1, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 28023 
benefit of his experience and his views, 
having been there. I simply want to state 
by own personal agreement. No matter 
what the debate may :have been over 
the value of Vietnam 5 or 10 years ago, 
the fact of the matter is today that it 
is extremely important, if for no other 
reason that America has put her prestige 
on the line there. 

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, suddenly, 
overnight, the Nation is plagued with 
"instant experts'' on foreign policy with 
easy solutions to U.S. involvement in the 
Southeast Asia theater. The second
guessers in both political parties are hav
ing a field day at the expense of thou
sands of dedicated American young men 
who gave their lives in the cause of free
dom. 

Sometimes it looks like an auction
seeing who can outbid the President on 
withdrawals. And it is so obvious these 
vocal hucksters are completely lacking 
in qualifications to formulate an intel
ligent judgment. When President Nixon 
announces a proposed withdrawal of 
50,000 troops, an eager politician bids 
100,000; then, not to be outdone, a col
league goes for 200,000, and another 
starry-eyed hero wearing an ensemble of 
dovefeathers, cries out for immediate 
withdrawal of everybody, yesterday. 

Mr. Speaker, the President of the 
United States inherited a miserable 
situation, and he has responsibly and 
methodically gone about the business, 
for the first time since 1960, of reducing 
American troops in Vietnam-something 
neither John Kennedy nor Lyndon John
son did as President. Yet, this is not 
enough for the "instant experts." There 
is no person in the United States of 
America today that has more accurate 
and more information available than our 
President. He also has the advice, guid
ance, judgment, and suggestions of the 
Secretary of Defense, Mel Laird, Secre
tary of State, Bill Rogers, not to men
tion Henry Cabot Lodge. 

I do not know, Mr. Speaker, what so
lutions are offered by the instant with
drawal crowd, other than to appeal to 
the emotional responses of f am111es who 
have loved ones involved; however, I do 
know it is not a traditional American 
posture to run up the white flag of sur
render, to turn tail and run, to abdicate 
the honor of our commitments. 

Many responsible citizens find it dif
ficult to reconcile our "limited war" pas
ture, and I agree. There are those who 
feel we should declare an ultimatum: 
Tell the Communists of North Vietnam 
that as of a date certain, unless positive 
steps for peace are taken, and complete 
cease fire, to get the women and children 
out of Hanoi and any other target area, 
because the United States is no longer 
interested in a prolonged indecisive no
progress negotiation. Let them know we 
will no longer consider North Vietnam 
a sanctuary, and we will take whatever 
responsible steps that may be necessary 
to win. This, of course, would include 
bombing dikes, industrial targets, block
ading Haiphong, and shutting off sup
plies of all types. 

Mr. Speaker, only the President of the 
United States has the authority and ca-

pability to win the peace. He should be 
permitted to do so, without demagoguery 
and political opportunism. 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Speaker, as Members 
of the House know, I yield to no one in 
my desire to see the Vietnam war brought 
to an honorable and speedy conclusion. 
The killing of American and South Viet
namese boys and the destruction result
ing from the effort of North Vietnam and 
the Vietcong to take over South _ Viet
nam by force represent one of the great 
tragedies of this century. 

We all hope that the Paris peace ne
gotiations ultimately will be successful, 
but thus far our side has made the con
cessions and the other side has repu
diated them. In my opinion, it is obvious 
that the Communists believe that if they 
can only hold out long enough, American 
public opinion will force the American 
Government to pull out unilaterally and 
precipitately in a def eat that will have 
repercussions for our country and the 
free world for decades to come. 

It is my belief that well-intentioned 
proposals calling for the complete with
drawal of all American forces by a fixed 
period, such as the end of 1970, would 
have the effect of prolonging the killing 
and of delaying a peaceful settlement. 
What possible incentive is there for the 
Communist negotiators in Paris to ne
gotiate an agreement with us if we an
nounce in advance that we are going to 
pull out anyway by the end of 1970. 
Meanwhile, the Communists would 
prosecute the war to enhance their 
chances for a complete takeover after 
.the Americans had gone. 

Not only are such proposals unrealis
tic, in my opinion, but they do not keep 
faith with the thousands of Americans 
who ha~,e been wounded, killed and taken 
prisoner. We should keep these men and 
their families very much in mind as we 
consider how to speed the end of this war. 
Many of them are saying, "Let us not 
have made our sacrifice in vain." 

Mr. LUKENS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
earnest dismay over the attack by some 
Members of this body on the Nixon ad
ministration's handling of the war in 
Vietnam. They are quick to criticize hut 
offer no proposals for achieving a lasting 
and honorable peace in Vietnam. The 
Nixon administration, on the other 
hand, has been doing everything hu
manly possible to indicate our sincere 
and earnest desire for a peaceful settle
ment. 

I deeply regret that some of my col
leagues are inserting a knife in the back 
of a Republican President and a Repub
lican administration which has inherited 
some of the most severe problems our 
country has ever faced. 

It is obvious that the dissenting Mem
bers on either side of the aisle do not 
have access to hard intelligence infor
mation surrounding the situation in 
South and North Vietnam. It is also ob
vious that they do not have the experi
ence nor the exposure that the Presi
dent of the United States has in dealing 
with this problem. Thus they are not in 
a position to question the judgment of 
the Chief Executive of this Nation-a 
President who has made remarkable 

progress in extricating America from the 
horrible situation he inheriteC: in Janu
ary of this year. 

It is also obvious they have very short 
memories. Many of those voices among us 
dispaired because we dared to protect 
a defenseless people who were faced with 
invasion by an outside force. They cry 
out now because we help protect the vil
lages and innocent peasants from inhu
man Communist atrocities. These same 
voices have continuously espoused intol
erable concessions to bring about nego
tiations at any price. They began by in
fluencing decisions which resulted in our 
failure to block the seaport of Haiphong 
and to our bombing of cowpaths instead 
of strategic military targets. 

Because of this influence, we held back 
until antiaircraft missile capability was 
established by North Vietnam, resulting 
in many American deaths. We have hon
ored many truces, all of which resulted 
in the dashing of our hopes for a cease
fire, and in the rebuilding by the enemy 
of their ability to kill Americans during 
such lulls. This merely resulted in a 
stronger enemy, a refreshed enemy; and 
a better equipped enemy, with an in
creased capability to kill. 

"Stop the bombing of the North," cried 
those same timid souls to show our sin
cere desire for a negotiated peace. We did 
stop. Not once, but 11 times. This bomb
ing cessation resulted only in military 
escalation by the North Viet Communists, 
who are now entirely free of harass
ment in the North. Daily they violate the 
demilitarized zone, while still fighting 
and killing innocent civilians in the 
South. 

Still not satisfied, we heard the cry 
"pull some of our troops out." The Presi
dent has indeed scheduled the with
drawal of almost 60;000 men as of this 
date. Their response, ''Not enough, 
merely a political move," "not of any 
consequence." Yet how they would have 
ranted and raved if we had sent in an ad
ditional 60,000. The result of the pull
out has been, inevitably, more casualties, 
:..aore atrocities, and more aggressive ac
tion by the enemy. Now those same voices 
are demanding that we must pull all of 
our men out. 

Gentlemen, we have gone that extra 
mile. Time and time again. The only sure 
means of achieving peace in the face of 
this continued Communist aggression, if 
we are to believe these voices, is to once 
again turn our backs on an innocent, 
Communist invaded country and run to 
"safety." Someday we may not have any 
place to which we can run. Then our only 
chance for peace will be submission. 

In the name of peace, those people, 
either naively or intentionally have re
layed the enemy propaganda. They have 
had their say. Their proposals have not 
been successful because they assumed the 
Communists want peace. The Commu
nists do not want peace, a fact which 
they daily prove. 

Neither South Vietnam nor the United 
States are the aggressor. The aggresors 
are the Communists. The Communists 
do not want peace so long as they make 
progress through aggression in all parts 
of the world. It should be apparent to 
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any objective observer that we wm have 
peace only when aggression is punished, 
only when we negotiate from a position 
of strength. 

In order to minimize casualties, per
haps it is time to finally resolve this issue. 
To do so, we must consider using every 
conventional resource available to us to 
achieve what every sensible patriotic 
American knows we can achieve-a mili
tary victory in Vietnam. 

I would like to close with a quote, Mr. 
Speaker, which runs thus: 

A coward ls a man who does not realize 
that his safety depends on his courage. 

A nation bogged down in the quagmire 
of indecision, torn by disunity, faced with 
the dissolution of ethics, is truly a 
coward. America must realize that the 
path to greatness, to a meaningful peace, 
and to real equality and freedom for all 
has always been to face physical suffering 
with moral courage born of spiritual 
belief. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members de
siring to do so may have 5 legislative 
days in which to extend their remarks 
on the subject of my special order today, 
the war in Vietnam. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

NATIONAL ADULT-YOUTH 
COMMUNICATIONS WEEK 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Maryland (Mr. HOGAN) is rec
ognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, as a re
sult of the adoption of Joint Resolution 
814, sponsored by myself and many col
leagues in this Congress, President 
Nixon has proclaimed this week as Na
tional Adult-Youth Communications 
Week. 

I would, the ref ore, like to take this 
opportunity to publicize one area of ac
tivity with which I am personally ac
quainted, where the different generations 
have been communicating and have pro
duced tangible results. I speak of the dia
log and joint efforts which characterize 
the membership of my task force on 
youth. 

After my election to the 9 lst Congress, 
I set about establishing various task 
forces to enable individual citizens to 
affect the legislative process and to en
hance communication between citizens 
and the Congress. The purpose of each 
task force-all of which are completely 
nonpolitical in nature-is to advise me 
on matters which are under discussion 
for possible legislative action. I also ex
pect from them feedback and recommen
dations and suggestions for improve
ments after bills have been introduced. 

One of the first groups to be launched 
was the task force on youth. In forming 
this volunteer committee, we recruited 
qualified community leaders, well ac-

quainted with the needs and problems of 
the younger generation. More important, 
however, than the recruitment of adult 
advisers was the gathering of youthful 
participants. Each high school in the 
Fifth Congressional District was asked to 
select one outstanding student from the 
junior and senior class to participate. 
Also, the colleges in both Prince Georges 
and Charles Counties were asked to se
lect four outstanding students to serve. 

At their first general meeting the task 
force on youth divided itself into 11 com
mittees on the military draft, alcohol 
and smoking, education, mental health, 
race problems, narcotics, human needs, 
crime, voting age, environmental quality, 
and county government. 

The committee on voting age, com
posed of several students and one mem
ber of the Jaycees as adviser, took it upon 
themselves to conduct a survey of high 
school students to gage their opinions 
on lowering the voting age, after they 
learned that I was sponsoring a bill to 
lower the voting age to 18 in Federal 
elections. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like at this time 
to insert the results of that survey into 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD as an exam
ple of the cooperation which can be 
elicited when the different generations 
take the time to communicate effectively. 

I commend all the members of my 
task force, under the chairmanship of 
Mr. Robert Crawley, who volunteered 
their time to participate in this project 
in order to keep me informed of the sen
timents of the you.th in my district, and 
I also thank the students, faculty, and 
administrators of the high schools who 
took valuable class time to comply with 
this request. 

The following summary includes the 
questions and the tabulated results: 

1. Are you in favor of lowering the voting 
age? 

Yes---------------------------------- 718 
No ---------------------------------- 77 

2. What should the voting age be? 

17 ----------------------------------- 24 
18 ----------------------------------- 588 
19 ----------------------------------- 100 
20 ----------------------------------- 5 
21 ----------------------------------- 74 
25 ----------------------------------- 1 No response__________________________ 3 

3. What do you believe justifies lowering 
the voting age? (Check one or more) 

If a person can be drafted, he should be 
able to vote ________________________ 589 

Young people are clvically and politi-
cally involved _______________________ 320 

Young people are prepared to vote at an 
earlier age because of the education 
they receive today ___________________ 431 

Young people today mature at an earlier 
age -------------------------------- 174 

Our nation is becoming "younger"; 
young people should have a voice of 
government------------------------ 276 

Other; explain________________________ 12 
No response ___________________________ 58 

4. Should voting age be uniform through
out the nation? 

Yes---------------------------------- 730 
No ----------- ----------------------- 59 No response___________________________ 6 

5. How should uniformity of voting age be 
accomplished? 

Constitutional amendment ____________ 440 
Act of Congress _______________________ 180 

Constitutional convention_____________ 28 
State legislatures_____________________ 95 
No response___________________________ 52 

6. Do you believe passing an examination 
should be prerequisite to voting eligibility? 

No ---------------------------------- 468 Yes, only if under 21_ _________________ 123 
Yes, all voters _________________________ 189 
No response ___________________________ 15 

7. Which elected officials should voters 
under 21 be eligible to vote for? 

No elected officials____________________ 48 
All elected officials-------------------- 610 
President and Vice President only______ 48 
President, Vice President, Congressmen_ 8 
President, Vice President, State, locaL__ 6 
Congressmen, State___________________ 4 
Congressmen, State, locaL_____________ 34 
State officials, locaL___________________ 10 
Local officials only_____________________ 14 
State only____________________________ 4 
Congressmen only_____________________ 2 
No response ___________________________ 10 

THE CASE FOR THE SAFEGUARD 
ABM SYSTEM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from California (Mr. HOLIFIELD) is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, the 
prevention of nuclear war must be the 
primary objective of our Nation. We 
must maintain a position of overall 
military strength sufficient to deter any 
nation from believing that it could 
launch a successful attack against the 
United States. 

Deterrence today rests upon the con
viction by leaders of the Soviet Union 
that the U.S. military power is sufficient 
to inflict unberable damage on the Soviet 
Union after a surprise first strike on us. 

If the military power of the Soviet 
Union ever rises to the level where leaders 
in the Kremlin believe that the U.S. 
military power is inadequate to inflict 
such an unbearable retaliatory strike, the 
basic factor of deterrence no longer 
exists. 

We must at all costs maintain the 
factor of deterrence, in order to buy time 
to achieve mutual disarmament. 

Failure to negotiate a disarmament 
agreement, which includes adequate in
spection guarantees, must inevitably 
cause mutual suspicion, mutual fear, and 
a continuation of the arms race to con
tinue between the United States and 
U.S.S.R. as each strives to offset the 
other's military power. 

I define offsetting military power as be
ing sufficient power to maintain deter
rence. Military power is composed of a 
mixture of military offensive and defen
sive capabilities. 

No defensive or offensive weapon sys
tem can be separated from the "mix" and 
considered unnecessary, if it contributes 
to the total offsetting balance of mili
tary power upon which overall deterrence 
de:9ends. 

A key objective of our military power 
mix is to implant the credibility of our 
deterrence into a potential enemy's cal
culations, convictions, and intentions. 

The respective military, economic, and 
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geopolitical assets of two potential ene
mies will, when separately compared, al
ways vary. The important factor is that 
each nation's total weapon system mix, 
when compared with the potential enemy 
mix, will constitute an adequate level of 
offsetting military power. 

In 1962, President Kennedy was faced 
with a Soviet power play to upset the bal
ance of nuclear terror. He stood firm, and 
the destabilizing threat receded. Since 
then two Presidents and their top civil
ian-military advisers have evaluated the 
changing total military power mix of the 
Soviet Union. Each noted the growth of 
Soviet offensive and defensive military 
power. Their conclusions have led to ad
ditional research, development, and de
ployment of an ABM system in the 
United States to offset this developing 
imbalance created by the recent rapid 
expansion of Soviet military strength. 

Let me cite some examples of this de
veloping threat as seen by top U.S. De
fense officials: 

Because of the low altitude of the (Soviet) 
FOBS' orbits, some of their trajectories would 
avoid detection by some early warning radars, 
including our BMEWS. Also, the impact point 
cannot be determined until ignition of the 
rocket engine that deboosts the payload out 
of orbit-and that occurs roughly three min
utes and some 500 miles from the target. 
And the flight path can be as much as 10 
minutes shorter than that of an ICBM. 
(Secretary _ of Defense McNamara, Novem
ber 3, 1967.) 

We estimate that as of 1 September 1968 
the Soviets had approximately 900 ICBM 
launchers operational, compared with 570 in 
mid-1967 and 250 in mid-1966-an increase 
of well over threefold in a period of a little 
more than 2 years. (Secretary of Defense 
Clifford, January 15, 1969.) 

We must compare the 20 to 25 megaton 
warhead, on the Soviet SS-9, with our own 
ICBM warhead which are only a fraction as 
large. Thus, the Soviets by deploying as many 
ICBMs as the United States, can potentially 
deliver a much larger megatonnage in an 
attack than we can with our ICBMs. (Secre
tary of Defense Laird, March 21, 1969.) 

In the single year 1968, the Soviets put to 
sea a new type ballistic missile submarine 
as well as several new types of nuclear at
tack submarines-a feat far exceeding any
thing we have ever done. 

Admiral Gorshkov, Commander in Chief 
of the Soviet Navy, said recently: "The flag 
of the Soviet Navy now flies proudly over 
the oceans of the world. Sooner or later, the 
U.S. will have to understand that it no 
longer has mastery of the seas." (Admiral 
H. G. Rickover, April 25, 1969.) 

Also, the following quotes on the effect 
of ABM defense are worth noting: 

A completely different concept of ABM is to 
deploy it around Minuteman silos, and at 
command and control centers. This applica
tion has gone in and out of Defense Depart
ment planning. I am in favor of such a 
scheme at the appropriate time. (Emphasis 
added.) 

My main reason for being in favor is that 
such a deployment would stabilize the stra
tegic situation rather than the opposite. 
(Prof. Hans Bether, P. 39 of ABM hearing be
fore the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
March 6, 1969.) 

Senator SYMINGTON. Dr. Panofsky, I would 
ask this question: If we are successful in de
fending Minuteman bases in this way, and 
if they desire to maintain parity, would they 
not increase their ICBMs? 

Dr. PANOFSKY. Only if they wer,e genuinely 
interested in a first strike posture. If they 
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were satisfied by a second strike posture, 
then, if we increased the defense of our 
Minuteman bases by ABMs, they would not 
have to increase their ICBM force. (P. 341 
of ABM briefing before the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee, March 28, 1969.) 

CONCLUSION 1 

That there is little likelihood of nuclear at
tack by ICBM from either China or the Soviet 
Union because China lacks the capability, and 
because any such attack would be sure to 
rain lethal fallout and second-strike nuclear 
destruction on the attacking nation itself 
and existing defenses therefore provide ade
quate protection without addition of an ABM 
system. 

REBUTTAL 

As responsible legislators we cannot 
assume away the problem. It is our job 
to make sure that the likelihood of attack 
remains small. Therefore, we must be 
concerned with the evidence of Soviet 
increases in both offensive and defensive 
nuclear weapons capability and Red 
China's growing nuclear arsenal. Those 
who assert that "there is little likelihood 
of nuclear attack by ICBM from either 
China or the Soviet Union" might well 
have said the same about the Soviet inva
sion of Czechoslovakia in 1968, Soviet 
offensive nuclear missiles in CUba in 
1962, and Red China's attack on India in 
1962. The fear of "lethal fallout'' by lead
ers of the Soviet Union and Red China is 
also speculative in view of the extensive 
civil defense system in the Soviet Union 
and the relatively dispersed population in 
the U.S.S.R. and Red China. 

CONCLUSION 2 

That neither Chinese nor Soviet missile 
development and deployment are going for
ward at such a rate or in such a manner as to 
suggest a significant change in the capabili
ties or intentions of either of these nations 
in the foreseeable future that would justify 
deployment of an ABM system at this time. 

REBUTTAL 

This is a risky conclusion, considering 
the Soviet present expansion of both of
fensive and defensive nuclear firepower. 
As Secretary Clifford said on January 15: 

In the Soviet Sitraitegic posture, the large 
increase in deployments of hardened, land
based ICBMs has been the most significant 
development of the past year; we project 
that by the end of 1969 they will have de
ployed over 1000 intercontinental ballistic 
missiles. (Emphasis added.) 

Everyone can speculate about their 
intentions, but responsible legislators 
have to keep their eyes on the capability. 
To speculate and be wrong would make 
us the richest Nation in the international 
cemetery. 

CONCLUSION 3 

That given the current uncertainties about 
the technical reliability and capability of the 
ABM system to perform the functions viBu
alized for it, it does not merit our confidence, 
and additional research and development, 
rather than deployment, appears appropri
ate at this time. 

REBUTTAL 

The Sa.f eguard system is backed by 
about 13 years of intensive research and 
development on ballistic-missile defense. 
Both the Sprint and Spartan missiles 
have undergone a number of successful 
test firings. A missile site radar has been 
constructed and is being tested at the 
Kwajalein Atoll in the Pacific. In the 
near future that radar will control test 

firing of both the Sprint and the Spar
tan interceptors. A few months later both 
radar and missile systems will be inte
grated in tests to track and intercept in
coming ballistic-missile reentry vehicles 
from Vandenburg. The technology and 
components for the perimeter acquisition 
radar have already been tested in similar 
operational radars at Eglin Air Force 
Base, Fla. In parallel, the AEC will con
tinue to test the warheads in a series of 
underground shots. 

In identifying the need for ABM pro
tection we should avoid overstating or 
understating the system capabilities. Nor 
should we advocate research only as a 
device merely for deferring a decision. To 
the extent that further research, devel
opment and testing are necessary for as
surance of satisfactory operation accord
ing to performance specifications, such 
efforts should be made providing that 
Congress authorizes the Safeguard sys
tem. Thereafter it becomes the Presi
dent's responsibility to determine when 
the system is ready for deployment in 
the interest of national security. 

CONCLUSION 4 

That while greater protection from acci
dental launch of nuclear missiles toward the 
United States would be desirable, this alone 
does not justify deployment of the ABM, es
pecially when there is serious doubt whether 
an ABM system could perform this function 
effectively, and there is no evidence that it 
ls either the best or only means of dealing 
with the accidental launch problem. 

REBUTTAL 

It is difficult to conceive of any other 
means which we could use to intercept 
an accidentally launched ICBM than 
through the use of an ABM missile. The 
resolution of doubt as to functional effi
ciency must rely on testing an opera
tional system-without a nuclear war
head explosion in the atmosphere. 

An alternate to noninterception is, of 
course, our accepting the damage of a 
delivered enemy ICBM on our deterrent 
force of Minutemen bases. 

Another -alternate is to launch our 
ICBM's after recognizance of an incom
ing enemy missile and before its arrival 
on target. Either of these two alternates 
are stark and dangerous choices. 

CONCLUSION 5 

That before delegating authority to fire 
offensive or defensive nuclear weapons to 
officials below the level of the President, 
which would almost certainly be necessary 
in case of ABM, all possible alternatives 
should be explored. 

REBUTTAL 

The problem of firing a defensive ABM 
type of missile is not insoluble. The 
President can direct beforehand the con
ditions under which such a missile can 
be used. 

An accidental or deliberate firing, be
cause of the relatively short range, how
ever, would not constitute a threat 
against the Soviet Union. The Kosygin 
interview in the New York Times of 
February 10, 1967, discloses the Soviet 
attitude toward defensive short-range 
missiles. 

CONCLUSION 6 

That a decision to deploy ABMs, or actual 
ABM depolyment would add nothing to our 
arms control bargaining position that we do 
not already enjoy through our current deploy-
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ment capability, and in fact might limit our 
bargaining power by reducing our seeming 
sincerity in seeking to limit strategic arms. 

REBUTTAL 

Logic would seem to argue that the 
United States would be in a better bar
gaining position for mutual arms reduc
tion if we had, for trade off purposes, an 
offsetting ABM system to a similar sys
tem in the Soviet weapon mix. 

I note the underlining of "capability" in 
the phrase "our current deployment ca
pability." Does this suggest additional 
deployment of ICBM's, an offensive 
weapon? 

As to "reducing our seeming sincerity 
in seeking to limit strategic arms," 
Kosygin in an interview in the New York 
Times of February 10, 1967, is quoted as 
follows: 

Question. Doesn't the Soviet Prime Minister 
share the view that a build up of a Soviet 
anti-missile system is a new step in the arms 
race? 

Answer. It seems to me that the system 
that warns of an attack is not a factor in the 
arms race. On the contrary, it is a factor 
that reduces the possibility of destruction of 
people. 

We have earnestly advocated and 
achieved steps toward disarmament; 
that is, Test Ban Treaty, Nonprolifera
tion Treaty, Geneva Arms Control Con
ferences, and Presidential offers to nego
tiate peaceful arrangements. Our sin
cerity of desiring peace cannot be jus
tifiably challenged. 

CONCLUSION 7 

(1) That arms contirol negotia.tions follow
ing ABM deployment or a decision to deploy 
would have reduced potential for reaching 
agreement due to influences from sources 
with vested interests in retaining the sys
tem and the possible need for one or more 
parties to dismantle existing hardware and 
to incur the resulting financial losses. 

(2 ) Negotiations conducted prior to any 
deployment or deployment decision would 
proceed without these negative influences 
and constraints, and enjoy a correspondingly 
better probability of reaching arms control 
agreement. 

REBUTTAL TO (1) 

This argument applies to all weapon 
systems in our total weapon system mix. 
Arms control negotiations must inevi
tably involve freezing, reduction, or dis
mantling of existing hardware and ces
sation of future arms production of 
weapon systems and must inevitably re
sult in financial loss to arms systems 
producers. 

REBUTTAL TO ( 2) 

If there is one lesson we have learned 
in Congress, it is that the leaders of the 
Soviet Union respect military power and 
understand resolve. 

On June 24, 1968, the Senate voted 52 
to 34 to support the deployment of a 
U.S. ABM system. Three days later rep
resentatives of the Soviet Union an
nounced that they were inclined to dis
cuss negotiations on offensive and de
fensive nuclear weapons. I think this 
timing clearly illustrates that when we 
show that we are determined to main
tain our strength, the Soviets are will
ing to negotiate. If Congress rejects the 
ABM it will show the Soviets that the 
leaders of our Nation are deeply divided 
on this issue--a divison which they 

would exploit to our disadvantage with
out giving us any concessions. 

CONCLUSION 8 

The resources required to deploy an ABM 
system would have greater benefits for the 
Nation if devoted to various domestic needs. 

REBUTTAL 
This argument is of course a statement 

which relates to all military expense. Sat
isfaction of domestic needs could be made 
from substantial reductions in all mili
tary expenses, assuming that the funds 
would be diverted to domestic needs. 

CONCLUSION 9 

The request for funds to deploy the A.B.M. 
system ought, at this time, to be opposed. 

REBUTTAL 
Conclusion based on the assumption 

that statements 1 to 8, inclusive, are valid 
and not subject to challenges. 

CONCLUDING COMMENT 

Support of the research and develop
ment of an antiballistic-missile system is 
justified on the basis of: 

First, it is an off setting system to the 
Soviet deployment of the Galosh and 
Tallinn systems, now in being; 

Second, it is part of the overall military 
mix of the United States which offsets 
the military mix of the Soviet Union; and 

Third, it would be a factor both mili
tarily and psychologically in preserving 
the factor of deterrence. As long as de
terrence obtains, nuclear war will not 
destroy mankind. As long as deterrence 
obtains we are buying time for negotiat
ing the terms of peace. 

When deterrence fails and nations ex
change their deadly nuclear warheads, 
no military device can protect humanity 
from catastrophic destruction. 

The case for the U.S. decision to de
velop and eventually deploy a defensive 
anti-ballistic-missile system therefore 
rests on the judgment that it would be 
a balance offset component of our mili
tary system mix to a similar component 
in the Soviet military system mix, and 
that it would add to the factor of deter
rence in the Soviet evaluation of com
parative military capability and, there
fore, affect their possible decision to start 
a nuclear war. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to in
clude a letter written by Adm. H. G. 
Rickover to Senator PASTORE on the ABM 
subject: 

U.S . ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington, D .C., April 25, 1969. 

Hon. JOHN 0. PASTORE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washingt on, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR PASTORE: In your letter of 
April 15th, you asked me to give an estimate 
and an opinion as to where we are and where 
we are going and what needs to be done in a 
military way in these times of turmoil and 
peril. There is, as you point out, a division 
of opinion among the American people re
garding the necessity of reinforcing our mili
tary strength. 

The first point I would like to make is that 
in judging between conflicting views on this 
matter, the deciding factor must be their 
relevance to the world as it is , not as we 
would wish it to be. Granted the hideousness 
of modern war, can we deduce therefrom 
that m:ankind is now wise enough to forego 
recourse to arms? A look at history should 
put us on guard against those who claim 
that humanity has now reached a state where 

the possibility of armed aggression can be 
safely disregarded in formulating national 
policy. 

I am reminded of the intense opposition to 
the Navy's 15-cruise bill in 1929. It was 
argued by many that with the signing of the 
Kellogg Peace Pact the year before it was no 
longer necessary to build new warships. And 
this in light of the lessons of World War I 
which erupted despite the various Hague 
Peace Treaties! These ships were of inesti
mable value in helping us win World War II. 
The war itself was prolonged because Con
gress--heeding the "merchants of death" 
argument--in 1939 prohibited shipment of 
war materials to Britain and France. 

Then, too, weight must be given to the 
credentials or those propounding opposite 
views. Are they public servants charged with 
the awesome responsibility to secure our 
country against foreign conquest, or are 
they private individuals not accountable for 
the consequences of their opinions, who feel 
free to express their personal abhorrence of 
war and to agitate for a reduction of the 
financial burden military preparedness im
poses on the taxpayer? Would the majority 
of the electorate accept their argument that, 
given our unmet domestic needs, we cannot 
afford an effective defense position vis-a
vis our potential adversaries? Or that war 
is so horrible that it is better to suffer defeat 
than to fight? 

As for the high cost of preparedness, it is 
in fact no greater proportional t o total U.S. 
output than 10 years ago-8.8 % of total U.S. 
goods and services. Omitting the costs of 
the Vietnam War and allowing for inflation, 
our armed forces h ave less buying power 
today than a decade ago. In the Soviet 
Union, on the other hand-according to the 
Annual Report of the Congressional Sub
committee on Foreign Economic Policy is
sued last June-resources have been diverted 
from the farm sector to defense, where out
lays rose dramatically in 1966-67, after re
maining static since 1962. The Report talks 
about their new preoccupation with na
tional security. And you must bear in mind 
that actual war costs absorb but a small 
portion of their expenditures while we are 
spending some two and a half b1llion dol
lars a month in Vietnam. 

If history teaches anything it is surely 
that weakness invites attack; that it takes 
but one aggressor to plunge the world into 
war against t he wishes of dozens of peace
loving nations if the former is militarily 
stron~ and the latter are not. Yet there are 
those who depreciate the need to maintain 
military supremacy or at least parity with 
the communist empires, on the grounds 
th9.t other nations have accepted a decline 
from first to second or third rank and that 
we ourselves for most of our history were 
militarily a second-rate power yet secure 
enough within our borders. They forget that 
we then profited from the Pax Britannica, 
even as the former great powers of Europe 
who have lost their defense capability enjoy 
political freedom today only because we are 
st rong enough to defend them and ready to 
do so. What it means to be weak and with
out American protection should be evident 
to all as we observe the tragic drama of 
Czechoslovakia "negotiating" with Russia 
the continuing subjugation of her people. 

As a lawyer, you are familiar with Black
stone's statement that security of the pe_rson 
is the first, and liberty of the individual the 
second "absolute right inherent in every 
Englishman." Just so, the first right or every 
American is to be protected against foreign 
attack, and the first duty of government is 
to keep our nation a.live. Given the world 
situation, this calls for maintenance of a 
defense capability which is adequate to dis
courage potential aggressors. Said President 
Nixon, in discussing the Cuban missile crisis, 
"It is essential to avoid putting an American 
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President, either this President or the next 
President, in the position where the United 
States would be second rather than first or 
at least equal to any potential enemy ... 
I do not want to see an American President 
in the future, in the event of any crisis, have 
his diplomatic credibility be so impaired be
cause the United States was in a second-class 
or inferior position. We saw what it meant to 
the Soviets when they were second. I don't 
want that position to be the United States' 
in the event of a future diplomatic crisis. 

There can surely be no doubt that the 
overwhelming majority of the American peo
ple are opposed to relinquishment of our de
fense capability, recognizing full well that 
there will then be no one left to prevent 
the takeover by communist power. Whether 
one takes the optimistic view that a perma
nent East-West detente can be negotiated, or 
the pessimistic view that ultimately we shall 
have to fight for our liberties, this nation has 
no future if it allows itself to be outmatched 
militarily. 

To turn now to specific matters currently 
in dispute. There is the ABM system which 
is under heavy fire on grounds that it (a) 
will escalate the arms race and (b) will not 
work. It should be stressed that the Soviets 
have had their own version of the ABM for 
several years without inducing us to expand 
our military power. Just as the Soviet ABM 
version has not added to the Soviet threat, 
so our own ABM would not add to ours. The 
Russians have been singularly silent in this 
respect; the outcry has come mostly from 
those in this country who habitually apply 
a. double standard when adjudging military 
developments in the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. 
One must ask how can our defensive capa
bility be considered provocative, while theirs 
is not? Is there not something deeply dis
turbing when one observes scientists, for
merly holding responsible positions in gov
ernment, advocate policies directly contrary 
to those they supported when in office? It 
must not be forgotten that many of our most 
prestigious scientists were bitterly opposed 
to development of the H-bomb. Where would 
we be today had not the Congressional Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy and President 
Truman-who had the responsibility for the 
safety of the U.S.-disregard their advice? 

As for the assertion that the ABM cannot 
be made to work, I must disagree. If there is 
one lesson I have learned in the many years 
I have devoted to the development of nuclear 
propulsion plants it is that, given the sound
ness of a theoretical concept, it can, with 
drive and imaginative engineering be made 
to work. 

Contrariwise, for a theoretical concept to 
be translated into reality it must be worked 
on. Research alone-no matter how pro
longed-will not do it. The very act of de
veloping the concept through detailed en
gineering work produces improvements in 
the original concept--improvements which 
would have been neither obvious nor possible 
without such actual engineering work. 

The Soviets are just as adept in research 
and development as we are. They have amply 
proved this by their progress in space, in 
missiles, in aviation, in military equipment, 
in nuclear submarines. They know full well 
from their own experience that with research 
alone-without development engineering
our ABM system or any other system would 
not be meaningful and could be discounted. 
For this reason we must guard against those 
claiming that we can limit ourselves to re
search-that research alone will suffice. 

You also asked me to comment on what 
needs to be done in these times of turmoil 

. and peril. As I am more familiar with the 
threat posed by the Soviets to our naval 
power, I would like to confine myself to this 
area, and specifically to submarines. But 
what I say here is valid for our land, sea, and 
air power as well. 

The Soviet Union is embarked on a pro
gram which reveals a singular awareness of 
the importance of sea power and an un
mistakable resolve to become the most pow
erful maritime force in the world. They 
demonstrate a thorough understanding of 
the basic elements of sea power: knowledge 
of the seas, a strong modern merchant ma
rine, and a powerful new Navy. They a.re 
surging forward with a naval and maritime 
program that is a technological marvel. 

At the end of World War II, the Soviet 
Union had a. fleet of 200 diesel-powered sub
marines. They then embarked on a massive 
building program, producing over 550 new 
submarines through 1968, at least 65 of 
which are nuclear-powered. During the 
same period, the United States built 99 sub
marines, 82 of them nuclear-powered. The 
Soviets have scrapped or given a.way all their 
World War II submarines as well as some 
built since. They now have a new submarine 
force of about 375; we have 143, which in
cludes 61 diesel submarines most of which 
are of World War II vintage. Thus the So
viets have a net advantage of about 230 sub
marines. It is estimated that by the end of 
1970 they will have a numerical lead in 
nuclear submarines. 

To achieve this the Soviets greatly ex
panded and modernized their submarine 
building facilities. Just one of their numer
ous submarine building yards has several 
times the area and facilities of all U.S. sub
marine yards. They use modern assembly
line techniques under covered ways, permit
ting large-scale production regardless of 
weather conditions. 

In the single year 1968, the Soviets put to 
sea a new type ballistic missile submarine 
as well as several new types of nuclear attack 
submarines-a feat far exceeding anything 
we have ever done. In looking to the future, 
it is estimated that by 1974 they will add 
about 70 nuclear-powered submarines to 
their fleet, whereas we will add but 26-fur
ther increasing their numerical superiority. 
In the case of the ballistic missile submarine 
the Soviets have undertaken a vigorous 
building program to surpass our Polaris fleet 
of 41. They have completed seven of the new 
Polaris-type submarines, and have the ca
pability to turn out one a month. We have no 
Polaris submarines under construction or 
planned. We must assume that by the 1973-
74 time period they will be up to us. 

Numerical superiority, however, does not 
tell the whole story. Weapon systems, speed, 
depth, detection devices, quietness of opera
tion, and crew performance all make a sig
nificant contribution to the effectiveness of 
a submarine force. From what we have been 
able to learn during the past year, the So
viets have attained equality in a number of 
these characteristics and a superiority in 
some. 

In order to achieve the results so far at
tained in all areas of modern technology 
the Soviets had to develop their most im
portant resource-technical and scientific 
personnel. The Soviet educational program 
enjoys highest national priority. The statis
tics on the total numbers of Soviet degree 
graduates are extremely impressive. The U.S. 
National Science Foundation data indicates 
that in 1966 alone, 168,000 engineers were 
graduated; the U.S., on the other hand, pro
duced but 36,000. With specific application 
to the Navy, the Leningrad Shipbuilding In
stitute, just one naval institute of several, 
had over 7,000 students in 1966 studying 
naval architecture and marine engineering. I 
doubt we had over 400 enrolled in these 
subjects in all U.S. colleges. 

While we cannot specifically count the 
number of Soviet scientists and engineers 
devoted to naval work, it is apparent that 
they have created a broad technological base. 
They have committed extensive resources to 
support development of their naval forces. 

The steady build-up of the Soviet submarine 
Navy from an ineffective coastal defense 
force at the end of World War II to the 
world's largest underseas navy today de
serves admiration; also it should deeply wor
ry every American. By the end of this year 
we face the prospect of losing the superiority 
in nuclear submarines we have held for many 
years. The threat posed by their submarine 
force-with their new ballistic and cruise 
missile launchers and new attack types, is 
formidable. If more sophisticated types are 
added in the near future, as is likely consid
ering their large number of designers and 
their extensive facilities, the threat will rap
idly increase. 

The Soviets have frequently announced 
their intent to be the pre-eminent world 
power. Why do we not believe them? Hitler 
in Mein Kampf plainly announced his in
tent to dominate the world. We did not be
lieve him either-until i:t was nearly too late. 
Admiral Gorshkov, Commander in Chief of 
the Soviet Navy, said recently: "The flag of 
the Soviet Navy now fies proudly over the 
oceans of the world. Sooner or later, the U.S. 
will have to understand that it no longer 
has mastery of the seas." And just a few days 
ago the Russians announced a projected 50% 
increase in the size of their merchant fleet. 
These facts should be weighed when assessing 
the judgment of those who argue for a re
duction of American military power while 
the Soviet military power is rapidly ex
panding. 

The bearer of bad news is always punished. 
In ancient times, he might be put to death. 
Today he becomes "controversial" and un
popular. But if there is one subject on which 
the American people must know the truth, 
however unpalatable, it is our military posi
tion vis-a-vis the Soviets. I believe no one 
can better inform them than members of 
the Congress-who have such close ties to 
their constituents. 

I suggest that by keeping secret our 
knowledge of Soviet strength at this time 
we may lose more than by confiding the 
truth of the danger we face to the American 
people. 

Respectfully, 
H. G. RICKOVER. 

THE RED NIGHTMARE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Ohio (Mr. ASHBROOK) is rec
ognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, Taft 
radio stations carried a series of broad
casts on the Red nightmare. I listened to 
this presentation and felt that it was one 
of the most comprehensive, succinct 
statements that I had heard on this vital 
subject. Joe Waldman, producer of this 
three-part series, has furnished a copy of 
the program. He and the Taft broadcast
ing stations are to be commended. I cer
tainly recommend it to all who are in
terested in receiving a true insight into 
world communism. The program was as 
follows, and I quote: 

THE RED NIGHTMARE 

(By Joe Waldman) 
The principle of communism is nothing 

new. In ages past, several primitive societies 
were built along communistic lines. The 
whole tribe lived in common and shared food, 
property and housing. Communism, as we 
know it today, is little more than a century 
old. The brand of communism we now know 
is called "scientific socialism." It came from 
the mind of an egotistical, crabby, industri
ous little m.an who was born in Germ.any and 
lived most of his life in exile. His name was 
Karl Marx. 
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Marx was born in Trier, Germany in May of 

1818, the son of a successful Germany lawyer. 
He was an intelligent youngster, and a tem
peramental one. At school he excelled; and 
showed one particular trait which was to 
mark his entire life: a tremendous capacity 
for work ... if the work was to his liking. 

Marx did not make friends easily. He was 
tremendously intelligent--but also vain, bit
ter and rebellious. He fell deeply in love with 
a lovely young girl named Jenny von West
phalen, a love which was to remain strong 
throughout his life. They were married in 
1843. Their life together was one of great 
devotion ... and abject poverty. Marx 
wrote; and his wife stood by him through 
incredible misery, including cold, starvation 
and the death of their children. 

A life-long friend of Marx was a man 
named Friedrich Engels, the son of a wealthy 
industrialist. Engels supplied the money and 
Marx supplied the ideology. Both men were 
socialists and atheists. But rarely were two 
close friends so widely diverse in character. 
Engels was wen-mannered, hedonistic and 
happy. Marx was morose, moody and quite 
rude. 

Engels spent much of his time in Man
chester, England, tending to his father's 
business, while Marx lived in London. Engels 
was tall and thin, blue-eyed, two years young
er than Marx and a lover of horses and 
women. 

In contrast, Marx lived in squalor. He was 
oft en sick, suffering from headaches, rheu
m atism and boils. His wife was constantly 
sick. Following the death of their seventh
born, Jenny's health worsened. The Marx's 
lived from pawnshop to pawnshop. 

It is one of the great ironies of history 
that t he father of communism was kept alive 
through t he generosity of a wealthy capital
ist; and that this capitalist's son should be
come the second father of communism. 

The great classics of communism, includ
ing Das Kapital, were hacked out under these 
horrible conditions of poverty. But Marx was 
tough and stubborn. He continued writing, 
reading and denouncing capitalist poverty. 

If the m ind of Marx was biased, it was also 
razor sharp. He was an avid student of h is
tory, philosophy and economics. Sitt ing in 
his dingy apartment or in the British mu
seum, t his German born social theorist sur
veyed the world. He felt he could recast it 
on h is own terms. Through his writings a nd 
his revolut ionary organizations he undertook 
to do so. 

Marx was called "the moor" b y h is children 
because of his deep black hair and dark, 
piercing eyes. 

And what of this "communism" he fath
ered? His first line of attack was an atheistic 
view of the world. He joined t wo very old 
ideas: 

First: That everything in the universe, 
whether a blade of grass, a human being, or 
societ y itself, is constantly changing and at 
the same time is in conflict. This is called 
"dialectics." 

And two: That there ls no God; that the 
world is composed only of "living matter." 
Hence. man is walking dust, without spark 
or image of any divine creator. This idea is 
called m ater ialism. Hence, dialetical mate
rialism. 

This remarkable concept was to undergird 
the entire Communist world outlook. Human 
societ y, as well as the physical universe, 
Marx said, is affected by this outlook. The 
principles have universal application. Non
Communist thinkers, as well as human ex
perience, have since punctured many holes 
in this thesis-but to Communists it applies 
with the same certainty as does the law of 
gravity. 

"Constant and bitter struggle ls good," said 
Marx, "because it achieves progress." In fact, 
Marx viewed the entire recorded history of 
the world as the story of class struggle. Man
kind, he said, has always been divided into 
classes: groups of people who have special 

interests, ideals and ways of doing things. 
These classes, he said, have been struggling 
from the very beginning of time . . . and 
still are. Marx explained this struggle by 
means of a formula, commonly referred to 
as the "thesis-antithesis-synthesis dialectic," 
which he borrowed and altered from the 
German philosopher G. W. F. Hegel. 

This is how it works: 
You begin with an economic class--A 

thesis. This class is the dominant power in 
any given society. This class controls pro
duction-housing, clothing and all else. An 
opposing class arises-an antithesis-which 
seeks to overthrow the first class. It has dif
ferent ideals, motives and ambitions. There 
is immediate conflict. Soon, a new class-a 
synthesis--is the result. This new class en
corporates only the best of both previous 
classes. Marx seemed to have overlooked the 
possibility that it might also absorb some of 
the bad. 

Now, with the synthesis, the process begins 
again. This is history for, as Marx held, his
torical materialism was nothing more than 
applying the concept of dialectical material
ism to society. The new synthesis is now 
dominant and thus becomes, in turn, a new 
thesis. It directs housing, wealth, fashion and 
all else. And again, another opposition 
arises-a new antithesis. They struggle ... 
and a new synthesis is the result. And again, 
the world begins another cycle. Obviously, 
these theories are a bit distorted. But to 
understand communism in its 20th century 
form, it is essential to grasp the underlying 
theory. 

This class struggle, in Marx's reasoning, 
always produced a higher stage of civiliza
tion. First came the slavery of man. The 
class of slave-owners resulted in the anti
thesis . . . or those who sought to a bolish 
slavery. The resulting conflict produce_d 
feudalism, representing t he best of both pre
vious classes. In turn, feudalism was attacked 
by its own antithesis. For hundreds of years 
the struggle continued, issuing forth finally 
in a new synthesis-Capitalism-again repre
senting the best features of both rivals . 

During Marx's lifetime history was still in 
the Capitalist stage. But he said it could not 
remain there. It must move on to Commu
nism. The Capitalist class had already devel
oped its own antithesis which Marx identified 
as the Proletariat, or working class, which 
was striving to overthrow the old system. 

''Communism," Marx proclaimed, "Repre
sents the new synthesis of the Capitalist
Proletariat st ruggle and the Apex of all his
tory." When Communism emerged victorious 
conflict would cease. The state would wither 
away. History would come to an end. This 
new state would be the perfect and final 
society-stateless, classless, where all prop
erty used in production would be held in 
common and human activities would con
form to the principle: "From each accord
ing to his abilities; to each according to his 
needs." 

And now, the role of the party. The party, 
said Marx, was to be the vanguard of the 
Proletariat. Most workers are stupid, unedu
cated in Marxism and duped by Capitalists. 
They could never start a revolution by them
selves. They need guidance; and that is the 
job of the party. Why? Because party mem
bers are awake, intelligent and, most impor
tant of all, learned in the ways of Marxism. 
They know the laws of revolution, the 
mysteries of the development of society. Their 
task is to be the general staff of the revolu
tion. And what of force and violence? Can 
they be avoided? Marx said "Nol" 

Marx emphasized that capitalist society, 
most naturally, would not of its own volition 
turn over its factories, banks and money to 
the workers. Moreover, it would doubtless 
organize a counter-revolution. Hence, under 
the leadership of the party the workers must, 
if necessary, be prepared to utilize force and 
violent revolution. If the capita.lists submit 

peacefully, good. If they resist, destroy them. 
But this is not the end of it. Once power is 
obtained, opposition will remain which must 
be stamped out-utterly, completely, ruth
lessly. Again, this cannot be left to the un
trained, untaught proletariat. It is a task 
for the dictatorship of the proletariat, con
ceived as a transitional stage between actual 
revolution and the arrival of the highest and 
final form of communism. And, again, guid
ing the dictatorship would be the party, 
serving as a steamroller and liquidating 
through sheer force all capitalist elements. 
Then-and only then-could new socialist 
construction begin. 

In 1848 Marx, in collaboration with Engels, 
prepared the platform of the Communist 
League-a revolutionary organization which 
included a. large number of German exiles. 
This was the famous "Communist Mani
festo," the first sweeping blueprint for Com
munist ideals. The document is striking, 
forceful . . . and threatening: 

". . . The Communists disdain to conceal 
their views and aims. Let the ruling classes 
tremble at a Communist revolution. The 
proletarians have nothing to lose but their 
chains. They have a world to win. Working
men of all countries, unite!!" 

Marx believed that well-intentioned and 
good-hearted men cannot be depended upon 
to improve society. They are dabblers and 
botchers who only make things worse. Mere 
social reforms strengthen capitalism, pro4 

long exploitation and keep the corpse alive. 
The only solution is to tear down capital

ism completely with the use of force and 
violence and set up a communistic govern
ment. In 1864, Marx helped organize the first 
Communist Internationale-the first Com
munist congress. Its legacy to the cause of 
communism lay in giving international struc
ture to the movement. 

Communism, as designed by Karl Marx, 
has never really worked. Virtually all of his 
precept s, as altruistic as he may have felt 
they were, have never been borne out in 
world society simply because they cannot 
work: Marx said t hat capitalism is destruc
tive because it destroyed the working man, 
forcing him to live under subhuman condi
tions. He believed the industrial revolution 
would enslave the little man while the idle 
rich would live in splendor. 

The truth: Under capitalism the little man 
has prospered and gained in a strength 
hardly dreamed of by Marx. And the indus
trial revolution has bettered the life of the 
worker. Capitalism has worked. 

The truth: Marx predicted his great revo
lution would begin in a highly industrialized 
nation. It did not. It began in an indus
trially backward nation. And not because 
the working man was sick of living in a 
class society, but because he was being 
crushed from within by an inefficient mon
archy and from without by an unsuccessful 
war. 

The truth: Marx placed no trust in either 
capitalism or the goodness of man. And yet, 
capitalism has fostered the most unsordid 
acts of humanity and generosity in the his
tory of the world; and its society has pro
duced innumerable men of greatness and 
good will. 

The final truth: communism has failed 
miserably. It has become the seat of unrest 
from the inside to the outside. Tito and 
Yugoslavia broke with Soviet Russia. Albania 
sided with Tito. There was open revolt in 
East Germany, Poland and Hungary. Most 
recently, tiny Czechoslovakia sought to peace
fully institut e a policy of liberalism. The re
sult was a crushing blow from Russia .... 
Including the use of tanks, arbitrary arrest 
and detention and the burning of books. 
Communist China has broken from the rule 
of Moscow. A very deep schism has devel
oped in the rigid struoture of communism 
simply because, in the final analysis, it has 
proven to be an unworkable system. 
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Stated simply, there is no communism in 

Russia. Communism is just a name tacked 
onto an ancient form of government called 
"dictatorship." Russia experiences no class
less society and no freedom of thought or 
action. It is a power which is fading. But, 
like a wounded tiger, it is all the more deadly 
because it is fading. 

Communism is a handy title to hang on 
the Russian Government. In structure it has 
been likened to Christianity: It has its 
savior, Karl Marx; its bible, the manifesto; 
its heaven, the Communist utopian state; 
and its apostles, Lenin and Stalin. 

Marx and Engels laid the groundwork for 
communism, but they left no guidelines as 
to the revolutionary methods by which the 
end result was to be reached. 

But for one man, communism might have 
drowned in a sea of words. This man never 
knew Marx. He was born Vladimir Ilyich 
Ulyanov. The world came to know him as 
Lenin. 

Vladimir Lenin took Communist theory 
and galvanized it into Communist organiza
tion and action. He became the third great 
driving force in the success of the great rev
olution. If Marx is the father of commu
nism, Lenin is the father of the Communist 
Party. 

Lenin was born on April 22, 1870 in 
Simbirsk. which is now called Ulyanovsk
a town on the Volga River. His father was a 
school inspector and a devout member of the 
Russian Orthodox Church. Lenin, one of six 
children, was a brilliant student. He had a 
tremendous capacity for deep concentration. 
What he may have lacked in speed he made 
up for in dogged perseverence. 

At the age of sixteen Lenin became an 
Atheist. He is said to have ripped a cross 
from around his neck, thrown it on the 
ground and spat upon it. 

In 1887, when Lenin was seventeen his 
older brother Alexander was hanged in the 
courtyard of Schlusselburg Fortress in St. 
Petersburg. He had been charged with four 
others in a plot to assassinate the czar of 
Russia. The death of Alexander deeply af
fected the young Lenin and much of his life 
was altered by this act. 

In 1887 Lenin entered Kazan University. 
In a short while he became involved in stu
dent revolutionary organizations. He was 
arrested and later kept under police surveil
lance. 

At the age of eighteen he discovered Marx. 
He was soon studying the precepts of com
munism day and night, discussing and plan
ning with his sister Anna and organizing 
Marxist study groups. 

He passed his law examination in 1891, 
graduating with honors, and was admitted 
to the bar. 

At the age of twenty-four Lenin already 
had the appearance of a man who had lived 
much. A friend remarked that he had 
wrinkles which seemed better suited to mid
dle age. He was bald. His eyes always s·eemed 
to be staring beyond what he was looking 
at. They were dark and piercing, revealing 
a quick mind and a sharp wit. 

By the 1880s Russia was boiling with dis
content. A strong revolutionary movement 
was in rebellion against the Czarist regime. 
Many of the revolutionary goals were im
practical. Some demanded a greater voice 
for the peasants or industrial workers. Some 
preached violent revolution. Still otheTs ad
vocated democratic reform. The ideas were 
diverse but they all agreed on one thing
lt was time for a change. 

The more radical of the groups believed 
in political terrorism. Their violence, how
ever, led only to more oppression. 

It ls interesting to note that the first for
eign translation of Marx's "Das Kapital" 
was Russian. 

In 1883 a Marxist group was founded in 
Russia. Ten years later, when Lenin joined 

the group at St. Petersburg, the movement 
wa-S a strong and dynamic force. 

The early Russian Marxists were deeply 
divided. They were merely theorists; not 
apostles of action. Lenin immediately under
took to change all that. And he might have 
succeeded had he not been arrested in De
cember of 1895. He was imprisoned, then ex
iled to Siberia. 

Lenin was released in 1900 and left Rus
sia, more enflamed than ever with the idea 
of violent revolution. 

Lenin and his wife Nadezhda lived in 
Western Europe as· exiles, moving from city 
to city and using fictitious names. Most of 
their time was spent living in Switzerland. 

Lenin was happiest when he could talk of 
revolution. And he would do so far into the 
night, or anytime he could find a willing 
audience. His wife was constantly on guard 
to prevent him from overburdening himself', 
because he abused his body and his mind 
through lack of sleep and poor eating habits. 
Often he would work himself into highly 
nervous states when discussing his plans for 
the revolution which he knew must come. 

Lenin formulated the principles not only 
of scientific Marxism, but of violent revo
lution. He spent much time in London at 
various libraries studying the principles 
of warfare, the construction of barricades, 
home-made weapons, command structure 
and a good deal more. He made Marxism a 
highly disciplined, organized and ruthless 
creed. Ruthless-the key word. It appears 
again and again in his writings. 

"Capitalism cannot be defeated and erad
icated without the ruthless suppression of 
the resistance of the exploiters." 

"Contempt for death must spread among 
the mass-es and thus secure victory. The 
ruthless extermination of the enemy will be 
their task." 

And how could the revolution be achieved? 
Not by democratic reforms. That process is 
plodding and much tO'J slow. It must be 
accompanied by violent, naked revolution. 
"The sword is the weapon," he would say, 
"Everything must be dedicated to this aim; 
one's time, talents ... one's very life. Rev
olutions do not just happen. They are ma.de.'• 

Lenin conceived of the party as the cor
nerstone of the revolution. Marx, in his 
philosophical abstractions, had never thought 
out the day-to-day composition of the party. 
But Lenin did. The party, he said, must be 
a small, tightly-controlled, deeply loyal 
group. Membership was not to be the key
but fanaticism was. Members must live, eat, 
breathe and dream revolution. They must 
lie, cheat, steal and murder if the party was 
to be served. Family ties and years of good
ness did not count. The only thing that mat
tered was the party and its existence. 

In 1903 the Russian Social Democratic La
bor Party-the Russian Marxist Party-met 
in convention in Brussels. The proceedings 
were later transferred to London after Bel
gian authorities had warned several of the 
delegates to leave the city. 

A dispute arose. Should party membership 
be restricted ... or open to anyone? Lenin, 
quite naturally, fought for restricted mem
bership, and his views won out. His group 
became known as the Bolsheviks, or majority 
party. The losers were known as the Men
sheviks, or minority party. The party, said 
Lenin, must contain the hard core, loyal and 
fanatic followers. To permit just anyone 
to join the party would weaken it. Each 
member was to be strong. To a-dmit a weak
ling would place a large crack in the strength 
of the party. Discipline was an important 
word. 

The masses could not be expected to make 
the revolution. They would run at the first 
sound of gunfire. They must be led ... or 
pushed ... by fanatical party members who 
would attack if the party so ordered, or to 
die if so ordered. 

This principle of discipline has made the 
communist party the most successful re
cruiting organization in the world. The pre
cepts of discipline exist in no equal form 
anywhere in the world today. In 1900 Lenin 
helped found a revolutionary paper called 
"Iskra," or "The Spark." It was printed in 
Germany and smuggled past customs into 
Russia. One man who religiously read this 
clandestine newspaper was a young ex
seminary student in Southern Russia named 
Joseph Vissarionovich Djugashvili. He later 
changed his name to Stalin. Lenin's news
paper offered directions to the secret revolu
tionaries all over Russia, informed them of 
the lines to follow and pushed for improved 
party organization. 

Marx a voided the more violent aspects of 
the proposed revolution. Lenin filled in the 
gaps. Any weapon would do-a gun, a knife, 
hatchets, hammers or bare hands. Use any 
weapon just so it does the job. A man was 
either your friend or your enemy. If he is a 
friend, clasp his hand. If he is a.n enemy
kill him. 

Lenin labored day and night for seventeen 
years studying the methods of revolution and 
hoping that it would come in his lifetime. 
And it did come-in November of 1917. 

The First World War had erupted like a 
hideous chain reaction. Russia honored her 
blood relationship with England and de
clared war against the central powers. The 
name of the Russian capital of St. Peters
burg was changed to the less Germanic 
"Petrograd." The Russian people answered 
the call gallantly as a wave of patriotic fever 
gripped the country. 

Russia fared badly from the very begin
ning. The Russian footsoldier fought bravely 
but he was ill-equipped, poorly trained and 
suffered from poor leadership. The battlefield 
losses were appalling. In the words of Ger
man Field Marshal Paul von Hindenburg: 
"In regard to Russian casualties, the page has 
been torn from the book." Conditions were 
ripe for revolution. The soldiers were suf
fering at the front and the peasants were 
starving and taxed to death at home. In the 
Imperial Palace Czar Nicholas was taking 
orders from his wife who was taking orders 
from Gregory Rasputin, a self-proclaimed 
holy man who had the royal family in his 
hands. 

The government was tottering and in 
March of 1917 gave way to the regime of 
Alexander Kerensky. Kerensky instituted a 
liberal regime. Czar Nicholas was forced to 
abdicate; and this became the signal for all 
revolutionaries to return from exile to 
Russia. Leon Trotsky returned from his exile 
in New York. Stalin returned from Siberia. 
Lenin was in Switzerland, unable to become 
a part of the revolution-the revolution 
which was beginning without him. 

Suddenly, Lenin received help from an un
expected source. The German high command, 
hopeful that Lenin could take Russia. out of 
the war, offered to transport him through 
Germany by train and deliver him to Russia. 
With Russia out of the war, nearly a million 
German soldiers would be freed from the 
eastern front. Germany could throw them 
against the allies in France and break the 
four-year deadlock. Lenin, they reasoned 
correctly, was the man for the job. 

And so, as Winston Churchill said, Lenin 
was shipped across Germany in the sealed 
boxcar of a train like some deadly plague 
bacillus to be loosed upon Russia. 

The great revolution was on and it came 
not from the ignorant poor but from the in
tellectual rich. The half-century of Russian 
communism was beginning upside down. 
The revolution had begun without Lenin. 
But now, thanks to the German general staff, 
he was on his way to the motherland in a 
sealed boxcar. 

Lenin was wildly greeted upon his arrival 
and he immediately began working against 
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the regime of Alexander Kerensky. He began 
a systematic program of dissention and un
rest in the armed forces. Lenin refused to 
co-operate with the government except on 
his own terms. All the time he was building 
the strength of the Bolsheviks. Crash pro
grams were instituted to train all members 
in warfare and party organization. Command 
structures were assigned and filled in vir
tually every area of Russia. 

Lenin had almost a sixth sense when it 
came to diagnosing revolutionary situations. 
He knew when to act and when to remain 
silent. He was the true leader of the Russian 
revolution. 

Joseph Stalin, fresh from exile in Siberia, 
was relatively unknown but he studied Lenin 
closely and began learning the skills that 
would, in a few short years, catapult him to 
absolute power. 

In the fall of 1917 the Bolsheviks seized 
power during the October revolution. At last 
Lenin was the undisputed ruler of all the 
Russias. Communism had breached the first 
wall of capitalism. 

The Bolsheviks immediately instituted the 
dictatorship of the proletariat. Karl Marx 
had conceived the dictatorship of the pro
letariat as merely a transitional period be
tween revolution and the establishment of 
the final communistic society. But Lenin 
created more of a reign of terror. 

A brutal campaign followed the Bolshevik 
takeover. Thousands were executed, includ
ing the czar and his entire family. The 
secret police--the cheka-were under direc
tion to arrest, imprison and execute anyone 
who might, even in the slightest, interfere 
with the formation of the new state. 

The loyalty test was simplicity itself. To 
what class did the individual belong? How 
much food in his home? How well educated 
was he? If a man owned too much, or if 
he was too well dressed, he might be accused 
of being an exploiter or capitalist and sent 
before an execution squad. 

For the next three years the Bolsheviks 
were forced to defend their positions against 
the Poles and the White Russians-those 
loyal to the czar. 

A bitter civil war raged from one corner 
of Russia to the other. American, British, 
French and Japanese troops were sent into 
Russia to protect their interests. And the 
Communists declared war on them as well. 

In Red Square, the voice of Vladimir 
Lenin: "Comrades," he said, "the capital
ists are waging war against Russia. They 
are sending money and m111tary supplies to 
the Russian landowners hoping to restore 
the power of the czar, the power of the 
landowners, the power of the capitalists. No!! 
That shall never be!!" 

Lenin immediately instituted a policy of 
war communism. Industry was nationalized. 
The government took over the task of dis
tributing manufactured goods to the people. 
Trade and commerce were e.bol1shed. Food 
supplies were confiscated. Poor peasants were 
assembled into special committees to inform 
on their more wealthy neighbors who might 
be hiding their grain. 

1921-and the revolution came to a close. 
The White Russians were either dead, in 
prison or in ex'ile. Russia lay in a shambles. 
The Bolsheviks attempted to adapt Marx
ist theory to rural Russia. The result was 
chaos and confusion. 

Industrial production was virtually non
existent. The peasants were in open revolt. 
Private incentive had been destroyed. By 
1922 famine was sweeping the land with 
millions starving or existing on a semi-star
vation diet. Nearly five million people died. 

Lenin became concerned as he saw his 
government slipping away. The very survival 
of communism hung in the balance. With 
uncharacteristic panic, Lenin embarked upon 
a crash program to preserve the state. Con
formity became mandatory. Slave labor 
camps were increased in number to accom-

modate dissenters. "Religion is the opiate 
of the people," he said; and the churches 
were closed. Uprisings were brutally sup
pressed. 

Lenin soon discovered that suppression was 
the worst possible answer to the problem. 
The people were not about to endure an
other brutal regime. 

In March of 1921 sailors of the Red Navy 
at Kronstadt rose in open revolt. 

With his customary keen sense of timing, 
Lenin realized that it was time for a 
change. 

The result was the N.E.P., the new eco
nomic policy. Capitalist policies which were 
previously denounced were temporarily in
troduced to save the crumbling government. 
Peasants were allowed to keep surplus grain. 
The people were permitted to dispose of their 
supplies as they chose. And private trade was 
again allowed. 

In industry many businesses were returned 
to private ownership, although the govern
ment retained control over the larger firms. 

To the complete surprise of the Bolsheviks 
the N.E.P. was mildly successful; and it gave 
the government time to consolidate its gains. 
Years before capitalism had saved the father 
of communism. Now, capitalist theory was 
saving the Communist state. 

The work had just begun. In March of 1919, 
even as the civil war was still raging, Lenin 
founded the third Internationale. This meet
ing provided the keystone of Soviet policy. 
The most far reaching decision: Communism 
was to become truly international. Moscow, 
the new Russian capital, would guide the 
movement throughout the world. Victory 
in Russia was only the first step. The ulti
mate goal was world communism. 

Ironically, the first powerful weapon of 
Soviet Russia was official recognition by the 
United States and Great Britain. Without 
this recognition communism might have been 
stillborn. 

Under the leadership of Herbert Hoover 
millions of dollars in food and financial aid 
came to Russia from the people of the United 
States. America sought not to aid commu
nism, but to save the lives of millions. For 
the third time, communistn survived because 
of capitalism. 

Lenin hoped passionately that the new 
Communist state would survive; and he 
could have chosen no better man to head 
the office of secretary general of the party. 
The man he chose was the son of a cobbler, 
a former seminary student turned atheist 
and an old line Bolshevik . . . Joseph Stalin. 

In January of 1924 Vladimir Lenin died 
following a long illness. His death left open 
a struggle for supremacy within the party 
that was to last into the 1930s. Lenin could 
never have foreseen the lofty pedestal on 
which he would stand in Moscow a genera
tion after his death. 

To this day his body lies encased under 
glass in a magnificent tomb in Red Square. 
Each day, thousands pass by to gaze upon his 
remains. Next to Karl Marx, Lenin stands 
highest in Communist reverence. But his 
nation and his party were to pass under the 
control of an ambitious, scowling, mustached 
revolutionary from the province of Georgia 
in southern Russia. 

Winston Churchill once said: "The worst 
thing that ever happened to the Russian 
people was the birth of Lenin. The next 
worst thing was his death." 

He was right. Lenin's death opened the 
door to the most callous and brutal dic
tator in world history. 

Joseph Stalin was born in 1879. As a young 
man he had attended a seminary in Tift.ls 
in the Caucasus. He was expelled in 1899. At 
the age of twenty he was already a revolu
tionary. From 1902 until 1913 he was ar
rested seven times, exiled six times and es
caped five times from exile. 

Stalin was not brilliant. He was slow and 
plodding; yet his grasp of the Russian men-

tality was enormous. The years he spent as 
an agitator, prisoner and political schemer 
gave him an insight into Communist in
trigue that other party leaders seemed to 
sorely lack. Working quietly and meticulously 
he was quick to exploit any opportunity that 
might increase his personal power. 

Stalin liked to represent himself as the 
heir of Lenin-the man predestined to carry 
on the great Bolshevik revolution. This claim, 
however, ls not borne out by the facts . Shortly 
before his death LenLn wrote: 

"Comrade Stalin, having become General 
Secretary, has concentrated an enormous 
power in his hands; and I am not sure that 
he always knows how to use that power with 
suffioient caution." 

Ten days later Lenin added this postscript: 
"Stalin is too rude; and this fault, entirely 

supportable in relations among we Oommu
nts,ts, become insupportable in the Office of 
General Secretary. Therefore, I propose to the 
comrades to find a way to remove Stalin from 
that postion." 

But it was too late. And Lenin was too 
sick. Within days he was dead. 

A bitter struggle for power began between 
Stalin and Leon Trotsky. Trotsky, whose real 
name was Bronstein, was born in 1879, the 
same year as Stalin. He was an early revolu
tionary and had spent many years in exile. 

Following the revolution he served as 
Lenin's Oommissar of Foreign Affairs and 
later did much to organize the Red Army. 
There were many differences which separated 
Stalin and Trotsky. The most important 
ideological dispute was one of basic policy. 
Stalin felt that Russia should concentrate 
on making itself powerful first, before un
dertaking extensive revolutionary action 
abroad. Trotsky felt that the revolution could 
survive only if Communist revolutions were 
promoted in other countries. Both men, how
ever, sought world conquest. 

Their dispute centered on how to achieve 
it. Stalin won out. In 1929 Trotsky was exiled 
by Stalin. Eventually he found refuge in 
Mexico. 

There has never been proof that Trotsky 
was murdered on orders from Mosoow. But 
very few believe that he was not. In any case 
Leon Trotsky was discovered in bed, hacked 
to death with a pick axe. It has long been 
thought that stalin feared Trotsky's influ
ence even in exile. Joseph Stalin was now 
undisputed diotator of Russia. He was to be
come the most successful dictator in world 
h1story. His power was absolute. This short, 
red-haired, stocky man would, through sheer 
force of will, weld Russia into a solid, power
ful communist n8/tion. 

Stalin can be called the "ideal" dictator. 
He was utterly ruthless. He knew and un
derstood the Russian mind. He knew and 
understood every aspect of the Communist 
organization. He would let nothing stand in 
the way of his personal power. During the 
Seoond World War he permitted his own son 
to die in a German concentration camp 
rather than deal with the Nazis for his re
lease. !ps own daughter recently published 
her memoirs and one is jarred by the total 
lack of emotion in the Russian ruler. 

stalin broke the first rule of Marxist 
theory. The stiate, which was to wither away, 
became even 1:;.tronger. It became an agent of 
sheer oppression. The army, navy, secret po
lice and all political structures grew even 
more powerful and permanent. Slave labor 
camps multiplied. Soviet society became 
ironclad, more rigid than under the most 
autocmtic czar. Army officials, party hench
men, industrial managers; au emerged as 
classes, ea.oh jealous of the other. 

Stalin carried to the extreme Lenin's con
cepts of the party as a fanatical, disciplined 
group. Stalin used the party not only as a 
tool with which to seize and maintain power, 
but also as a method of liquidating all per
sonal opposition. 

The party was, indeed, kept pure. Only the 
fiercely loyal and obedient belonged. 
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Each and every one of Stalin's actions had 

to be justified by Marxist-Leninist theory 
The solution was quite simple. If the theory 
did not fit, it was re-interpreted. To deviate 
was to court disaster. In 1928 the first of a 
series of five year plans, designed to 
strengthen heavy industry and collectivize 
agriculture, was launched. Step by step 
Lenin's new economic policy disappeared. 
Rigid government control was instituted. 
Proctuction quotas were set and they had to 
be met. Compulsory labor increased. Private 
trade disappeared once again. Consumer 
goods were at a premium. Small farms were 
abolished. The peasants were moved to large, 
co-operative farms. 

Rather than join the collectivization proc
ess a large group of peasants, the Kulaks, 
burned their crops and killed their livestock. 
It was an open denial of Soviet policy. 
Stalin's reply was to send in the Red Army. 
Tens of hundreds of thousands of Kulaks 
were annihilated; but the Kulaks achieved 
their goal: They crippled the Communist 
state. For thirty years Soviet food supplies 
were nil. 

The first five year plan was a dismal fail
ure. Food was scarce. Transportation broke 
down in every area of the country. Famine 
re-appeared. Disease stalked the land. And 
millions died. 

Stalin held firm. Heavy industry was ex
panded. Steel mills, automobile and tractor 
factories were operating day and night. Em
phasis was placed on armament. 

Stalin's tight control extended to the arts. 
Literature, sculpture, painting and music 
were to conform to the party line. It can be 
noted that very little greatness exists in 
Russian art from 1935 to 1953. 

In the early 1930s Stalin began sensing 
discontent within the ranks of the party. 
It was the old story again. A power struggle 
was in the making. With customary efficiency, 
Stalin solved the problem in a matter of 
months. Between 1934 and 1938 the Soviet 
state was brutally purged. The world was a 
witness to the public trials in Moscow as 
hundreds of old line Bolsheviks such as 
Grigori Zinoviev and Nikolai Bukharin faced 
the firing squads. Many had fought to create 
the 1917 revolution. Hundreds died. Then 
thousands. One thing was certain; Stalin 
was liquidating all opposition. The purge was 
effective. Any possible threat to Stalin was 
now gone. But Stalin made one terrible mis
take, one he could not have forseen in the 
1930s. Among those who went before the 
:firing squads were the cream of the Russian 
officer corps. And they disappeared at a time 
when they would be needed most. 

In Germany another former revolutionary 
was building an empire; and he, too, was 
building on an ideology. 

On August 24, 1939, the world was jolted 
when Stalin entered into a mutual non
aggression pact with Adolf Hitler. Winston 
Churchill had called Russia "a riddle in
side a question mark surrounded by an 
enigma." The key, he said, rested with Rus
sian national interest. 

Churchill was right. Stalin was buying 
time-time to rebuild the army he had de
stroyed during the purges. But time was 
against him. The men he needed were gone. 

The world Communist movement was terri
bly shaken by the pact. The Communist par
ties in every country in the world were in 
a state of shock. For years Stalin had spoken 
out against Hitler and all that he stood for. 
Now he was doing an a.bout-face and clasping 
hands with the German tyrant. In the half
century of world communism, this was the 
most. demoralizing blow, as thousands left 
the party in disgust. On September 1, 1939, 
another aspect of the non-aggression pact be
came evident. German forces invaded Poland. 
The second World War had begun. Sixteen 
days later Russian forces crossed the Polish 
frontier and raced to the Vistula river. It 

was now clear that Russia and Germany had 
agreed to carve Poland in two. 

This time Stalin was buying protection. In 
conquering the north of Poland he was shor
ing up the defensive perimeters of Russia. 
But he needed more before he could turn the 
Soviet Union into a. fortress. Next, he de
manded that Finland give him the Ka.relian 
Isthmus in exchange for some land north 
of Lake Ladoga.. The Finns refused. Stalin 
was enraged. Huge armies were sent into Fin
land to bring the tiny country to its knees. 

It is doubtful that Stalin fully understood 
the tough fibre of the Finns. Their defense 
was first rate. Within weeks the Finnish 
countryside was littered with the frozen 
bodies of an utterly destroyed Russian army. 

This was a double-barreled blast for Rus
sian communism. First, Sta.Un had launched 
an unprovoked attack on tiny Finland. Sec
ond, his armies were crushed. 

A second invasion was launched, this time 
with the finest troops in the Soviet Union. 
By March of 1940 it was over; and tiny Fin
land was forced to surrender even more ter
ritory to the Russians. 

Stalin got what he wanted, but time was 
still against him. He knew that it was only 
·a matter of time before Hitler turned his 
armies east and he was racing the clock to 
prepare for it. 

The year of 1940 was one of underlying 
tension. Stalin hurriedly assigned War Com
missar Timoshenko to the enormous task of 
reorganizing the Russian army. He worked 
day and night for months plotting supply 
lines, troop movements, accelerated training 
schedules and defense installations. He would 
still be working on June 22nd, 1941 when 
Hitler's armies crossed the Bug river into 
Russia. 

The German blow was unequalled in his
tory. The attack was calculated to stun and 
demoralize the Russians and bring a.bout 
their defeat before they could organize an 
effective defense. 

The German timetable called for victory in 
a matter of months, and it seemed as though 
the timetable was right. In less than thirty 
days the Germans had killed half a million 
Russian soldiers and captured a half-million 
more. 

Germany had developed modern warfare to 
an exact science. The German soldier was 
highly-trained and dedicated. He used the 
finest weapons and drove the finest tanks. 
The German Air Force was the best in the 
world. 

The Russian soldier was ill-equipped and 
ill-trained. He was basically an ignorant 
peasant. The vast majority of Russian sol
diers did not even carry adequate rifles. Most 
of them could not even drive a car. And 
Russian morale was non-existent. 

By November the German army could see 
the outline of the Kremlin in Moscow. Hitler 
announced to the world, "the Russian Bear 
is beaten. He will never rise again." 

Then, as it had a hundred thirty years 
before, the great Russian winter descended 
upon the north. The German Army ground 
to a halt. Then it froze. And thousands died 
in the snow. 

By now the Russians had consolidated 
their forces. They counterattacked and 
pushed the Germans back. 

It was a significant moment. The invincible 
German Army had suffered its first defeat; 
and the Russian Army its first victory. 

The following year the winter descended 
again. The German Army was marching back
ward. 

Hitler had made the mistake of treating 
the Russian population with unparalleled 
brutality. Now they rose up as one to drive 
the invader from. Russia. Even Stalin was 
forced to admit that the people were fight
ing not for communism ... but for mother 
Russia. 

Stalin welcomed military and economic aid 

from the United States. Across the North Sea 
to the Port of Murmansk, millions of tons of 
military equipment were being delivered to 
the Russian Army and Air Force. 

By now the allies were in North Africa, 
Italy and Sicily. Their bombers were pound
ing Germany day and night. 

On June 6, 1944 American forces landed 
in France. The German Army was now caught 
in a vise. Eleven months later she lay in a 
shambles, the most completely destroyed na
tion in history. 

Hitler was dead. Germany's thousand year 
state was nothing. President Roosevelt was 
dead. 

Roosevelt made the mistake of trusting 
Stalin. During their conference at Yalta 
Roosevelt granted Stalin millions of miles 
of territory north of Greece. Thirty years of 
post-war controversy was born at Yalta. 
The war was over. The old prejudice and 
suspicion was born anew. President Truman 
and British Prime Minister Atlee accused 
Russia of violating the Yalta Agreement. 
Russia was suspicious of British intentions 
in Greece and of the American attitude 
toward German reparations. 

On July 26, 1945 a meeting of the Big 
Three took place in Potsdam. Though sus
picious of Stalin's motives Truman and Atlee 
reluctantly conceded the validity of the 
Yalta Agreements. Russia was given much of 
eastern Europe. Germany was divided into 
four zones of occupation. 

And the final scene was yet to come. 
On August 6, 1945 an atom bomb was 

dropped on Hiroshima, Japan. Two days later 
Russia entered the war against Japan and 
opened the door to Russian influence in 
China. On August 9 another bomb was 
dropped. The second world war ended. 

Russia was now in a paradoxical position. 
She had been totally ravaged by the war. 
But she now stooct at the summit. She had 
gained millions of square miles in territory, 
millions in population, an experienced army 
and an influence only dreamed of six years 
before. 

Great Britain had been drained and weak
ened by the war, as had France. Two giants 
remained-the United States and the So
viet Union. The hot war had ended. The 
cold war was about to begin. It is a difficult 
thing to estimaJte Russia's loss during the 
war. Statistics can give us some idea. She 
lost seven million horses, seventeen million 
cattle, twenty million hogs, twenty seven 
million sheep, sixty per cen.t of her industry, 
forty-eight per cent of her electricity and 
twenty five million human beings. 

The Second World War had finally placed 
a cheap price tag on human life. Its value 
has not yet returned. 

The four power rule of Germany wa-s one 
of daily tension and incident. Those Nazi 
war criminals who escaped to the West faced 
the Nuremberg Trials. Most were set free. 
Those captured by the Russia.ins were quickly 
and simply shot. 

Russia began moving westw,ard. They s•wal
lowed up Poland, Rumania, Hungary and 
Czechoslovakia. All poll ti cal resistance was 
crushed. In the Katin Forest in Poland nearly 
ten thousand bodies were discovered in shal
low graves. All men. All officers in the Polish 
Army. All with their hands tied behind them. 
In one simple, efficient moment, Russia had 
assured that she would have no opposition 
in the post-war government of Poland. 

Greece was ripe for revolution. The Com
munist Party in Greece rose up to overthrow 
the monarchy. The Reds were put down vio
lently and the survivors were imprisoned. 
Before their defeat they kidnaped more than 
thirty thousand Greek children and trans
ported them to Russia. They would return 
years later as Communist espionage agents. 
There was trouble In Berlin. 

The Russians, who were bound by agree
ment to allow free access into the divided 
city, suddenly closed the gates. They were 
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placing the city under seige to starve the in
habitants into submission. The United 
States and Great Britain had only one al
ternative. Rather than crash the barricades 
and precipitate another war they took to the 
air. For months the city of Berlin was fed, 
clothed and kept free by airplane. The Rus
sians were beaten and the barricades came 
down. 

At a small college in Fulton, Missouri the 
old warrior Winston Churchill once again 
sounded the alert against tyranny with a 
phrase which would leap into the headlines. 
He called upon the world to recognize that 
an "iron curtain" had descended upon east
ern Europe. 

The Communist revolution in China oame 
to an end. Chaing Kai Chek and his army 
were pushed on to Formosa. 

The Communist movement worldwide was 
at its apex. 

A scientist once said, "there is only one 
thing worse than one nation having the 
atomic bomb-and that's two nations having 
it." 

By 1949 the Russians had it. And with it 
they had another powerful weapon-not only 
for war but for diplomatic strengt h as well . 
In June of 1950 Communist North Korean 
forces crossed the 38th parallel and launched 
an unprovoked attack on the Free Republic 
of South Korea. Through sheer chance the 
Russian ambassador to the United Nations 
was absent when the general assembly voted 
to fight the aggression. Without Russia's veto 
to hinder them the entire assembly voted to 
oppose the North Koreans. Russia would not 
make the same mistake again. 

Russia supported the North Korean armies 
and later supported China when she entered 
the war. Officially, the Soviets denied any 
support but the undeniable proof was there. 
The North Koreans and Chinese used Rus
sian tanks, machine-guns, mortars, rifles, 
trucks, jeeps and airplanes. 

The war ended in 1954. Twenty-two thou
sand men never returned. On March 6, 1953 
Joseph Stalin finally proved he had some
thing in common with the rest of mankind. 
He died. 

Another power struggle developed. The re
sult was Georgi Malenkov as premier and 
Nikita Khrushchev as first secretary of the 
Communist Party. 

For the first time in years Russia took a 
warm approach to the west. Malenkov was 
a moderate. He sought co-operation with the 
western world. He bettered the lot of the 
Russian commoner. Even the head of the 
dreaded secret police, Lavrenti Beria, was 
executed. 

Former enemies of the state were given 
their freedom. It appeared that a new era of 
peace might develop. But it was not to be. 

The real power in the Kremlin is the 12-
man comintern. They saw to it that Malen
kov was taken out. In his place: Nikita 
Khrushchev, and a return to hard line com
munism. 

In his book, "Darkness at Noon," Arthur 
Koestler made the point that Soviet Russia 
must, from time to time, destroy her idols 
and replace them with new ones. And so it 
was with Khrushchev and Stalin. Before a 
world Communist congress in Moscow, Nikita 
Khrushchev damned Stalin and all that he 
had stood for. One of the greatest of Com
munist leaders had come in for one of the 
most thorough condemnations in all Commu
nist history. As Koestler had predicted, for
mer enemies of the state were elevated to 
glory while others were defiled. 

Khrushchev told the United States, "We 
will bury you." Since making that irrational 
statement the Soviet Union has taken great 
pains to point out that the statement re
ferred to victory in an economic sense. An
other untruth. 

Khrushchev visited the United Nations 
and, in full view of the world, behaved much 
more like a disagreeable sc}loolboy than the 
ruler of millions. 

He visited the United States and played 
the role of the benevolent dictator. At vir
tually the same moment Russian secret po
lice were rounding up and executing thou
sands in Hungary in the wake of the Hun
garian fight for freedom. 

Ninety miles from the coast of the United 
States Fidel Castro led his guerrilla armies 
against the dictator Fulgencio Batista in 
Cuba. Millions the world over cheered his 
fight against tyranny. 

Author George Orwell, in his book, "The 
Animal Farm," told the story of the animals 
who rose up against their master .... And of 
a few who assumed command. In time, the 
animal-leaders were indistinguishable from 
the hated humans they ove:-threw. And so it 
was in Cuba. In time, Castro replaced Batis
ta's tyranny with his own. Communism now 
had a firm foothold in the western hemi
sphere. 

As long as we are quoting some rather 
famous authors, let's consider this excerpt 
from the writings of Vladmir Lenin: 

"The Russian bear, when confronting the 
enemies of communism, must strike quickly 
and withdraw his paw. If his opponent 
strikes back ... then we must retreat. If 
he does nothing, strike again!!!" 

And so it has been in Berlin and Cuba. 
When the West takes a firm stand against 
Communist aggression, the Red bear pulls 
back his paw. When the West does nothing, 
the arrogance of the Red bear is unbearable. 

In the fifty-odd years since the October 
revolution, communism-in the final analy
sis---must be termed a failure. It has, indeed, 
reached powerful proportions. It still stands 
as a deadly threat to human freedom. But 
there are massive cracks in the structure. 
They can be seen in the open schism with 
China, Yugoslavia, Albania and Czechoslo
vakia. They can be seen in the Polish, East 
German and Hungarian revolts. They can 
be seen in the break With Cuba . They can be 
seen when world-famous Russian ballet 
dancers and Olympic sportsmen and writers 
defect to the West. 

Most of all, the cracks in the superstruc
ture of communism can be seen in the stone 
walls and barbed wire fences and deadly 
minefields which surround the Communist 
block. A Soviet official was once asked the 
reason behind all these barriers. He replied: 
"To keep people out." If so, they are unneces
sary. For the world has so rejected the con
cept of the Soviet totalitarian state that it ls 
doubtful anyone would ever want to get in. 
No-the walls are there to keep people in; 
stone and barbed wire monuments to the 
largest prison in all history. 

Communism has failed; but that does 
not make it any less deadly. So long as the 
reigns of Communist government rest with 
the more fanatic members of the party, com
munism will remain an ever-present threat 
to individual thought and action. 

One of the great symbols of the United 
States is the American eagle. It ls an appro
priate symbol and readily indicates the 
character of the people of this country. In 
one talon it holds the olive branch of peace; 
in the other, the arrows of war. 

This country will always offer the hand 
of friendship to any nation that sincerely 
seeks peace and harmony. But it will rebuff 
with terrible fury any nation which seeks 
world conquest and war. It is appropriate, 
indeed, that our first President should supply 
the guiding words which we 11 ve by to this 
very day: 

"Eternal vigilance is the price of liberty."
George Washington. 

AMERICAN SST IS VITAL TO 
NATION'S FUTURE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle-

man from Washington (Mr. PELL y) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, it was an
nounced this morning that the British
French supersonic transport, the Con
corde, flew yesterday at supersonic speeds 
for the first time. This clearly demon
strates the wise decision President Nixon 
made last week when he announced a go
ahead for America's SST program for the 
Russians flew their TU-144 at supersonic 
speeds months ago. 

The SST is here, Mr. Speaker, and we 
must accept it and cope with it. We can 
best cope with it by continuing research 
on noise abatement. Also, research in SST 
designs must be continued; flight tech
niques must be improved and flight 
maneuvers must be rigidly controlled; 
adaptation of the airplane to its mis
sion-land or sea-must become a fixed 
policy. All of these steps will decrease the 
number of sonic booms and minimize 
those that do occur. 

Above all, Mr. Speaker, surely a people 
intelligent enough to develop a supersonic 
airplane must be ingenious enough to 
render it acceptable. 

With the strongest conviction, I believe 
outlawing the SST in America is not a 
sensible answer to any problems it may 
present. Again, Mr. Speaker, the SST is 
here. 

What faces us in this matter is the op
portunity to save a vital American indus
try; that of aircraft manufacturing 
which is spread throughout our land. 

No one knows better than President 
Nixon that in America's endeavor to in
crease our standard of living through in
creased wages we have priced our prod
ucts out of many world markets. Even in 
our automobile industry, where our mass 
production methods have helped exports. 
presently foreign automobile manufac
turers, especially in Germany and Japan, 
are threatening our leadership. 

In the air transport manufacturing 
field, we have been supreme, and as a 
result our sales abroad have contributed 
heavily toward our balance of interna
tional payments. However, in the years 
ahead, unless we advance, through new 
technology, from subsonic to supersonic 
travel, our supremacy will end. The 
President realizes what this would do to 
our world trade and economy. He knows 
there will be an SST and that if we don't 
build one our airlines will be forced to 
buy a foreign-built SST in order to com
pete. 

Mr. Speaker, presently the Boeing Co. 
has 122 orders for the American SST; 
orders placed despite the fact that the 
Russians and the British-French con
sortium wlll be in the air in advance of 
our SST, and most importantly, because 
of our supremacy in building aircraft. 

These 122 orders represent $4,880,000,-
000, at $40 million a piece. Fifty-seven of 
these orders are from foreign airlines, 
meaning that $2,280,000,000 would come 
from overseas, dramatically affecting our 
balance of payments. Even on just the 
122 orders presently held by the United 
States, our balance of payments would 
be substantially benefited. Yet, without 
the aircraft that figure would be a nega
tive $2,600,000,000 on the loss of sales to 
airlines in the United States. Sheer com-
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petition would force them to purchase 
the foreign-built aircraft. 

In addition, Mr. Speaker, Boeing Co. 
has projected a market of 500 for the 
U.S. SST, 270 of them for foreign air
lines. The sales, based on this projection, 
just to foreign carriers would total a 
staggering $10,800,000,000. This is money 
that would come into the U.S. economy 
in the middle and late 1970's and early 
1980's providing we have an SST to sell. 

Some people say the Boeing 747 will 
do the job, but nobody knows that this 
is not true better than Boeing. The 747 
and the SST are designed to accomplish 
completely different tasks. 

Russia is determined to capture the 
SST market just as the Soviet Union 
has plans to become the leading mari
time power by building a modern mer
chant fleet. 

Mr. Nixon knows the public opposition 
to noise and the problems of the sonic 
boom, so wisely he has limited the SST 
to overwater flights until this problem 
is overcome. 

This research and promotion of Amer
ican supersonic transportation by the 
Government is well within precedent. 
Congr ess legislated funds to develop 
low-cost, fast, frequent air transporta
tion when I first came to Congress in 
1953 and has subsidized this public serv
ice ever since. There is nothing new about 
this. 

However, this is a program for the fu
ture, and delay could well be its doom. 
Certainly, anyone who knows anything 
about long-term investment funds rec
ognizes private enterprise cannot do the 
job. Later, after the original research, 
private enterprise can enter the picture. 
On the matter of the Government back
ing, Mr. Speaker, it will be repaid with 
interest from royalties on sales of the 
aircraft. 

I hope my colleagues who have not 
favored the SST in the past will restudy 
the issues and lend their support to the 
$9 million President Nixon is requesting 
of Congress. 

The SST is an investment in the future 
of all Americans. In the years ahead it 
means jobs in nearly every State of the 
Union. But, just as important it means 
continued civil air supremacy and a vital 
contribution to our world trade and our 
ever-increasing living standard. 

Finally, let me remind my friends that 
while this is a civil project, I hope no one 
will overlook that it has important mili
tary implications. We need the SST for 
defense and our airlift capability. 

I urge support of the House for this 
vital program for the future of our Na
tion. 

Meanwhile, Mr. Speaker, the Seattle 
Post-Intelligencer on September 26, pre
sented an excellent editorial on the Pres
ident's decision regarding the SST, and 
I ask unanimous permission that this 
editorial appear at this point in the 
RECORD: 

THE SST DECISION 

A P-I View: President Nixon's decision to 
proceed with the development of the super
sonic transport plane (SST) should greatly 
aid this nation in keeping the aviation leader
ship it has enjoyed over the past 60 years. 

The Boeing Co. people got a tremendous 

shot in the arm with President Nixon's an
nouncement he would push forward with 
plans to develop two prototypes on the super
sonic transport aircraft. 

Although the proposal faces tough going 
in the Congress, particularly the House of 
Representatives, the President's action has 
done much to improve the sagging morale of 
Boeing officials and employees involved in 
the project. After a somewhat lengthy delay 
in waiting for Mr. Nixon's decision, his re
marks were most encouraging. 

We applaud the President's "difficult" de
cision in giving the go ahead for construc
tion of the SST. At the s.ame time we don't 
see how he could very well have f-ailed to 
do so. 

The SST-a monster able to carry 300 pas
sengers at a speed of 1,800 miles an hour
admittedly is almost as controvers1al as the 
ABM antiballistic missile system. And for 
very good reasons. 

Its practical economic value is unproven. 
Its potential sonic booms over residential 
areas could be intolerable. Many engineering 
and technological problems remain unsolved. 
Its immediate development progra m prom
ises to cost a tremendous amount of money
ultimately as much as $4.5 billion. 

To many of the critics, it is the cost of the 
program which should ntle it out at this 
time of urban crisis and the war in Viet nam. 
"They insist--and will insis t in the coming 
congressional appropriation debat e--that t h e 
SST does not merit its recommended priority 
treatment. · 

All these are pret ty impressive reasons for 
continuing to stall on a plane which was first 
planned under t he Kennedy administration. 
Yet the fact is that other nations are not 
stalling. Russia's supersonic airliner, the TU-
144, and its British-French counterpart, the 
Concorde, already have been test flown for 
many hours. 

To President Nixon, and to us, this fact 
overrides all others. As happened in the 
space race, it is imperative this nation catch 
up and recapture leadership in another of 
mankind's major thrusts into the future. 

Technical problems even sonic booms, can 
be solved if we really try. Money will be found 
for the war and for our social problems. 
What we must not lose, and certainly not by 
def.a.ult, is the world pre-eminence we have 
earned by topping the competition in every 
really important challenge. 

PRESIDENT NIXON'S ENDORSE
MENT OF DIRECT ELECTION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Massachusetts (Mr. CONTE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 
that President Nixon has endorsed the 
direct election amendment that this 
body overwhelmingly adopted last 
month. I think the President's action 
represents a great step forward in our 
efforts to achieve a truly representa
tive system, and I applaud him for it. 

During the debate over this measure, 
we had the opportunity to hear all the 
arguments both pro and con. I think 
we faced the issue squarely and came out 
in the right place. 

As the President stated, however, the 
issue is no longer the same. The issue now 
is how to achieve the goal of electoral 
reform in the shortest possible time. 

Time is clearly of the essence. One only 
has to look back to 1968 to recognize the 
truth of this statement. 

For this reason, I hope that some-

thing can be done by 1972, and if not 
then, by 1976 at the latest. 

I think President Nixon's leadership in 
this fight will give it a tremendous boost. 
I congratulate him again for his forth
right endorsement of the direct election 
amendment. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for the op
portunity to make these brief remarks. 

TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC 
WELFARE'S TREMENDOUS SUC
CESS IN 1969 SUMMER PROGRAM 
FOR AFDC CHILDREN AND 
YOUTHS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
pleasure to bring to the attention of my 
colleagues the excellent work of the 
Texas State Department of Public Wel
fare in the execution of their 1969 sum
mer program for AFDC children and 
youths. The program was a great suc
cess, especially in my own county and the 
24 other counties within the San An
tonio coordinated region. 

The program is aimed at gainfully 
employing as many children and youths 
as possible in summer activities which 
range from education, including the 
Headstart program, to health care, rec
reation, and summer employment. In 
Bexar County-part of which I repre
sent-some 16,076 children participated. 

Much of the credit for the enormous 
success of this year's program is due to 
the public welfare caseworkers. The en
tire field staff was mobilized in the 24 
counties in my region in late May to plan 
the available resources for summer ac
tivity for the children. These efforts were 
coordinated with the staffs of public and 
private agencies to insure maximum par
ticipation in every possible area. Youths 
were placed in Federal installations un
der the youth opportunities program. 
Jobs ranged from IBM apprentice in 
Bexar County to fieldwork picking cot
ton in Wilson and Karnes Counties. The 
Headstart program, besides schooling, 
included complete health and dental 
checkups. Recreational activities for 
children included camping, organized 
sports, sewing, and so forth. There wa.s 
also an extensive summer school program 
for those needing or desiring summer 
courses. The Upward Bound program 
and commercial schools were employed 
and some youths even attended colleges 
on their own. 

It is clear to me, Mr. Speaker, that 
this program has helped one very needy 
segment of our society and, as such, de
serves recognition and commendation. It 
is for this reason that I would like to 
commend its coordinators: Mr. Joel E. 
Falcon, the program director; Mr. Ray
mond G. Cheves, the director of field 
staff; and Mr. Roy A. Broussard, the 
program coordinator; along with the 
many caseworkers. It is their dedication 
and enthusiasm that is making this proj
ect a success. I insert a table of the ac
tivities by the various programs used 
at this point for your information: 
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Counties 
Summer activity 

Atascosa Bandera Bexar Comal Dimm it Edwa rds Frio Gillespie Gonzales Guadalupe Karnes Kendal by programs 

Headstart program . ...••...... . .. 3 7 576 45 20 8 8 4 15 130 34 0 
83 5 l , 100 25 12 5 0 0 6 132 102 3 Summer employment. .---- -..... 
14 2 400 50 0 3 30 1 18 100 46 3 Summer school and college_ ...... 
7 60 7, 000 87 10 40 53 5 20 161 82 8 Recreation ..... . .... . .. -.. ... -.. 
1 0 7, 000 45 0 0 0 0 0 123 21 0 Health care • ... .. ..... . ......... 

Total. . . ••. ..• ••........ . . 98 74 16, 076 252 42 56 91 10 59 646 285 14 

Kerr Kimble Kinney La Salle Mason Maverick Med ina Real Uvalde Val Verde Wilson Zavala 

Headstart program . •.. . . ...... . .• 7 7 6 32 0 10 5 4 9 6 34 8 
0 15 5 1 0 9 5 5 9 6 102 6 Summer employment. • .....••. . . 

49 23 4 32 0 150 5 3 5 3 46 38 Summer school and college . .•• .. • 
15 19 20 22 0 158 5 10 10 5 82 3 Recreation . . . .. . .. . .. ......•.. .• 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 0 Health Care • • _--- ---------- -- ---

Total.. ..•.•• . . . . ••... . ___ 71 64 35 87 327 20 22 33 20 285 55 

Number Number 

Activities in all counties: Activities in all counties-Continued 
Headstart program ••••• --------------- -- -- ------------------ - ---- ---- - -- -- 978 

1, 636 
1, 025 

Recreation __ _____ . . --- --- --- - ----······ -··········----- -------------- ---- - ~.· ffl Health ca re. ___ . ____ __ . .... ----- . . .. _____ . __ _______________ ------_____ ___ _ 
~~~~!~ :~~~~Ya~~n:Ollege::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Grand total. . . ---- ---- -- ------------------- ------------------------------- 118, 739 

1 For all activities in all counties. 

ANYBODY FOR DIRTY MEAT? 
(Mr. PODELL asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD.) 

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, several 
years ago the public was stunned to dis
cover that approximately 15 percent of 
all red meat consumed in this country 
was slaughtered and processed without 
adequate inspection. The meat in ques
tion moved through packing facilities 
involved in intrastate commerce. Not 
crossing a State line, it came solely under 
state jurisdiction. More often than not, 
this meat was poorly inspected, recalling 
all the old horrid specters of the times 
of Upton Sinclair and his work, "The 
Jungle." In State after State, the pic
ture was the same. Poor inspection. Pu
trid meat being doctored to look healthy 
and consumable. Unsanitary conditions. 
Special dealers in the "four D's" ; ani
mals which were dead, dying, disabled, or 
diseased. A national outcry went up from 
coast to coast and, under vigorous prod
ding, the consumer was extended pro
tection by passage of the Wholesome 
Meat Act of 1967. This measure went into 
effect on December 15, 1967. A 2-year 
grace period was provided under the act, 
allowing individual States leeway for 
that period of time to bring inspection 
procedures and facilities up to Federal 
levels and standards. This deadline ex
pires on December 15, 1969. 

One further year of grace is provided 
for in the act for a given State which 
has attempted to live up to provisions of 
the law, but which does require some 
further extension in order to complete 
its updating of standards. Discretion is 
allowed the Secretary of Agriculture in 
extending such an additional grace 
period. 

It is a fact that regulations promul
gating this act have been published by 
the Department of Agriculture only 
about a month ago. Many States have 
entered into agreements with the De
partment of Agriculture under which 

they promise to live up to terms of the 
law. 

If States have not lived up to the let
ter of the law by the expiration date, 
the Federal Government is empowered 
to move in and take over jnspection of 
red meat in such facilities in the con
sumer interest. 

It is interesting to note that Nebraska, 
home State of the Secretary of Agricul
ture, Mr. Hardin, has failed to enter 
into such an agreement with the Federal 
Government. An oversight, I am sure. 

Mr. Speaker, it is already obvious that 
a good many States which tolerated such 
lax inspection have been equally lax in 
bringing their standards up to snuff. It 
is also obvious that a good many of them 
are preparing to ask for the extra 1-
year extension from the Department of 
Agriculture, using the excuse that late 
publication of regulations leaves them 
with too little time to interpret and put 
them into actual force. They obviously 
are counting on aid and assistance from 
the Assistant Secretary of Agriculture in 
charge of enforcing the act itself. Mr. J. 
Phillip Campbell is the former Commis
sioner of Agriculture of Georgia. In that 
former capacity he bitterly opposed the 
entire Wholesome Meat Act when it was 
originally promulgated. He remained in
transigent to the end, fighting the bill in 
the final form it now tal{es. It is clear 
to any who would see what is coming. 

After December 15, a stream of ex
ceptions for an additional year will ema
nate from the Department of Agricul
ture, allowing millions of consumers to 
be exposed to dirty meat for yet another 
year. Consumers will be able to purchase 
such unwholesome meat in one State 
and cross a State line with it into other 
jurisdictions. There is not a doubt but 
that such products will continue to en
danger lives and public health. Unless 
the Department of Agriculture moves 
swiftly to inform all involved States that 
foot-dragging will be intolerable and ex
tensions difficult to come by, the worst 
will occur. 

We have already seen how standards 
are being relaxed in this department of 
Government. Recently we have seen a 
ruling allowing 15 percent of all hot dogs 
to be composed of garbage chicken meat. 
Also, they are to be allowed to contain 
up to 30 percent pure fat. Garbagedogs 
would be a more apt name for them. Will 
a relaxation of hard-won standards re
garding meat inspection be added to the 
fast-growing list? 

LAOS: THE SECOND VIE'INAM 
(Mr. PODELL asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the .RECORD.) 

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, as the 
fighting obviously escalates in Laos and 
excuses of the most feeble sort spill out 
of the administration, I have the chilling, 
despairing feeling that we have learned 
nothing from all the agony of the past 
few years. 

It is a fact that the American air war 
in Laos is immense, equaling past air 
offensives in Southea.st Asia. The auto
matic secondary target for our air strikes 
in case of truces is Laos. Foreign troops, 
possibly both Thai and American, are 
now engaged in combat there. At the very 
least, American air support and logistics 
support is increasing significantly. 

We know ~52 raids on North Vietna
mese supply routes running through 
Laos have been stepped up to com
pensate for a halt in bombing of the 
north. In March, tactical bombing was 
increased in support of Laotian forces 
fighting the Pathet Lao. 

Already the American chain of com
mand is the ultimate decisionmaker in 
the war because of our command of sup
plies and air support. Our total annual 
assistance to the government there is in 
the neighborhood of $250 million. Of this, 
only $60 million is accounted for pub
licly. The rest is, of course, going for mili
tary purposes. 

It is no secret that the North Viet
namese are invading that nation, aiding 
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the native Pathet Lao. For almost a dec
ade, we have sought to beef up the native 
troops to counter this threat. It is the 
same sad tale as in South Vietnam. They 
will allow us to turn them into a client 
state which profits while American dying 
escalates. Have we no ability to learn 
from the past? Then we are, of course, 
doomed to repeat it. 

We know that American advisers are 
attached to a good many Laotian units, 
participating in planning and tactics. 
American personnel are servicing Lao
tian combat aircraft. One entire Ameri
can base in Thailand is being used to
tally to support our Laotian effort. 

Laos is a collection of tribes with no 
national feeling comparable to that 
found in the West or in other Asian 
areas. Civil war of some kind is a perma
nent state of affairs there. Yet we are 
involving ourselves in it just as we did in 
Vietnam. Our involvement is similar to 
that of a man who enters a quicksand 
bog in the hope of walking across it 
without sinking more than ankle deep. 

As the Vietnamese war spills across the 
Laotian borders, intermingling with 
Laotian internal strife, we are now, in 
the name of fighting the North Viet
namese and Pathet Lao, diving headfirst 
into another Vietnam. A surrogate, if 
you will, for the Asian swamp we are 
already desperately striving to extricate 
ourselves from. 

It is appallingly obvious that military 
and civilian personnel on the spot are 
seeking to edge us in a cumulative man
ner into the same insanity. Also, it is 
being done in secret, without permission 
of the Congress and in spite of the de
mand from coast to coast that such ac
tivity should end in Vietnam, much less 
commence in Laos. 

By what right is the Government of 
this country pursuing such action? By 
what right does the Department of State 
dare to publicly stand up and tell the 
U.S. Congress such outrageous lies as 
they have been doing in the past few 
days about the Laotian question? Do 
they feel we are as frightened, stupid, 
and supine as they are? 

Mr. Speaker, I am beginning to believe 
that these gentlemen who are making 
these decisions are functioning in a 
vacuum. Outside, they are utterly ob
livious to the anger, mounting impa
tience and shortening tempers of the 
people of this country. It is about time 
that these gentlemen were told that if 
they intend to give another war, the at
tendance will be very sparse. If they are 
willing to go we shall be glad to cheer 
them on, wish them hon voyage. 

MORE ON THE CASE AGAINST EX
TENSION OF THE WEST FRONT 
(Mr. STRATTON asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the difficulties in the recent action of the 
House in approving $2 million for un
dertaking plans and specifications for the 
proposed 4 %-acre extension of the west 
front of the Capitol is that with the 
limited time available to the opposition 

I never had a real chance to answer some 
of the rather plausible sounding but 
nevertheless inaccurate arguments of
fered by proponents of this elaborate and 
expensive extension project. 

I tried to make up for that deficiency 
the other day, however, when I testified 
on this same proposal before the Legis
lative Appropriations Subcommittee of 
the Senate. For some of those who heard 
the debate on this subject in the House, 
it may be of interest to peruse this addi
tional testimony of mine on this costly 
project. We still have a chance to beat it. 

Under leave to extend my remarks, 
I include my testimony before the Senate 
subcommittee: 

TESTIMONY OF CONGRESSMAN SAMUEL S. STRAT
TON BEFORE THE SENATE LEGISLATIVE APPRO

PRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE, SEPTEMBER 24, 
1969 
Mr. Chairman, members of the commit

tee, I appear here this morning in oppo
sition to the appropriation of $2 million 
under the heading Extension of the Capitol 
contained in H.R. 13763, the Legislative Ap
propriation Act for 1970 which passed the 
House last Friday. As some members of this 
subcommittee are perhaps already a.ware, I 
not only fought, somewhat unsuccessfully, 
to have this appropriation deleted in the 
House but I have been fighting for more 
than three years to block the elaborate, ex
pensive, and to me unnecessary proposal 
to extend the West Front of the Capitol 
which is referred to and in effect endorsed 
by this $2 million appropriation. I have op
posed this not only because I believe that 
it would be unwise for us to cover up and 
destroy for all time the last remaining orig
inal seotion of the historic United States 
Capitol building that has been standing 
since 1800, but also because I do not believe 
that we need to spend the kind of money 
involved in this proposal for the additional 
space which it would provide, certainly not 
at a. time when the President of the United 
States himself has cut back on construction 
funds by 75 percent. 

In previous years it was to a large ex
tent the action of the Senate in opposing 
this project that prevented its adoption, 
in particular the opposition of former Sen
ator Monroney of Oklahoma and Senator 
Proxmire of Wisconsin, and Sena.tor Young 
of Ohio. In fact in 1966, largely in response 
to the opposition of members of this body 
and the public outcry of aroused citizens, 
the leaders of the House Appropriations 
Committee indicated that they did not in
tend to attempt to fund this project while 
the Viet Nam War was still under way. 

Nevertheless a fresh effort has suddenly 
been ma.de late this summer to revive the 
whole program, in spite of the fact that the 
war is still on and the inflationary problems 
connected with it are even more disturbing 
than before. Largely the argument justifying 
this revival is that new cracks have developed 
in the West Front and unless Congress moves 
swiftly to approve the original expansive 
project the building may collapse at any 
moment around our heads with untold dis
aster to ourselves, our visitors and the Re
public. 

There is no disputing the fa.ct, Mr. Chair
man, that the West Front is in need of re
pair and certainly no one would deny that 
some steps must be taken to prevent its 
collapse and to restore it to a safe and sound 
condition. What is at issue is whether the 
only way to preform this Job of preventing 
the collapse of the West Front is through 
the very elaborate extension plan which the 
Architect has been pushing for all these 
years and which in effect would be officially 
and formally endorsed by the Congress if 
this $2 million appropriation is approved. 

As I am sure members of this subcommit
tee are aware, this extension is by no means 
a simple or a modest undertaking. It in
volves an increase in floor space of the Capi
tol of 4Y:z acres. It includes the addition of 
two dining rooms, two cafeterias, two audi
toriums, 38 toilets, 8 elevators, two escalators, 
and a total of 98 offices, most of these pre
sumably to be used as hid ea ways for espe
cially favored members of the House or Sen
ate. It should be obvious to anyone that we 
do not really need two escalators or two 
cafeterias or 98 additional hideaway offices 
just to keep the West Front of the Capitol 
from falling down. 

My position for some time has been that 
before we proceed with this elaborate proj
ect, which would cover up the last remain
ing portion of the original Capitol building 
for all time, and would extend the West 
Front by some 44 to 88 feet, completely 
change its present architecture to a kind of 
poor man's replica. of the East Front, and 
involve the destruction and duplication of 
the present Olmstead terraces, we ought to 
pause for a. moment to find out whether there 
is any better, cheaper, easier way to save 
the West Front of the Capitol without doing 
all of this untold damage and costing the 
taxpayers so much money. In that connec
tion, incidentally, the present bill for the 
West Front extension proposal is $45 million, 
an increase of $11 million from the price 
tag which the Architect fixed in 1966, and 
judging by our experience with his cost 
estimates for the East Front extension and 
for the Rayburn Building, I would judge we 
would be likely to end up with a. final price 
tag of perhaps $60 or $70 billion. Even at 
Mr. Stewart's own figures the fact is that 
the present square foot cost of the West 
Front extension is 5 times the present square 
foot cost of what had hitherto been generally 
regarded as the most expensive of all office 
buildings, the Rayburn Building. The Ray
burn Building, with 2,375,000 square feet 
and a total cost of $81,367,000, cost $34.26 
per square foot. The West Front extension 
by contrast, using the Architect's own fig
ures, would provide us with 269,000 square 
feet at a. cost of $45 million, or $166.95 per 
square foot, nearly 5 times the cost of the 
Rayburn Building. 

The arguments that have been given to 
the House Committees and to the House itself 
in support of this elabora,te expansion proj
ect have claimed that it is impossible to 
determine how the West Front might be 
saved without being transformed and ex
tended, that it would be impossible to deter
mine in advance how much it would cost, 
and it has been argued that in any event 
the whole west side of the Capitol would 
have to be vacated for a. very long period if 
anything except an extension project were 
carried out. I am not an architect myself, 
but the American Institute of Architects, 
which includes 80 percent of the professional 
architects of the country, maintains, on the 
other hand, that none of these three argu
ments will hold water. They claim that the 
West Front can be restored without being 
extended, they claim that a reasonably re
liable estimate of its cost can be ma.de, and 
they claim that only those sections of the 
Capitol immediately bein:g worked on would 
have to be vacated during the restoration 
process. 

The really incredible fact in this whole 
matter of the Capitol extension is that in all 
of these years that this proposal has been 
kicking around here nobody has ever under
taken to make a careful, thorough, impar
tial engineering study of what needs to be 
done in order to prevent the West Front 
from collapsing and how much it would cost. 
A good deal is made of a study made by the 
Thompson & Lichtner firm of Boston, Massa
chusetts, of the condition of the West Front. 
This study appears in 5 volumes, and I have 
looked at all 5 volumes. However, in all of 
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these 5 volumes there is only one small para
graph which simply states flatly, without any 
description or analysis, that restoration is 
impossible and extension is the only solu
tion. The balance of the volume is a detailed 
analysis of some of the cracks and crumbling 
that have occurred in the West Front. This 
is not an engineering study of restoration or 
of the problems associated with it, and it 
does not represent an argument that restora
tion is impossible. The firm was engaged by 
the Architect, and I am sure they were well 
aware of what the Architect wanted done. 
Like a good employee or consultant the study 
that they produced was designed to assist 
their client achieve the end that he wanted. 

My recommendation has been, and I made 
the propo.sal in the House and I would make 
it to this subcommittee, that we delete the 
$2 million for plans and specifications for 
the extension project and substitute in
stead $100,000 t.o finance an independent 
engineering survey of just what would be 
required to keep the West Front from col
lapsing and how much it would cost. 

Two years ago, I believe in 1967, this sub
committee and the Senate itself adopted a 
resolution directing the Architect of the 
Capitol to have such a study conducted, 
since this subcommittee and the Senate 
shared my conviction that nothing had been 
done to explore this alternative. However, 
the provision was knocked out in the Con
ference Committee and the assurance that 
nothing would be done on the item during 
the present emergency was made at that 
time, as I recall it. 

This subcommittee should know that al
though the $2 million appropriation did pass 
the House last Friday, a day when normally 
many members of the House are not in at
tendance, it did not exactly sweep the House. 
The only vote which we were able, from a 
parliamentary situation, to take, was a non
recorded vote of 92 to 59. Moreover, those 
speaking in favor of the extension project re
ceived nearly 2 hours in debate while I, 
speaking against it, got all of 8 minutes. I 
would say that the House was swayed pri
marily by these arguments: (a) Those sup
porting the extension were not interested in 
additional space for the Capitol, they were 
only interested in saving the building and 
its occupants from the hazard and calamity 
of a sudden collapse. 

Yet the fact is that by approving this $2 
million, we get the particular plan which the 
Architect has been pushing for years, the 
Plan No. 2 which involves this elaborate ex
pansion with all of the facilities which I have 
already indicated, and the fact remains that 
there has stm not been any study made of 
whether we can in fact save this building and 
prevent the collapse which we have been told 
is imminent in any simpler, less elaborate and 
cheaper way. 

(b) Both Representative Yates and Repre
sentative Andrews of North Dakota made 
eloquent statements in defense of the pro
posal that the extension project was the 
only way to save the Capitol and that no al
ternative was feasible. However, their state
ments in this regard do not really represent 
an independent engineering or architectural 
judgment, in my opinion. They were based 
on three sources: (1) the Thompson & Licht
ner report, which was commissioned by the 
Architect of the Capitol; (2) Mr. Campioli, 
the Assistant Architect of the Capitol, an em
ployee of Mr. Stewart, who, incidentally, prior 
to becoming associated with Mr. Stewart was 
associated with the architectural firm of 
Alfred Poor & Associates, the group that de
signed the East Front extension, helped de
sign the West Front extension, as well as the 
Cannon renovation and the garages of the 
Rayburn Building. Obviously, Mr. Campioli is 
hardly an independent witness on this par
ticular subject; (3) a Mr. Severud, questioned 
by telephone by Congressman Yates, who was 
also identified as being on Mr. Stewart's pay· 
roll as an engineer consultant, so that he, too, 

like any good lawyer, would be expected to 
support the proposal of his client rather than 
oppose it. 

All of this, Mr. Chairman, suggests to me 
that what we really need to do to make sense. 
is to make certain that no construction work 
begins on this West Front until after we 
have had .an independent engineering study 
made of what is the minimum we need to do 
to keep the West Front from falling and how 
much it would cost. Mr. Stewart or his as
sociates have given their own figure for the 
cost of this restoration, ranging from $10 to 
$50 million, but that is not the result of any 
study and is hardly a disinterested quotation. 
If by spending $100,000 now we can perhaps 
save the taxpayers $10 or $15 or $20 million 
later on in avoiding the construction of un
necessary office space, and unnecessary 
cafeterias, and unnecessary auditoriums in 
the Nation's No. 1 historic shrine, I think 
we would be very wise and would be indeed 
well served. Some people have raised the 
question as to whether a study directly com
missioned by the Architect of the Capitol 
himself, who is so deeply committed to this 
particular extension project, would be mean_
ingful since he might well influence the de
cision of the firm which he engaged with this 
$100,000. I am not sure whether this is a 
wise concern or not, but 1f it is impossible 
for us to get a genuinely independent en
gineering survey made by some firm engaged 
by the Architect of the Capitol, perhaps the 
National Trust Foundation or even the In
terior Department might be qualified to take 
on this particular assignment. 

Let me make just one additional point. 
Much has been made of the urgent necessity 
of preventing the West Front from collapsing. 
In that connection, I ought to point out that 
the Architect's own statement makes it per
fectly clear that if this $2 million for plans 
and specifications is appropriated it will be 
some 18 months before we have these plans 
and specifications available for further con
struction. Thus the blunt fact is that even 
if we go along with this requested appro
priation we are not going to be doing any
thing to prevent the Capitol from collapsing 
around our heads for another 18 months. 
If the danger is really great now, we are 
going to have to live with it for another 18 
months. If we can in fact survive for that 
18 months' period without the building col
lapsing a.round our heads, certainly we can 
survive long enough for the 6 or 8 months 
that it might take to conduct the detailed, 
independent engineering study which I have 
suggested should be made. Then we will have 
not just one option before us but some alter
native choice, and then we can act much 
more intelligently in deciding which course 
of action would be the best and the most 
economical to take. 

Mr. Chairman, may I just conclude by in
serting in the record with my remarks a 
letter which the American Institute of Archi
tects addresesd to me earlier this year in 
response to certain questions addressed to 
them last fall by our late, beloved colleague, 
Senator Bob Bartlett of Alaska. Senator 
Bartlett was as concerned with the dam-age 
that might be done by this West Front ex
tension as I was and as a member of this 
suboommittee he did a magnificent job in 
preventing any hasty extension action. On 
November 25th, he addressed a letter to the 
President of the AIA asking for his oomments 
on certain statements by Mr. campioli with 
respect to the imminence of the collapse of 
the Capitol. The reply of the AIA was for
warded to me on February 17, 1969. Because a 
distinguished former member of this sub
committee and this body was deeply con
cerned over this subject, I believe that it 
would be particularly appropriate that this 
exchange of correspondence be included in 
the record at this point. It should be noted 
particularly that the reply of the AIA spells 
out the points which I have made earlier, 
namely, that the entire West Front of the 

Capitol would not have to be evacuated for a 
period of from 5 to 10 years, that the West 
Front restoration is feasible, and that a rela
tively precise cost figure could be placed 
upon it. 

The AIA letter is attached. 

THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE 

OF ARCHITECTS, 
St. Louis, Mo., February 17, 1969. 

Hon. SAMUEL s. STRATTON. 

U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN STRATTON: This is my 
belated reply to the late Senator E. L. Bart
lett's letter of November 25, 1968 (enclosed), 
in which he asked the American Institute of 
Architects to comment on a speech given by 
Mario E. Campioli, Assistant Architect of the 
Capitol, before the Convention of American 
Registered Architects. Since you have long 
been interested in plans for correcting the 
condition of the West Front of the Capitol, 
I am directing my reply to you. 

The American Institute of Architects be
lieves that the West Front of the Capitol 
can and should be restored in its present lo
cation using existing standstone where pos
sible or new sandstone where necessary. Like 
any prudent owner, Congress should com
mission an impartial structural engineer to 
study all aspects of restoration and to rec
ommend a program for restoration complete 
with cost and risk evaluations and detailing 
any disruption of Capitol activities. Only 
then will Congress be able to make an ef
fective comparison between restoration and 
extension. 

The questions which Senator Bartlett 
asked illuminate one glaring fact: no one 
knows exactly what restoration will entail. 

The engineering report prepared in 1964 
by Thompson and Lichtner (which was 
commissioned by the Architect of the Capi
tol) is devoted solely to the feasibility of ex
tension-nowhere does it state that restora
tion is impossible. This report professionally 
justifies extension but does not profession
ally analyze the expected risk, cost and dis
ruption factors which would be encountered 
in restoration. 

Without the benefit of a feasibility study 
we and the members of Congress can do no 
better than t.o make educated guesses about 
the risk, cost, and the extent of restoration 
needed. Yet, we are certain that restoration 
is possible. On this basis then we answer 
Senator Bartlett's questions which were 
prompted by the picture of horribles painted 
by Mr. Campioli. 

Will restoration of the existing structure 
entail vacating the entire West Front "for a 
period of five to ten years"? 

By using modern technological develop
ments, the entire West Front would not have 
to be vacated "for a period of five to ten 
years." Only those spaces immediately ad
jacent to active restoration would have to be 
vacated. 

Is it true that there would be no limit on 
risk or cost, if the West Front were restored 
rather than extended? 

Of oourse, there would be a limit t.o cost 
and risk of restoration. We firmly believe 
restoration will prove much less costly than 
extension (much structural repair must be 
done in either event). A feasibility study 
would provide Congress with cost informa
tion. 

Does the structural preservation of the 
Capitol indicate an extension of the build
ing to the west? 

The structural preservation of the Capitol 
does not necessarily indicate an extension to 
the West. Structural preservation can be ac
complished by several means, including 
either restoration or extension. We strongly 
urge Congress to choose restoration. 

Senator Bartlett also asks: "Am I mistaken 
in believing that nothing of the original 
Capitol building will remain if the West 
Front were extended?" The Senator was not 
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mistaken: the West Front is the last remain
ing exterior portion of the original Capitol 
building. And for this very reason, we argue 
that Congress should restore the West Front. 

As you know, the West Front of the origi
nal Capitol building is substantially un
changed from its appearance in 1825. In that 
year, Charles Bulfinch completed the West 
Front of the Capitol, slightly modifying Wil
liam Thornton's prize-winning design of 
1793. In 1800, under the direction of James 
Hoban, the north wing of the original Capi
tol-Congress House--was completed and the 
legislators moved in. In 1807, the south wing 
was finished under the charge of Benjamin 
Latrobe. Bulfinch then completed Thornton's 
conception of the Capitol by constructing the 
central portion, including its West Front. 
For reasons of economy, President George 
Washington chose sandstone as the building 
material. 

In 1851, Thomas Walter began to add the 
present House and Senate chamber to the 
north and south wings. At this time, too he 
designed the present steel dome to replace 
Bulfinch's low brass dome which was dwarfed 
by the new wings. 

No further changes were made in the Capi
tol until the late 1950's when the Associate 
Architects, commissioned by the Architect 
of the Capitol, J. George Stewart, extended 
the original East Front 32Yz feet in order to 
eliminate the impression that the huge dome 
overhung the original central portico. In so 
doing, Mr. Stewart also replaced the sand
stone of the East Front with marble. Thus, 
even though the origin al East Front was pre
served as an interior wall, it has disappeared 
from view. 

Now the Architect of the Capitol and 
Speaker McCormack want to extend the West 
Front in the same manner: replacing sand
stone with marble and preserving the West 
Front as as interior wall. If this ls done, all 
vestiges of the original Capitol will be buried 
beneath m arble. 

Since 1800, parts of the West Front have 
witnessed the unfolding of the story of the 
United States as a Nation. Surely, now when 
Americans are beginning to appreciate the 
heri tage of their past, we can afford to re
store the West Front in its original place for 
hist~rical reason s. 

Thus, we urge restoration in order to be
queat h to the future a reliable representa
tion of an original portion of the Capitol 
in the place where it was built. Restoring the 
wall in its present position is important to 
preserve a position in time without change: 
a position in time which will be credible 
to generations of Americans now and in the 
future. Certainly in our hiera rchy of build
ings there is none more important to our Na
tion than the Capitol. If a small portion of 
it is not worth restoring, what is? 

Finally, Senator Bartlett inquired about 
The Ins tit ute's consistency in supporting 
restoration of the West Front. Once again 
he points to the AIA MEMO (see enclosed 
article) of January, 1958, which states in 
part: "It is believed that the space require
ments could be better filled-and at far 
less oost--by leaving the East Front alone 
and instead developing a proposed scheme for 
expansion of the West side of the building." 
The above quotation was contained in an 
article reporting the aetivities of the Com
mittee on the Preservation of the Capitol 
which was not an AIA committee, but com
posed of a group of architects (some AIA 
members), archit ectural historians, as well 
as other prominent citizens outside the pro
fession, to rally support against the proposed 
extension of the East Front of the Capitol. 
This quotation is entirely out of context 
and misrepresents The Institute's long-stand
ing position in favor of restoration. The 
American Institute of Architects ha.s never 
officially or unofficially espoused any proposal 
for extending the West Front of the Capitol." 
While opposing destruction of the historic 
East Front, and reporting activities of that 

nature, The Institute has been oast by pro
ponents of a West Front extension, in the 
position of recommending extension of the 
West Front. 

In 1958, we urged restoration of the East 
Front for historical reasons. Now, extension 
of the East Front makes stronger our his
torical argument in favor of preserving the 
West Front as the last remaining exterior 
portion of the original Capitol. Only Con
gress can and should make the decision to 
restore the West Front. In so doing, Congress 
should not let its current and future space 
needs (which can and should be a-0007Ilmo
dated elsewhere) dictate; rather it should 
consider what our Capitol means to Ameri
cans now and will mean to future genera
tions of Americans. 

I feel that the controversy over restoration 
or extension of the West Front of the Capitol 
poignantly emphasizes the need for a profes
siona.l commission to plan the comprehensive 
development of Capitol Hill. I hope that leg
islation such as S .J. Res. 74, which passed 
the Senate last year, will be reintroduced 
this session and enacted into law. Only then 
will there be an orderly resolution of contro
versies such as this. 

I appreciate the opportunity to express 
once again The Institute's position on this 
most important matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE F. KASSABAUM, 

President, American Institute of Architects. 

SDS PROMOTES DISCORD IN HIGH 
SCHOOLS 

(Mr. !CHORD asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Speaker, high 
schools across our Nation are being dis
rupted by Students for a Democratic So
ciety-SOS-militants who are intent 
on promoting racial discord and violence. 
In nearly a score of States since the fall 
semester began, high schools have be
come the staging areas for the spread of 
the SDS revolutionary philosophy. 

A national SDS high school policy was 
first inaugurated in October 1968, at an 
SDS national council meeting in Boulder, 
Colo., where a special "high school res
olution" was adop ted. The resolution 
called for: First, the hiring of a national 
high school coordinator; second, regional 
organizations of the SDS to make high 
school organizing a main part of their 
program; and third, the national circu
lation of an underground paper pub
lished by the Los Angeles high school 
SDS chapter. 

SDS leaders feel they have found a 
new outlet in high schools for SDS mili
tancy. They have emphasized the need 
to recruit new members on the high 
school level, to circulate SDS literature 
and to "radicalize" high school students. 
One SDS pamphlet for high school 
readers states: 

Even such seemingly destructive actions 
as st arting trash can fires and pulling fire 
alarms are actually forms of protest direct ed 
at the school as it is now constituted. Not 
only the defense of hair and clothing styles 
against administration attack, but the 
adoption of such styles themselves indicates 
a general disgust with the values and atti
tudes that our generation has been force
fed. 

Exploitation of racial unrest in many 
of our Nation's high schools appears to 
be of the SDS. For example, a few days 
ago in Pittsburgh, Pa., several high 

schools were closed for a time because 
of racial fighting blamed in part by po
lice on SDS agitation. SDS members by 
painting siogans favoring "Black Power" 
and "Victory for the Vietcong" on the 
outside of Pittsburgh's racially tense 
Oliver High School touched off an inci
dent of violence. At Pittsburgh's South 
Hills High School, a bare-breasted f e
male SDS member ran through the halls 
urging pupils to leave class while a group 
of 30 SDS members distributed SDS lit
erature to the pupi'ls. In Detroit, a group 
of 15 SDS members painted SDS slogans 
on high school walls and assaulted two 
teachers who tried to stop them. 

For immature young high school stu
dents the advent of the SDS activists in 
their schools may provide a new and clif
f erent outlet for excitement. SDS does 
not hesitate to take advantage of these 
teenagers, for they are enthusiastic 
workers and a source of needed "bodies" 
to join in SOS-sponsored demonstra
tions. The tragedy is that the young 
people often do not know for what rea
son they are demonstrating and do not 
realize the deeper, more serious activity 
which could follow. The real catastrophe 
is that those who join the SDS with an 
honest and sincere belief that they may 
be helping minority groups or the poor 
are being exploited. The ability of the 
SDS activists to seize upon items of dis
content and to fan the sparks of discon
tent into actual violence presents a clear 
and present danger. 

In the days ahead, we can expect the 
SDS to concentrate even more on high 
schools in large cities where there are 
college SDS chapters. These chapters 
have been instructed by the SDS nation
al leadership to direct and encourage 
SDS activities in local high schools. Like
wise, they have been instructed to help 
the young students prepare attacks on 
high school p1incipals and policies. In 
addition, they have been instructed to 
help publish "free press" type newspa
pers and urge disruptive tactics inside 
the school. 

As chairman of the Committee on In
ternal Security I have presided over a 
series of hearings concerning the in
volvement of the SDS in revolutionary 
violence. I have heard outstanding edu
cators, college and university adminis
trators, and other outstanding academic 
leaders report on the willingness and 
readiness of SDS to engage in violence 
to accomplish its goals. As a committee, 
we are focusing our attention on the de
gree and the intensity of the threat SDS 
poses and the proper means to meet the 
threat--whether by school administra
tive action, by local or State government 
action, or by Federal legislation. 

We have already seen the effect of SDS 
disruptive tactics and a vast majority of 
the American public is disgusted and 
sickened by such vicious activity. It is 
time to let it be known that we do not 
intend to stand idly by and let these 
malcontents make a mockery of our edu
cational system because our schools are 
like any other community. In the pres
ence of violence, the rights of the law
abiding residents-the students who 
want to learn, the teachers who want to 
teach-have to be defended at any cost. 
These come first. Any compromise with 
this principle is an invitation to anarchy. 
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
BY unanimouus consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. POLLOCK (at the request of Mr. 

GERALD R. FORD), for October 2 and the 
balance of the week, on account of offi
cial business. 

Mr. TALCOTT (at the request of Mr. 
GERALD R. FORD) ' for the balance of the 
week, on account of official business. 

Mr. SAYLOR (at the request of Mr. 
GERALD R. FORD) , for October 2 and the 

balance of the week, on account of official 
business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. HOLIFIELD (at the request of Mr. 
PRICE of Illinois) , for 30 minutes, today; 
to revise and extend his remarks and 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. ASHBROOK, for 30 minutes, today; 
to revise and extend his remarks and in
clude extraneous matter. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. COWGER) ; to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous matter: ) 

Mr. PELLY, for 10 minutes, on Octo
ber 1. 

Mr. CONTE, for 5 minutes, today. 
<The following Members to address the 

House (at the request of Mr. MIKVA); to 
revise and extend their remarks and in
clude extraneous matter:) 

Mr. GONZALEZ, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. WOLFF, for 15 minutes, on Octo

ber 15. 
Mr. TuNNEY, for 15 minutes, on Octo

ber 2. 
Mr. JACOBS, for 60 minutes, on Octo

ber 14. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. BoLAND to revise and extend his 
remarks with reference to the congres
sional election in the Sixth District of 
the State of Massachusetts. 

Mr. CONABLE and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. BINGHAM to include extraneous 
matter with his remarks in the Commit
tee of the Whole, today. 

Mr. LEGGETT to include a table during 
his remarks today on H.R. 14000. 

Mr. LOWENSTEIN (at the request of Mr. 
LEGGETT) to insert a table in his remarks 
during general debate today. 

Mr. BENNETT to include tables and 
other extraneous matter during his re
marks on H.R. 14000. 

Mr. CoHELAN to revise and extend re
marks made in Committee of the Whole 
and to include extraneous matter. 

(The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. COWGER) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr.McK:NEALLY. 
Mr.VANDERJAGT. 
Mr. WYMAN. 
Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. 
Mr. ScoTT in two instances. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. 
Mr. MATHIAS. 
Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. 
Mr. COUGHLIN. 
Mr. ZWACH. 
Mr. DERWIN SKI. 
Mr. MORTON. 
Mr. HASTINGS. 
Mr. MINSHALL. 
Mr. BRAY in two instances. 
Mr. SCHWENGEL. 
Mr. K:EITH. 
Mr. FOREMAN in two instances. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. MrKVA) and to include ex
traneous matter: ) 

Mr. CORMAN in five instances. 
Mr. CLARK in two instances. 
Mr. BIAGGI. 
Mr. GARMATZ. 
Mr. RARICK in four instances. 
Mr. GoNZALEZ in two instances. 
Mr. DOWNING in three instances. 
Mr. BENNETT in two instances. 
Mr. MrKVA in six instances. 
Mr. HUNGATE. 
Mr. Moss in two instances. 
Mr. MARSH in two instances. 
Mr. EILBERG. 
Mr. HATHAWAY in two instances. 
Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON. 
Mr.HAGAN. 
Mr. FASCELL in two instances. 
Mr. OTTINGER. 
Mr. PREYER of North Carolina. 
Mr.WALDIE in three instances. 
Mr. SCHEUER in two instances. 
Mr. HANNA in four instances. 
Mr. WOLFF. 
Mr. BROWN of California in three 

instances. 

SENA TE BILL REFERRED 
A bill of the Senate of the following 

title was taken from the Speaker's table 
and, under the rule, referred as follows: 

S. 1366. An act to release the conditions 1n 
a deed with respect to a certain portion of 
the land heretofore conveyed by the United 
States to the Salt Lake City Corporation; to 
the Committee on Government Operations. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 
The SPEAK:ER announced his signa

ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of 
the following title: 

S. 713. An act to designate the Desolation 
Wilderness, Eldorado National Forest, in the 
State of California. 

BILL PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Mr. FRIEDEL, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that that 
committee did on this day present to the 
President, for his approval, a bill of the 
House of the following title: 

H .R. 10420. An act to permit certain real 
property in the State of Maryland to be used 
for highway purposes. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. MIK:VA. Mr. Speaker, I move that 

the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accordingly 

(at 7 o'clock and 12 minutes p.mJ, under 

its previous order, the House adjourned 
until tomorrow, Thursday, October 2. 
1969, at 10 o'clock a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and ref erred as 
follows: 

1203. A letter from the Acting Secretary 
of Agriculture, transmitting a draft of pro
posed legislation to extend the act estab
lishing Federal agricultural services to 
Guam; to the Committee on Agricutlure. 

1204. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting a re
port on the effectiveness and administrative 
efficiency of the Neighborhood Youth Corps 
program under ti~le IB of the Economic Op
portunity Act of 1964, Detroit, Mich. , De
partment of Labor; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

1205. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior, transmitting a proposed plan 
for supplying the power requirements of the 
central Arizona project and augmenting the 
Lower Colorado River Basin Development 
Fund, pursuant to the provisions of section 
303 ( c) of the Colorado River Basin Act, Pub
lic Law 90-537; to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. 

1206. A letter from the Director, Bureau 
of Mines, Department of the Interior, trans
mitting a copy of a proposed contract with 
Monsanto Research Corp., for research and 
development to study foam properties and 
to develop foam generation and foam ap
plication systems that will collect coal dust 
while maintaining an enveloping blanket 
of foam, pursuant to the provisions of Pub
lic Law 89-672; to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. GARMATZ: Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. Supplemental report 
(pt. II) on H.R. 12605 (Rept. No. 91-518). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MILLS : Committee on Ways and 
Means. H.R. 14020. A bill to amend the Sec
ond Liberty Bond Act to increase the maxi
mum interest rate permitted on U.S. savings 
bonds; Without amendment (Rept. No. 91-
545). Referred to the Committee of the whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. TAYLOR: Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. S. 2564. An act to amend the 
act fixing the boundary of Everglades Na
tional Park, Fla., and authorizing the acqui
sition of land therein, in order to authorize 
an additional amount for the acquisition of 
certain lands for such park; with amend
ments (Rept. No. 91-546). Referred to the 
Committee on the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. EDMONDSON: Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. H.R. 1706. A bill to pro
vide for the conveyance of certain mineral 
rights in and under lands in Pike County, 
Ga.; With amendments (Rept. No. 91-547). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 
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By Mr. ASPINALL (by request): 

H.R. 14114. A bill to improve the adminis
tration of the national park system by the 
Secretary of the Interior, and to clarify the 
authorities applicable to the system, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. SAYLOR: 
H.R. 14115. A bill to improve the adminis

tration of the national park system by the 
Secretary of the Interior, and to clarify the 
authorities applicable to the system, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. CELLER: 
H.R. 14116. A bill to increase criminal pen

alties under the Sherman Antitrust Act; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McCULLOCH: 
H.R. 14117. A bill to increase criminal pen

alties under the Sherman Antitrust Act; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CELLER: 
H.R. 14118. A bill to amend section 213 of 

the Immigration and Nationality Act, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.R. 14119. A bill to amend section 355 of 
the Revised Statutes, as amended, to elimi
nate mandatory submission for approval by 
the Attorney General of the title to lands 
acquired for or on behalf of the United 
States, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CONABLE: 
H.R. 14120. A b111 to revise the Federal 

election laws, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. CONYERS: 
H.R. 14121. A bill to authorize the Small 

Business Administration to indemnify cor
porate sureties on bonds covering contracts 
of sound small business concerns where such 
action will further the purposes of the Eco
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964; to the Cam
mi ttee on Banking and Currency. 

H.R. 14122. A bill to increase the partici
pation of small business concerns in the 
construction industry by providing for a 
Federal guarantee of certain construction 
bonds and authorizing the acceptance of 
certifications of competency in lieu of bond
ing in connection with certain Federal proj
ects, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

H.R. 14123. A bill to amend the act of Au
gust 24, 1935 ( commonly referred to as the 
"Miller Act"), to exempt construction con
tracts not exceeding $20,000 in amount from 
the bonding requirements of such act, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. GARMATZ: 
H.R. 14124. A bill to amend section 4 of the 

Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956, as amended, 
to extend the term during which the Secre
tary of the Interior can make fisheries loans 
under the act; to the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. HANSEN of Idaho (for himself, 
Mr. CARTER, and ·Mr. RODINO): 

H.R. 14125. A bill to amend title 38 of the 
United States Code to permit certain active 
duty for training to be counted as active 
duty for purposes of entitlement to educa
tional benefits under chapter 34 of such 
title; to the Conunittee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. MAcGREGOR: 
H.R. 14126. A bill to amend the Social Se

curity Act to provide an increase in benefits 
under the old-age, survivors, and disabil1ty 
insurance program, provide for automatic 
benefit increases thereafter in the event of 
future increases in the cost of living, provide 
for future automatic increases in the earn
ings and contribution base, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. PATMAN (for himself and Mr. 
WIDNALL): 

H.R. 14127. A bill to carry out the recom-

mendaitions of the Joint Commission on the 
Coinage, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. PICKLE: 
H.R. 14128. A bill to amend the Public 

Health Service Act so as to extend for an 
additional period the authority to make for
mula grants to schools of public health; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr.ROTH: 
H.R. 14129. A bill to protect the privacy of 

the American home from the invasion by mail 
of sexually provocative material, to prohibit 
the use of the U.S. mails to disseminate 
material harmful to minors, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

By Mr. ROUDEBUSH (for himself, Mr. 
BRAY, Mr. ADAIR, Mr. ZION, Mr. MY
ERS, Mr. LANDGREBE, Mr. WATKINS, 
Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina, 
Mr. KYi.. , Mr. HUNT, Mr. SKUBITZ, Mr. 
SEBELIUS, Mr. DEVINE, and Mr. Mc
KNEALLY): 

H.R. 14130. A bill to increase the availability 
of guaranteed home loan financing for vet
terans and to increase the income of the 
national service life insurance fund; to the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. SAYLOR: 
H.R. 14131. A bill to amend chapter 44 of 

title 18, United States Code, to exempt am
munition from Federal regulation under the 
Gun Control Act of 1968; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SLACK: 
H.R. 14132. A blll to increase the availa

bility of guaranteed home loan financing 
for veterans and to increase the income of 
the national service life insurance fund; to 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. ASHBROOK: 
H.R. 14133. A bill to encourage the growth 

of international trade on a fair and equitable 
basis; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CHAMBERLAIN: 
H.R. 14134. A bill to amend the Social 

Security Act to provide an increase in bene
fits under the old-age, survivors, and disabil
ity insurance program, provide for automatic 
benefit increases thereafter in the event of 
future increases in the oost of living, pro
vide for futUII"e automatic increases in the 
earnings and contribution base, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. DUNCAN: 
H.R. 14135. A blll to adjust agricultural 

production, to provide a transitional pro
gram for farmers, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr.HANNA: 
H.R. 14136. A blll to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to require private 
foundations, qualified pension, profit sharing, 
and stock bonus plans, and certain other 
exempt organizations to hold a portion of 
their assets in housing investments; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KOCH (for himself, Mr. LEG
GETT, Mr. McKNEALLY, Mr. MURPHY 
of New York, Mr. MOORHEAD, and 
Mr. STOKES) : 

H.R. 14137. A bill to provide for the esta'b
lishment of a Commission on Marlhuana; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MEEDS: 
H.R. 14138. A bill to amend the Employ

ment Act of 1946 to bring to bear an in· 
formed public opinion upon price and wage 
behavior which threatens nationa.l economic 
stabllity; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

By Mr. POFF: 
H.R. 14139. A lblll to amend the act entitled 

"An act to provide for the registration and 
protection of trademarks used in commerce, 
to carry out the provisions of international 
conventions, and for other purposes," ap
proved July 5, 1946, as amended; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 14140. A bill to amend section 6 of 
title 35, United States Code, "Patents," to 
authorize domestic and international studies 
and programs relating to patents and trade
marks; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CONTE: 
H.J. Res. 917. Joint resolution to authorize 

the President to proclaim the month of Jan
uary of each year as "National Blood Donor 
Month"; to the Commt.ttee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HAGAN: 
H.J. Res. 918. Joint resolution to supple

ment the Joint resolution making continuing 
appropriations for the fiscal year 1970 in 
order to provide for carrying out programs 
and projects, and for payments to State edu
cational agencies and local educational agen
cies, institutions of higher education, and 
other educational agencies and organiza
tt,ons, based upon ,appropriation levels as pro
vided in H .R. 13111, which passed the House 
of Representatives July 31, 1969, and en
titled "An act making appropriations for the 
Departments of Labor, and Health, Educa
tion and Welfare, and related agencies, for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and for 
other purposes"; to the Committee on Appro
priations. 

By Mr. NICHOLS: 
H.J. Res. 919. Joint resolution to supple

ment the Joint resolution making continuing 
appropriations for the fiscal year 1970 in 
order to provide for carrying out programs 
and projects, and for payments to State ed
ucational agencies and local educational 
agencies, institutions of higher education, 
and other educational agencies and orga
nizations, based upon appropriation levels as 
provided in H.R. 13111, which passed the 
House of Representatives July 31, 1969, and 
entitled "An act making appropriations for 
the Departments of Labor, and Health, Ed
ucation, and Welfare, and related agencies, 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and 
for other purposes"; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

By Mr. POLLOCK: 
H.J . Res. 920. Joint resolution to provide for 

a study and evaluation of international and 
other foreign policy aspects of underground 
weapons testing· to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs. ' 

By Mr. ROSENTHAL: 
H. Con. Res. 394. Concurrent resolution ex

pressing the sense of the Congress with 
respect to international agreements pro
viding for mandatory extradition of aircraft 
hijackers; to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas: 
H. Con. Res. 395. Concurrent resolution 

urging the adoption of policies to offset the 
adverse effects of governmental monetary re
strictions upon the housing industry; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. GIAIMO: 
H.R. 14141. A bill for the relief of David 

Joseph Huntington and Beatrice Hunting
ton; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PEPPER: 
H.R. 14142. A bill for the relief of Dr. Fuad 

S. Ashkar; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII. 
272. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 

Domingo C. Castaneda, Munoz, Nueva Eclja, 
Ph111ppines, relative to compensating the 
Ph111ppine Scouts for their services during 
World War II; to the Commttee on Armed 
Services. 
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