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measure with great efficiency and dis-
patch even in the face of some ques-
tion concerning certain features of the
proposal. Senator EAGLETON deserves our
highest commendation.

APPOINTMENTS BY THE VICE
PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Allen
in the chair). On behalf of the Vice
President, the Chair, under the provisions
of Public Law 84-689, appoints the Sena-
tor from Illinois (Mr. PErcY) to attend
the North Atlantic Assembly, to be held
at Brussels, Belgium, on October 16-21,
1969.

The Chair also appoints the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) and
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. Youne), vice
the Senator from West Virginia (Mr.
Byrp) and the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. McINTYRE), to the North At-
lantic Assembly.
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ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac-
cordance with the previous order, that
the Senate stand in adjournment until 12
o'clock noon on Monday next.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o'clock and 7 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until Monday, October 6, 1969,
at 12 o'clock noon.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate October 3, 1969:
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION
Casper W. Weinberger, of California, to be
a Federal Trade Commissioner for the term
of 7 years from September 26, 1960, vice
James M. Nicholson, term expired,
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CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate October 3, 1969:

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Harry D. Steward, of California, to be US.
attorney for the southern district of Cali-
fornia for the term of 4 years.

Jack V. Richardson, of Kansas, to be U.S.
marshal for the district of Eansas for the
term of 4 years.

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION

Helen D. Bentley, of Maryland, to be a Fed-
eral Maritime Commissioner for the re-
mainder of the term expiring June 30, 1970.

CiviL. AERONAUTICS BOARD

Secor D. Browne, of Massachusetts, to be a
member of the Civil Aeronautics Board for
the term expiring December 31, 1974,

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD

Isabel A, Burgess, of Arizona, to be a mem-
ber of the National Transportation Safety
Board for the term expiring December 31,
1974.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Friday, October 4, 1969

The House met at 11 o’clock a.m.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

God is love and he who abides in love
abides in God, and God abides in him.—
I John 4: 16.

O God, our Father, we, the Repre-
sentatives of the people of this Nation,
bow before Thee seeking strength for this
day and guidance for these hours. Make
this moment of prayer a moment when
we are aware of Thy presence, a mo-
ment when we hear Thy voice calling us
to lead our people in the ways of justice,
peace, and good will,

Give to us a higher faith and a greater
courage to seek to lift the lowly, to
strengthen the weak, to encourage the
discouraged, and to make this Nation a
nation in which men are concerned about
their fellow men.

God bless this America of ours and
help us to live together with respect
for each other and with love in our
hearts: through Jesus Christ our Lord.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

LIMITATION OF DEBATE

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

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
here at this time to express a reaction to
the debate on yesterday and to express a
hope that in the debate today it will be
possible for an individual to be permitted
at least a 1-minute extension in order to
answer questions. In this connection I
wish to praise the gentleman from Mich-
igan in withdrawing an objection that he
made yesterday that I suppose was

| directed as a rebuke to the efforts to

stop such debate. If debate on this floor
is to be effective, it is going to be neces-
sary to permit a dialog as well as an in-
termittent monolog. It seems to me as
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though the rules of the House do permit a
man in the position of the gentleman
from Michigan to make the objection he
made, just as clearly as they permitted
the other gentleman to frustrate debate
and dialog by objecting to all extensions
of time to permit questions and answers.
Unless there is some restraint by the
Member in exercising his power to object
to the fullest extent, effective debate on
this floor is frustrated, and this may be
done at the will of a single Member of
this House.

INCREASE IN ATR FARES

(Mr. VANIK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. VANIEK. Mr. Speaker, after a
3-percent increase in air fares earlier
this year and a 6'5-percent increase in
air fares effective several days ago, I was
appalled to learn that Secor D. Browne,
President Nixon's nominee for the Civil
Aeronautics Board Chairman, thinks
that higher passenger fare boosts may
be in order.

Mr. Browne said the Civil Aeronautics
Board needs to help the airlines industry
portray a “healthy picture” to the in-
vestment community to attract funds to
pay for major equipment purchases.

This statement of Mr. Browne puts
him squarely on the side of the investors
rather than the air passengers he is
supposed to represent.

The 3-percent increase earlier this
year, the 6l5-percent rate increase ef-
fective October 1, and the proposed
3-percent increase in the commercial air
travel tax, coupled with the additional
air travel increases suggested by Mr.
Browne, will soon reverse the trend to-
ward increased air travel.

Mr. Browne may achieve the distine-
tion of being the first Civil Aeronautics
Board Chairman to encourage the return
to surface transportation. The appoint-
ment of Mr. Browne certainly does not
appear to be in the best public interest.
He has compromised his position as an

impartial Chairman by clearly indicat-
ing his support of rate increases even
before having assumed office.

I plan to protest Mr. Browne's nomi-
nation before the Senate Commerce
Committee.

SWEDISH SUPPORT OF HANOI

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

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Speaker, the many
fine American military personnel of
Swedish descent serving valiantly in
Vietnam must be tragically disappointed
by the ungrateful and morale-defeating
attitude of the mother country to which
they bear close ethnic and emotional ties
in her harsh snub to the United States.
Sweden, the European haven for Ameri-
can deserters and draft dodgers, has just
announced plans to support Hanoi to the
tune of $40 million in loans and grants
over a 3-year period. State Department
information indicates that these are
scheduled to begin next July 1. In other
words “Sweden will roll the spit balls
while Hanoi throws them.”

Before Sweden can give these millions
io an avowed enemy of the United States
we should insist this “professionally
neutral” country repay the balance of the
$79.1 million borrowed from the Export-
Import Bank which is wholly American
supported. Even though amendments to
the Export-Import Bank legislation de-
mand a complete credit cutoff to any
country aiding North Vietnam, those
provisions do not go into effect before
the fact, and Sweden could continue to
borrow hard-earned American dollars
until next July. Furthermore, Swedish
Foreign Minister Torsten Nilson said
that after North Vietnam Sweden would
greatly increase its aid to Cuba.

The United States has always con-
sidered Sweden a friend worth aiding
both finaneially and with favorable trade
agreements, but it is the height of folly
for this country to support those who
give ald and cash comfort to our enemies,
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Apparently this friendship is a one-
way street.

A FREE-TALKING NONVOTING
SENATOR FOR THE DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA

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

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, while
en route home last night I had the radio
of my car on. I heard from a newscaster
that the other body had on the day be-
fore taken the very unusual and pre-
sumptious step of passing a bill to en-
large the House of Representatives. If
any Member of the other body consulted
with Members of this body about the
enlargement of the House then I know
nothing about it. On inquiry made of
several this morning I found that they
knew nothing about such a move.

In any event, on reaching the office
this morning I checked the Recorp and
found that, just as the radio man said,
a bill had passed the other body to place
a free-talking, nonvoting delegate in the
House of Representatives for and on be-
half of the District of Columbia.

I also noticed that Members of the
other body were so impressed with
this measure that they passed it without
any debate or any discussion whatso-
ever. It was merely called up, read a third
time, and passed; and that was that.

A delegate for the District might be a
good thing. On the contrary such might
be a nuisance, as many over this way
feel, If, however, the District is to have
a delezate in the Congress, I am sure
our friends in the other body would want
the District to have the very best. This
gentleman would represent approximate-
1y 850,000 people, a number equal to more
than the population of several States of
the Union which have two Senators.

The other end of the Capitol has so
much more to offer a free-talking, non-
voting delegate. Office space over there
is considerably more commodious. Their
office staffs are much larger. I went over
and took a fresh look at their Chamber
this morning. They have a considerable
amount of space that is not being util-
ized. They have excellent floor desks,
while we have only simple seats in this
Chamber. A free-talking, nonvoting dele-
gate would fit so nicely into that vacant
space and one of those fine desks. Fur-
thermore the opportunity to talk over
there is greater than the opportunity for
such in the House. Debate is not limited
and once the delegate gets the floor he
can talk, and talk, and talk. It is also to be
noted that the acoustics over there are
much better than in the House. Thus,
in that body the delegate would have a
much better opportunity of being heard.
1t is also worthy of note that committee
meetings are frequently televised. This
would offer the delegate a greater oppor-
tunity for publicity.

If a District delezate were authorized
for the other body he would have a 6-year
term, whereas in the House he would
have to run every other year, which I
think would be a bit degrading for one
who represents such a large and enlight-
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ened constitueney as the District of Co-
lumbia.

So in order that the District of Co-
lumbia may have the best, I am intro-
ducing a bill this morning to place a free-
talking, nonvoting delegate in the other
body, who shall take his seat over there
for a 6-year term on being so elected by
the citizens of the District of Columbia.

But before this measure is considered
by the Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives, I would recommend that
Members of the other body be accorded
an opportunity to express their views
thereon in appropriate hearings before
the House District Committee. And I
would certainly recommend that the
bill not be called up and considered in
the House until the other body had first
passed such a measure.

AUTHORIZING APPROPRIATIONS
FOR MILITARY PROCUREMENT,
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT,
1970, AND RESERVE STRENGTH

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 14000) to
authorize appropriations during the fis-
cal year 1970 for procurement of air-
craft, missiles, naval vessels, and tracked
combat vehicles, research, development,
test, and evaluation for the Armed
Forces, and to prescribe the authorized
personnel strength of the Selected Re-
serve of each Reserve component 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 fur-
ther consideration of the bill H.R. 14000,
with Mr. RosTENKOWSKI in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-
mittee rose on yesterday, it had agreed
that title IT of the bill would be con-
sidered as read and open to amendment
at any point.

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Evidently a quorum
is not present. The Clerk will call the
roll.

The Clerk called the roll, and the
following Members failed to answer to
their names:

[Roll No. 197]
Clay
Colmer
Cowger
Cramer
Daddario
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
Dawson
Delaney
Dent
Dingell
Dulskl
Edwards, La.
Erlenbom
Fallon
Flowers
Ford,

William D.

Alexander
Annunzio
Ashbrook
Aspinall
Barrett
Belcher
Bell, Callf,
Berry
Bolling
Brock
Brooks
Brown, Callf.
Bush
Cahill

Fuqua
Gallagher
Gibbons
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Hagan
Harvey
Hathaway
Hays
Henderson
Holifleld

H

Jacobs
Kirwan
Kyros
Lipscomb
McClure
Marsh
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Snyder
Staggers
Sullivan
Talcott
Teague, Tex.
Tunney
Whitten
Winn

Young

Martin
Mathias
Mills
Mink
Minshall
Morse
Morton
Mosher
Murphy, N.Y¥. 85t.Onge
Obey Saylor

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Rostenrowski, 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 HR. 14000, and finding
itself without a quorum, he had directed
the roll to be called, when 348 Members
responded to their names, a quorum, and
he submitted herewith the names of the
absentees to be spread upon the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

Mr. KING. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to pay tribute to
the distinguished chairman of the Armed
Services Committee, the Honorable
L. MenpEL RIvERs, of South Carolina.

During my service on this committee,
I have spent literally hundreds of hours
in committee sessions, thus giving me an
opportunity to closely examine his stew-
ardship. Fairness has always prevailed.
Every member, without exception, has
been allocated time not only to question
witnesses but to express his basic per-
sonal philosophy in regard to the various
elements of national defense. As one who
sits on the minority side, I am pleased
to say that in the committee there is
never an element of partisanship. He
works under the assumption that na-
tional defense transcends politics, It has
been my pleasure to serve on the com-
mittee during both Republican and Dem-
ocratic administrations, and to watch
the response of the chairman to the re-
quests from both administrations. Under
his leadership, the committee has chal-
lenged basic premises forwarded to us by
both administrations. Contrary to the
expressed statements of some, this com-
mittee is not and has never been a rub-
berstamp for the Pentagon. The only
thing that we try to insure is the best
security posture available for our na-
tional defense.

To achieve this nonpartisan spirit is
due in large part to the leadership of our
chairman, whom I consider one of the
hardest working and most dedicated men
in Congress.

During these last few days, we have
seen his immense knowledge of national
defense matters. This is based upon his
many years of specialization while a
member and, later, chairman of the
Armed Services Committee, Not only
does he understand the past and the cur-
rent situations but he also has an insight
into the national defense required for
the future,

This bill that we are considering re-
flects his view as well as the view of the
majority of our committee as to the de-
fense needs in the middle and late 1970's.

I, for one, commend his leadership and
publicly acclaim that I am happy to be
a part of a committee of which he is the
chairman,

Mr. LANDRUM. Mr.

Pelly
Pepper
Pickle
Pollock
Powell
Quillen
Reld, N.Y.
Rhodes

Chairman, I
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move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, it is a great pleasure to
join the distinguished Member from New
York, a member of the Armed Services
Committee, in paying tribute to the fine
leadership MeNDEL RiIVERS provides for
the Armed Services Committee of this
House.

Down through the years of its life the
Armed Services Committee has enjoyed
distinguished, effective and forceful
leadership. The illustrious predecessor of
the present occupant of the chairman-
ship of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices was a Georgian who served in this
House longer than any other man, 50
years,

Carl Vinson, still alive, active, keenly
alert to all of the problems of the day,
and everyday thinking in terms of what
his beloved Armed Services Committee is
doing, is basking in the sunlight of the
success of its distinguished chairman, for
MEeNDEL RIVERS was one of Carl Vinson's
most beloved associates and one of his
really effective Members.

I am glad to see this committee, at this
critical time in our history, continue to
have the constructive leadership it has
had over the years of its history. I am
glad to join the gentleman from New
York in publicly acclaiming my respect
for his achievements as chairman, for
the candor with which he presents the
facts to this House, and for the effective-
ness which he continues to bring to this
important committee.

If I might add, in a facetious way, per-
haps, the one thing I see lacking in the
present chairman’s leadership of the
committee is his not taking advantage
of the lesson he should have learned from
his predecessor, Mr. Vinson. It was said
that Mr. Vinson often had trouble with
some of his Members, and that when he
did he just issued a travel authorization
and put them in orbit around to various
points over the globe. The story is told
that one day, up in the Rules Committee,
when the distinguished former Member,
Howard Smith, its chairman, said, “Now,
Mr. Vinson, I understand you rule your
committee with an iron hand,” he re-
plied, “No. No. I do not do any such
thing.” “But,” said Judge Smith, “Mr.
Vinson, I understand that when one of
your committee members gets a little out
of line, a little obstreperous, you just
send him around the world some place
and get him out of the way.” And Vin-
son replied, “That is right. That is right.
I have got three in the air right now.”

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, at times in debate it is
only natural that we should become irri-
tated and say things that we should not.
There have been things said on this floor
in this debate that should never have
been said. There have been Members who
in debate have made remarks alleging
that they were unfairly treated in the
Armed Services Committee. Their state-
ments should never have been made for
these statements are not factual. I want
to say that I have been on that commit-
tee for about 17 years, and I have served
under three chairmen, each of whom
were great and dedicated Americans. I
further want to say also I have never seen
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a member treated unfairly on that com-
mittee. As for this legislation, if anyone
wants to look over the hearings, they will
see that the members who are alleging
unfair treatment, as to the lack of time
they were given, the record will describe
that these members actually took up
more of the committee time than any-
one else did on that committee. I do not
want to be critical of them. They are fine
gentlemen and friends of mine. But I
believe in all fairness to themselves,
to the Armed Services Committee and
to this body, that they should admit
the error before this debate finishes. I
have not always agreed with the chair-
man of this committee, the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. Rivers), but
I want to say that at times I have dis-
agreed with him but I have always been
treated fairly. I am proud to be a mem-
ber of that committee and I am deeply
proud to serve under his leadership. He
is a great American and a capable, fair
dedicated leader. Further than that I
want to say—and perhaps all of you are
not aware of this—that there is no such
thing as minority and majority counsel
on the Armed Services Committee and
there never has been. When we go into
that committee we try to set aside par-
tisan politics. We may have made mis-
takes, but I assure you it has not been
mistakes from the heart. I thought may-
be it would be a good idea to pour a little
oil on the troubled waters before any
unfair remarks are made in this body
about a committee which I am deeply
proud to serve on and I am deeply proud
to serve under those three chairmen.

Mr. SATTERFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
near the close of business yesterday there
was an interesting colloquy between the
gentleman from Washington and the
gentleman from New York. Since it
raised a question as to the justification
for the F-14 it indirectly raised a ques-
tion as to the need for our naval attack
carrier forces.

I have listened to this debate and I
have read during the past several months
the arguments of those who seek to pre-
vent or to delay the construction of two
nuclear aircraft carriers of the Nimitz
class.

It seems to me that these arguments,
by and large, refiect a failure to compre-
hend or to appreciate the task and the
effectiveness of our attack carrier forces.
Moreover, they seem to reflect a natural
reaction of those who are land oriented
with the result there is a fatal failure to
properly consider the strategy required
to protect our national interest in our
world, the area of which is 75 percent
water. These arguments seem to ignore
the fact that our Nation is in essence an
island in these seas. They seem to ignore
the fact that unlike the Soviet Union,
mainland China, or Germany in World
Wars I and II, we have no contiguous
land mass over which we can move to
protect our nafional interest and over
which we can transport our supplies.

The incontrovertible fact is that the
United States is forced to rely upon a
free use of the seas for the importation
of vital resources and the implementa-
tion of its international policies. Our cur-
rent experience in Vietnam offers a
sterling example of this latter fact where,
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despite our tremendous technological de-
velopments in airlift capabilities, 98 per-
cent of all of the men and material
delivered to that area have been trans-
ported there by sea.

This Nation, if it is to be strong, has
no choice but to keep world sea lanes
free and open to its use. I fail to see
where there is any realistic argument
to the fact that the primary means of
providing the offensive and defensive
power essential to achieving and main-
taining that use is the naval attack car-
rier force.

I am frankly amazed at some of the
arguments we have heard during this
debate which reflect a complete lack of
understanding of the operations of an
attack carrier force and its flexibility.
One example of this occurred yester-
day during discussion of the F-14 air-
craft for the fleet. At one point a serious
inquiry was made, obviously question-
ing the need for an up-to-date fighter
plane for the fleet, as to what potential
carrier threats do we face and what po-
tential enemy fleet is there against which
we would use a new fighter aireraft. Ob-
viously this question deals with but a
small part of the issue. It ignores com-
pletely the multiuses to which a car-
rier based fighter aircraft can be put.
They are fighter planes, yes, because
they possess the capability to engage
enemy aircraft in aerial combat, but they
are also available for air and sea search
and reconnaissance, for defense of the
fleet whether attacked by sea or air, as
delivery vehicles for bomb, rocket, and
strafing attacks as well as a vehicle for
the close air support of ground forces.

Furthermore, it should be clearly
understood that preparation for engage-
ment with an enemy fieet is only part of
the task of our attack carrier forces.
They must be able to successfully engage
and dominate land based aircraft of a
potential enemy not only to properly de-
fend itself but to establish air superiority
in hostile areas when needed so as to
permit amphibious operations, debarka-
tion of troops and material on foreign
soil and to permit the development of
land based airfields for use by the Air
Force.

I do not intend to depreciate the need
for or the effectiveness of submarines, the
Air Force, the Army or the Marines or
our amphibious forces. If we are to re-
main strong we need them all. What I
do say, however, is that unless we insure
the use of the seas and unless we main-
tain an effective attack carrier force
necessary to that objective, the full ef-
fectiveness and deployment of all the
rest of our Armed Forces will be dan-
gerously crippled.

Isolated as we are by oceans and seas,
we have no realistic alternative to the
attack carrier forces in terms of mobility
and flexibility. It is a fact that aircraft
based aboard an attack carrier force can
reach those areas on our globe which are
inhabitated by 95 percent of the earth’s
population and which include 85 percent
of the areas included in our contingency
plans. There is no alternative force which
can perform a similar task.

Our attack carrier forces afford this
Nation with a full range of options run-
ning from the mere establishment of
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presence or show of force to engagement
in conventional warfare and to participa-
tion in nuclear holocaust. There is no
alternative force or system which will
afford a similar range of options.

The attack carrier force is free to move
without the necessity of international
agreement or contention with local polit-
ical threats. No other force or system has
this capability.

The nuclear attack carrier force has
the ability to move to any area of the
world to carry out national policy while
maintaining the capability to defend it-
self by its mobility, its weapons systems
and its aircraft. No other force or system
possesses the same capability.

Construction of CVAN-69 and CVAN-
70 is vital to our future ability to utilize
the sea because each of them is scheduled
to replace smaller aircraft carriers which
primarily due to their advanced age are
less effective than their replacements will
be. Indeed the deficiencies that flow from
the aging of our current attack carrier
force is more than evident in the fact
that of the 15 carriers now assigned to
that service, seven are of World War II
vintage and five will be unable to utilize
the aireraft needed in the 1970’s to assure
us superiority of our potential enemies.

We cannot afford to permit our attack
carrier force to continue to age without
replacement nor should we refuse to em-
ploy new technology which will mod-
ernize that force commensurate with
modern military requirements.

The best assurance we have against
war, particularly general war, lies in
maintaining that high degree of strength
which will deter our potential enemies

from attacking us. If we fail to maintain,
as an integral part of that strength, an
effective modern attack carrier force
then all of our other efforts in this direc-
tion will no longer be credible,

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LEGGETT

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. LeccerT: On
page 4, line 5, after the words “Air Force,”
strike “$3,241,200,000" and insert “$3,218,200,-
000",

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I do
not think I am going to take 5 minutes
to explain this amendment. I think this
debate is almost all over but the shout-
ing. In this last research and develop-
ment title we have only amendments
amounting to less than $100 million left
in the $21.5 billion bill. My effort in this
amendment is to strike $23 million for
the AMSA research and development air-
craft. I am not against an advanced
manned supersonic attack aircraft. I
think we should have a bomber capabil-
ity and a good bomber capability into the
indefinite future. I support a manned
capability to complement our ICBM sys-
tem and similar other capabilities. How-
ever, the $23 million for this program was
added as an afterthought by the DOD.

The original budget item in the begin-
ning of the year was $77 million. I think
that the House should understand that
we are sowing the seeds in this amend-
ment here and in this particular provi-
sion for a rather phenomenal expenditure
in the foreseeable future.
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The advanced manned supersonic
bomber really is urged, I guess, or the
acceleration is urged by a lot of people
who are disappointed that we abandoned
the B-70 bomber some years ago. It seems
very sensible to me. The fact is that on
the B-70, unfortunately, we missed the
true concept, and we spent $3 billion on
the airplane. We built three of them, one
crashed, and one is in a museum. But
this was a big airplane. It was valueless
because it could not go supersonic at a
very low altitude, and we felt it would
be a sitting duck in the middle 1970’s or
1980's when we needed this kind of capa-
bility.

So now we are moving ahead again,
trying to rectify that error, and I think
we should. But when we move too fast,
as we did, I believe, with the C-5A air-
craft—and you look at the majority re-
port and at their explanation on why
we spent $1.5 billlon overrun on the
C-5A development, and they say it is
because of the fact that we moved too
fast; we moved too fast in the develop-
ment program, and we did not wait for
all of the tests.

I would say that if you accept my
amendment we are still left with $77
million to develop the AMSA aircraft.

I am not making the same amendments
that have been made in the Senate
against any manned bombers in the sev-
enties. But I think we to go slow, because
when you build a 400,000-pound aircraft
and you try to make it go supersonic on
the deck—I would anticipate that the
total cost for this airplane, which is
going to be at least five times the size
of the $15 million F-111 bomber, that
we now have coming into inventory, we
are going to run up a cost of between
$50 to $80 million a unit. We need 250
of these, if we need any, so we are talk-
ing about an expenditure in the next 5
or 6 years around the order of $15 to $20
billion. I do not believe we should rush
headlong into this expenditure, because
it is going to hypothecate the taxes of
our children for a very long period in the
future.

I believe also if anybody on this floor
is interested in economy, this is the place
to economize.

I know it has been said that the So-
viets have miscellaneous types of bomb-
ers, and the doctor—Dr. HaLL— is quite
right in talking about the things that
they have, but they are all one-way
bombers, if they want to bomb the
United States, and I do not think they
are going to do that, they do not have
the 6,000-mile-range bombers we have
at the present time.

I think we need it, but I do not think
we need it quite as fast as some think
we do.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. LEGGETT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, can the
gentleman advise the Members if the
Russians are going ahead with any mod-
ern strategic bombers? Does the gentle-
man have any information on that?

Mr. LEGGETT. I understand the So-
viets do not have long-range strategic
bombers at the present time.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, we op-
pose the amendment. I said before the
Committee on Rules that the Russians
do have a bomber.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. RIVERS

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I move
that all debate on this amendment close
at this time.

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

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. CHARLES H, WILSON. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to commend our chairman
for the inclusion of authorization for
development of a modern, inexpensive
free world fighter. For many years we
have supplied fighter aireraft to a num-
ber of free world countries under the
military assistance program. Many of
these aircraft were older U.S. types which
are not obsolete and which would be no
matech for the Russian Mig in an air-to-
air encounter.

It is estimated that there are now over
3,000 Mig fighters of various models in
the hands of Communist countries, in-
cluding Southeast Asia. Any Mig over its
home grounds, under ground intercept
control, is a formidable defensive fizhter.
It has given a good account of itself
against our first-line fighters in South-
east Asla. On the other hand we do not
consider the Mig’'s to be offensive air-
craft since they don't carry much of a
bomb load very far.

It is now necessary to modernize the
free world forces so they may execute
their defense responsibilities in the inter-
est of their own national security.

It is also in our natlonal interest and
in support of our national policy, as part
of the modernization of the free world
forces, that a tactical fighter aireraft be
provided to them that is capable of doing
the job against the Mig. It must also be
easy to maintain and be within the over-
all means of all of our allies to own and
to operate. It must be an aireraft whose
very presence is a deterrent and should
this deterrent fail posses capabilities
sufficient to handle any intruder. It must
be a competitor to foreign-developed air-
craft which are now being sold to those
allied countries who can pay for their
own defense requirements. But many
free world nations, now equipped with
old and operationally deficient tactical
fighter aircraft are facing Communist
bloc air forces equipped with signifi-
cantly greater numbers of modern Soviet
aircraft.

While there has been some modern-
ization of friendly air forces, the Soviet
bloc is already far ahead in this area.
Over 500 MIG’s were in North Korea at
the time of the Pueblo incident. More-

over, the Russians have followed a con-
tinuing policy of increasing the quality

and quantity of the tactical aircraft pro-
vided to the nations they support. They
have done this because they recognize
that it is far more effective and cheaper
than deploying their regular air force
units to their satellite countries. This is
clear evidence of a worldwide plan to use
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fighter aircraft to support their political
objectives.

In 1952 the Congress voted $6 billion
for military assistance. The fiscal year
1970 budget request is for $375 million,
for which only $98 million is for air force.
Many of us are gravely concerned by this
drastic curtailment in our military assist-
ance funding. For us to diminish our
presence in Asia without concern for the
ability of the free nations of Asia to de-
fend themselves is unthinkable. This is
especially true now at this important
point in history when a relatively small
investment by us in assistance to them
to strengthen themselves can yield so
much.

A fighter intended for home air de-
fense can be fairly small and simple. It
does not need complex radar aboard, for
it can depend on instructions from
ground-based radar—GCI—to direct it
toward the intruding aireraft. An offen-
sive fighter, on the other hand, must be
capable of operating deep into enemy ter-
ritory outside the range of its ground
radar control; to do this at night or in
foul weather, requiring it to have com-
plex avionics on board. It must also have
a large fuel capacity for long range, thus
making it a heavy and more expensive
aircraft. I do not propose this type of
fighter for South Vietnam.

The Department of Defense has in-
formed me of the need to procure a new
fighter suitable for the tasks I have de-
scribed. It is the Department of Defense
estimate that such a fighter could be
available for service operations within
215 to 3 years given early authorization
to proceed.

To expedite this program the commit-
tee proposes in the bill before you $48
million for R.D.T. & E. and $4 million
long lead procurement for a new free
world fighter. This will lead to avail-
ability of a fighter that will have excel-
lent performance and economy of opera-
tion and maintenance. If we do not pro-
duce an inexpensive fighter for the tasks
mentioned above, we will find it neces-
sary to furnish very expensive, sophis-
ticated aireraft such as F-4 or F-15 types
to the free world countries needing
assistance.

The ultimate quantity to be needed is
considered sufficient to assure relatively
low unit cost, on the order of half of
what the United States is now paying
for its sophisticated air-to-air fighters.
If we do not have a modern but rela-
tively inexpensive fighter available for
sale to our allies who can afford to up-
grade their own air defense capabilities
they will turn to aircraft designed in
other countries.

I strongly urge the approval of this
authorization for a new free world
fighter, Our allies have some modern
aircraft but it must be recognized that
the bulk of their tactical aireraft inven-
tory is made up of aircraft which cannot
operate in an active Mig environment.
There is a need now to provide our allies
with a tactical aireraft inventory capa-
ble of neutralizing the Mig-21. Our
aim and theirs should be to increase
their eapability, individually and collec-
tively, to contain their own local threats
and to make permanent deployment and
involvement of U.S. Air Force unneces-
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sary. If we in the future are able to re-
duce the expensive deployment of our
own air forces around the world, it will
only be because we equip those nations
showing a will to defend themselves with
tactical equipment having performance
adequate to the need and within the
resources available them.

If we are to achieve this objective of
reducing deployment of U.S. military
forces in Asia it is essential that the pro-
visions of this bill be passed. And that
the proposed amendment be defeated.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a division.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry. Is the Chair count-
ing Members now who are opposed to
or in favor of the amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is count-
ing Members who are in favor of the
motion of the gentleman from South
Carolina that debate now close on the
amendment.

The question was taken; and on a
divislon (demanded by Mr. FRraAsgR),
there were—ayes 53, noes 21.

So the motion was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from California (Mr. LEGGETT).

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LEGGETT

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. LecGerr: On
page 4, line 5, after the words “Alr
Force,” strike “$3,241,200,000" and insert
“$3,189,000,000".

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, this is
the Freedom Fighter amendment which
would cut out $52,000,000 apportioned for
the alleged world Freedom Fighter.

(Mr. SIKES asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point.)

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chalrman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment. The addi-
tion of $52 million by the Armed Services
Committee is for the development of an
inexpensive aircraft that we can furnish
our allies around the world through sales
and the military assistance program.
This is, in my judgment, a wise move,
and one which should be applauded—not
criticized.

The committee can see the handwrit-
ing on the wall just as we all should see
it. If we do not develop a free world
fighter that can be economically pro-
duced, economically maintained, and yet
will give the defense necessary to our
allies, we will have to furnish them with
the very expensive, very sophisticated
types such as the F-4, or the new F-15.
This would not be sound economy even
if we and our allies could afford it.

Recently, the United States has lost
foreign sales to competition from France,
Sweden, and Russia. The development
program supported by the committee’s
add-on will improve our ability to com-
pete favorably with aircraft produced
abroad. For example, the French Mirage
has been sold to several countries in
South America. Russian Migs have been
made available to nations which once
looked to us for weapons.
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The Deputy Secretary of Defense wrote
Chairman RiIVERs on September 24 set-
ting forth the need for the development
of this type of aircraft. Secretary Pack-
ard said:

We belleve this is an important program
and we hope your Committee will approve
this program In connection with its actlon
on the bill.

The Alr Force has been assigned the
responsibility for the development of
this free world fighter. It is necessary
that this committee add-on be approved
so that they—Air Force—can proceed
expeditiously with the program. They
cannot be expected to take the develop-
ment money “out of their hide.” It just
is not to be found in today’s tight budget.

By the development of a modern, high-
performance aircraft with a reasonable
price tag, the United States will have the
opportunity of reclaiming, or at least
competing for, a substantial portion of
the foreign military sales market which
recently has decreased considerably. Not
only will this have a favorable impact
on the balance-of-payments problem, it
would hasten the modernization of the
free world air forces, particularly those
countries to which we have a heavy com-
mitment such as Korea, Tailwan, and
South Vietnam. We will help to keep na-
tions on our side. The authorization pro-
posed by the Armed Services Committee
does not call for any particular alreraft
or alrcraft manufacturer to be consid-
ered. It does not give prior approval to
any aireraft design, but would leave the
Alr Force completely free to develop com-
petition for this badly needed fighter.

Modernization of U.S. and allied forces
is the great need of the hour. This is a
step toward that modernization.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, the amend-
ment offered by the able gentleman
from California (Mr. LEGGETT) to de-
lete funds for the so-called Freedom
Fighter deserves the support of every
Member of this body who is concerned
about the overreaching power of the mili-
tary-industrial complex. The $52 million
included by the committee at the last
minute for a plane, which the Air Force
does not plan to use, is a blatant exam-
ple of that power. It is an outright subsidy
to a defense contractor—Northrup Avia-
tlon—to build a modified F-5 fighter
plane for sale abroad.

The Defense Department did not re-
quest any funds for this plane in its budg-
et. However, when DOD decided not to
seek a fifth squadron of C-5A’s, $52 mil-
lion became available. After a telephone
conversation between Secretary Packard
and the chairman, the Armed Services
Committee transferred the C-5A moneys
to the F-5 Freedom Fighter. Although
Secretary of Defense Packard backed this
conversation up with a lefter to the
chairman in which he said in order to
develop this plane between $40 and $60
million would be needed “depending upon
when appropriations are available to us,”
but only “$4 million for long-leadtime
items for fiscal year 1970.”

Thus, $52 million have been added to
the bill for the F-5-21. However, the
commitee has been given no written ex-
planation of costs for the plane.

In March the committee supported a
similar subsidy to Northrop Aviation. At
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that time, the committee added $14
million in the supplemental military pro-
curement authorization bill for fiscal
year 1969. The Department of Defense
has neither requested the funds in the
budget nor asked the committee for
them. Since the Senate did not act on
that proposal, it is before us again in a
larger sum.

In the hearings on the fiscal year 1969
supplemental procurement authoriza-
tion at page 535, Gen. Durward Crow,
the director of the budget for the Air
Force, said concerning this plane:

We are not asking for authorization, sir.

At that time the impetus for the re-
quest for the additional $14 million au-
thorization apparently came primarily
from the chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee.

The money in that supplemental was
to be used, in Chief Counsel Blandford’s
words, as an “initial increment for the
retooling of the Northrup Aviation plant
to go from the production of ¥-5's fo the
production of F-5-21" which entails,
among other things, a new engine, bet-
ter radar coverage, and the installation
of two machineguns.

The Department of the Air Force, ac-
cording to the testimony of General
Crow, kas no plans for utilizing this
plane in our own aireraft inventories.
In response to a question from our col-
league, Congressman PIkE, as to whether
the Air Force intended to acquire this
plane itself, General Crow replied:

We do not have an approved program for
this alrcraft in our inventory.

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
Pixe) went on:

So the purpose of this expenditure s to
build a plane which we can sell to other
countries, under our military-assistance pro-
gram.

General Crow affirmed that “that is
the primary purpose”—hearings, page
535.

Mr. Chairman, the Air Force will never
use this plane, Why should it subsidize
a plane which it is not going to use?

I raised some questions on March 27
about the F-5-21 which are still perti-
nent today:

Has the Armed Services Committee
taken over the authority for the mili-
tary assistance program from the For-
eign Affairs Committee?

Is this authorization in conflet with
the provisions of the Conte-Long amend-
ment designed to discourage the sale of
sophisticated weaponry to underdevelop-
ed countries?

And, most important, is this not an-
other example of our tragic imbalance
in spending priorities?

Our cities are rotting, our air is pol-
luted, children are starving, millions suf-
fer from inadequate educational and
economic opportunities, and others live
in inadequate housing. But do we allo-
cate sufficient resources to alleviate these
problems? No. Instead, we use our money
to subsidize an already successful air-
craft corporation. It is inexcusable to
ask the American taxpayers to finance
foreign military sales by defense con-
tractors.

This $52 million should be turned to
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the desperate domestic needs of this

country.

I include at this point in the REecorp
the very-well-reasoned and pertinent
supplemental views on the Freedom
Fighter submitted by our colleague the
gentleman from California (Mr. LEGGETT)
who is to be commended for the leader-
ship he has shown throughout this de-
bate:

SUPPLEMENTAL VIEWS OF REPRESENTATIVE
RoeerT L. LEGGETT, DEMOCRAT OF CALI-
FORNIA ON THE FREepOM FIGHTER AIR-
CRAFT

In committee I moved to strike $36 mil-
lion from a $52 million item not in the com-
mittee print, the budget or in any formal
Air Force communication for an alleged
World Freedom Fighter Aircraft. The 852
million surplus arose the day of our com-
mittee mark-up as a result of DOD determi-
nation not to go ahead with a 5th C-5A
squadron. The funds were for long leadtime
procurement.

It was stated at the time this item was
voted on that the World Freedom Fighter
plane was not necessarily the F-5-21 Free-
dom Fighter Aircraft of Northrop Aviation,
but could be any airplane of any company.
This has got to be the most bizarre $52 mil-
lion authorization to ever come out of a
congressional committee.

If the United States needs a cheap jet
alrplane to sell only to foreign governments,
let’s ask the foreign governments to foot the
bill. We've never pald Air Force money in
the past to develop a new airplane the Air
Force could not use!

Moreover, the project has escalated four-
fold since it was last presented to this House.

If you will refer to the Record of March 27,
last, at page 7896, you will see that the cost
of the more definitive F-5-21 Freedom
Fighter only cost $14 million at that time to
modify the F-5A's and F-5B's now selling like
hotcakes worldwide. Neither the Air Force nor
the Department of Dejense has ever asked
for these development funds. My chairman
stated last March as follows:

“You will notice in the report that the
committee added $14 million to the author-
ization bill for modifying the P-5 Freedom
Fighters—aircraft into an improved version
which will be called the F-5-21. By taking
advantage of the several improvements that
have been funded by Canada, Norway, and
the Netherlands, at a cost of more than $50
million, and by installing the increased
thrust J85-21 engines, a significant increase
in military effectiveness will be attained
while retaining the desirable low-cost, high-
utilization rates and excellent maneuverable
qualities of the P-5 aircraft.”

As Representative Arends stated on page
7897:

“First. Why should the United States invest
$14 million at this time in an aireraft not
in the U.S. inventory? * * * By minor United
States investment we can take advantage of
these and other advances now avallable to
modify the F-5 into an improved production
version.”

The September Air Force Space Digest de-
scribes the F-5 as follows:

“F-5A, B FREEDOM FIGHTER

“Lightweight supersonic all-purpose fight-
er, being furnished U.S. allles under military
assistance program, including South Viet-
namese AF, and more than a dozen others,
Canadalir is producing improved versions, 115
for RCAF and 105 for Royal Netherlands Air
Force. None is operational in U.S, Alr Force,
except in training foreign pilots at Williams
AFB, Ariz. F-5A is single-seater; F-5B ac-
commodates 2-man crew for training or com-
bat missions. It carries up to 6,200 pounds
external stores—armament or fuel—and can
take off or land from sod field. Freedom Fight-
er evolved from USAF T-38 Talon jet trainer.
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Contractor: Northrop Corp., Norair Div.
Powerplant: 2 General Electric J85-13 tur-
bojets, 4,080-pound thrust with afterburner.
Later version, including Canada’s CF-5, em-
ploys J85-15 engine with 4,300 pound thrust.
Dimensions: span 26 feet, 5 inches, length
45 feet, 11 inches, height 13 feet. Speed:
1,000 miles per hour. Ceiling: over 50,000
feet. Range: combat, 400 miles; ferry, 2,100
miles with external tanks. Armaments, 2 M39
20-millimeter cannons in nose. Can carry
Sidewinder missiles or 2,000-pound bombh,
or rockets in combination. Crew: F-5A, one;
F-5B, two. Maximum gross takeoff weight:
over 20,000 pounds. Primary using com-
mands: U.S, allies,

I say there’s no need for the United States
to spend this $52 million at all.

The Air Force is strangely silent on the
airplane, Under date of June 6, I sent the
following letter to Air Force Secretary
Robert C. Seamans, Jr.:

JuNE 6, 1969,
Hon. RoBERT C. SBEAMaANS, Jr.,
Secretary of the Air Force,
Department of the Air Force,
Washington, D.C.

DEear MR, SECRETARY: There was presented
before my House Armed Services Committee
an amendment to the supplemental author-
ization bill to provide funds for the construc-
tion of F521 arcraft.

At your earllest convenience, I would ap-
preciate having a complete analysls of this
subject—past costs of F5 aircraft for foreign
nations sales that have been made; original
funding which was used; history of the pro-
posed new funding; location where the air-
craft will be constructed; proposed customers
for the new aircraft; and position of the De-
partment of the Air Force on this proposed
contract and justification therefor.

Your many courtesies are appreciated.

Very sincerely,
RoBeERT L. LEGGETT,
Member of Congress.

To date, I am still walting for a reply.

As I understand the current state of the
record, the Air Force has orally requested
52 million for development of a World Free-
dom Fighter aircraft, which may or may not
be the Northrop Freedom Fighter and more-
over, the Alr Force to this date has presented
no written justification or the method where-
by they will spend $52 million of our Amer-
ican tax dollars.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to asscciate myself with the
remarks of my distinguished colleague
from California in support of this
amendment.

The F-5 procurement authorization is
truly an amazing item.

It is for a program that was never
requested. It is for a plane that is not
for our Armed Forces. Not a penny will
go for our defense.

This is a foreign aid plane for us to
sell to other countries—or to give away.

It is bad enough when we willy-nilly
sell and give away our obsolete weaponry.
Now we are going to make a special
weapon to sell or give away.

It is indicated that we need 325 of these
planes for Korea, Taiwan, South Viet-
nam, and other nations.

May I point out that South Vietnam
already has 15 freedom fighters, South
Korea has 54, and Taiwan has 70.

May I suggest that the most likely
candidates for the other planes are Peru,
Brazil, Argentina, Chile, and Venezuela.

Let me tell you about the last time we
sold F-5 Freedom Fighters abroad.

In 1966, Libya suddenly became rich
with the discovery of oil. Between 1966
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and 1969, the United States and Britain
pumped $500 million worth of weaponry
into the country—nearly 36 times its en-
tire defense budget for 1966. This in-
cluded F-5’s.

Only a few weeks ago, these very weap-
ons were used against our own interests.
A puffed-up military junta which is be-
coming increasingly unfriendly toward
the West overthrew with our weapons a
progressive regime that was friendly to
the West.

We need less, not more, international
trade in arms and certainly do not need
a special plane for sale to foreign powers.
We are developing plenty of obsolete
equipment.

Those who made the sale of F-5's to
Libya never asked: Where is the war?
Where is Libya’s enemy? Where is the
threat? Just sell them all the arms you
can, take the money, and then show sur-
prise when a group of radical Libyan
Air Force officers, puffed up by the very
weapons we sold them, overthrows a pro-
‘West government.,

If the situation were not so serious, it
would be ludicrous. Was there ever any
question that this was inevitable, and
that it will happen again and again un-
less we put a stop to this kind of thing?

Secretary Packard notes on page 58
of the report of HR. 14000 that “other
countries” will need these planes. The
most likely candidates for these planes
are Peru, Brazil, Argentina, Chile, and
Venezuela.

In October 1967 our Government
promised to supply these and other na-
tions in Latin America with F-5's if they
were prepared to wait 20 months for
delivery. Coincidentally, the 20 months
were up last spring. It also occurs to me
that the first three of these countries—
Peru, Brazil, and Argentina—are run by
military dictatorships, and the last two—
Chile and Venezuela—are democracies
currently going through difficult times,
one trying to stave off a Communist bid
for power and the other seeking to ap-
pease its restless military. Is it in our
interests to encourage these nations to
seek such advanced and expensive equip-
ment as the F-5 Freedom Fighter, or any
other plane of this caliber?

Because we have no agreement with
our allies or the Communist bloc coun-
tries to limit the sale of advanced weap-
onry in Latin America—or, for that fact,
anywhere else in the world—we are
pushing the sale of the F-5 in order to
beat the competition to the punch. Our
rationale, never expressed in writing but
still just as real, has bheen to get in there
first with an arms sale before the busi-
ness goes to Britain, France, the Soviet
Union, Italy, Sweden or any of two
dozen other arms producing countries
that sell arms abroad.

Yet, as in Libya, these arms may well
end up being used against our best
interests.

The continued promotion of a policy
that encourages the sale abroad of equip-
ment like the F-5 is sheer madness, par-
ticularly in the absence of any arms con-
trol agreements at all. This is why I
oppose the spending of $52 million on the
F-5 program, and why I support this
amendment,
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Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I move
that all debate on this amendment do
now close.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from California (Mr. LEGGETT).

The motion was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from California (Mr. LEGGETT).

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. FRASER. Mr, Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, I take
this time to again express my concern
that the chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee apparently did not want
any debate to take place on the advanced
manned strategic bomber. I am sorry we
only had one Member who was permitted
to discuss that important guestion.

I am sure the chairman of the commit-
tee is a very learned man whose guidance
we all seek. Buf I assume perhaps that
like some of the rest of us he does not
consider his judgment infallible. I know
that within the defense community itself,
among those who have professionally had
responsibility for defense planning in the
United States, there are serious questions
about whether the United States ought
to go ahead with this kind of bomber.

Now is it that we do not want to
hear what kind of gquestions have been
raised on this issue? For example, the
chairman tells us that there is some kind
of threat of the Soviet Union, I gather
by some new strategic bomber force. To
my knowledge this was not developed
before his committee. But I may be
wrong. But this is a matter of grave im-
portance. Is it true that the Soviets to-
day have a very limited bomber force
and that the number of their planes is
one-fourth our number, and that none of
them has any real capability to mount
a sustained attack on the United States?
Is that the case, and do we have any
knowledge that they are planning to build
a new strategic bomber force? To the
best of my knowledge, they are not.

Why is it, then, that the United States
believes it ought to spend billions and
billions and billions of dollars for a new,
more sophisticated supersonic bomber
when the Soviet Union is not making any
move in that direction itself? The fact
of the matter is that if the SALT talks
should make any progress—and I pray
that they will—we will have adequate
deterrent force that would render the
AMSA bomber totally unnecessary.

But my point in getting up is not so
much to argue the merits of AMSA. It
is to argue the desirability of having
some floor discussion on a matter of this
importance.

If it is the case that the House will
say, “We do not care, the Armed Services
Committee has come out with a report
and we are tired of talking about these
issues,” then I think the voters will truly
be justified in responding appropriately
at the polls in 1970.

But I happen to think that these mat-
ters are too important, too important to
the people in our cities, too important
to the world, and too important for our
future to be run roughshod over in the
manner we just saw when the chairman

28409

moved to cut off debate after just one
speaker, and when we had a commit-
ment from the chairman that he was
not going to do that. But I guess that
commitment did not last very long.

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

Mr. FRASER. I yield to the chairman.

Mr. RIVERS. We did not have any
such commitment.

Mr. FRASER. I am sorry, Mr. Chair-
man, I misunderstood you.

Mr. RIVERS. You should apologize,
because the Chairman said he had a com-
mitment on the ABM. That is as far as
he committed himself. I will not discuss
the AMSA. I will not discuss with you
what the Russians have. On my own re-
sponsibility I tell you the Russians are
building a bomber. You can take it or
leave it. I defy anybody in the United
States, including the gentleman from
Minnesota, to prove that statement false.
And this goes for anyone in the United
States.

Our responsibility is clear. For 5 years
we have been trying to builld an AMSA.
McNamara tried to build an AMSA. We
need an AMSA whether the Russians
have it or not. It just so happens that
they are well on the way, and I shall not
discuss it further.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota has expired.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to move to strike the last word.

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

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. FRASER. I just want to say to the
chairman, since he would not let me
finish my statement, that I misunder-
stood his remarks about the debate on
amendments to this bill. I am sorry. If
he reserved the right to cut off debate
without any discussion, I am sorry I
misunderstood him. It is apparent that I
did misunderstand him, because he did
move to cut off debate. So I apologize for
my misstatement or misunderstanding of
what the gentleman said.

If I may say just one more thing, I am
surprised that nobody else on your com-
mittee seems to be aware of the knowl-
edge that you have about the bomber
threat of the Soviets. Maybe they do. I
have asked one or two members and
they do not seem to have heard about it.

Mr. Chairman, I think we can all agree
that manned bombers are considerably
less important to cur deterrent posture
than are land-based and sea-based bal-
listic missiles. But it is startling to real-
ize just how marginal the utility of the
manned bomber has become. Consider
that every one of the following conditions
would have to be satisfied before the
manned bomber would become essential
to our deterrent.

First, the coming strategic arms lim-
itation talks must fail to limit MIRV, for
if there is no MIRV our ICBM’s will not
be in jeopardy.

Second, the Safeguard ABM must fail
to safeguard our ICBM’'s. It is striking
to note that many of those who a few
hours ago were expressing great confid-
ence in Safeguard are now expressing no
confidence in it by supporting AMSA.,
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Third, the Soviet Union must find some
means of detecting, tracking, and
destroying our missile submarines. While
anything is possible, at this time no one
has the remotest idea of how this could
be done. We have every expectation that
a large majority of our SSBN fleet will
remain undetectible for many decades to
come.

Fourth, this attack on our missile sub-
marines would have to occur at exactly
the same time as the attack on our
ICBM’s.

Fifth, our ICBM’s would not be
launched on warning of attack.

Sixth, the Soviet planners must have
absolute confidence in their ability to
destroy our SSBN’s and ICBM's. They
would know that any miscalculation on
their part, any significant mechanical or
electronic failure, would result in the
total destruction of their society. And
they would have to have this absolute
confidence that their offense would work
the first time it was used.

Seventh, it must be assumed that, even
though they will have been able to solve
these fantastic techmical problems, the
Soviets will not have been able to build
an effective air defense.

And in order to rationalize the con-
struction of AMSA, an eighth condition
would have to be met: While the Soviets
would have to be unable to build an air
defense that could stop AMSA, they
would have to be able to build one that
could stop the B-52 and the FB-111.

It does not seem to me that we have
$12 billion worth of probability that these
conditions will be met.

There are other arguments that can
be made in favor of AMSA regarding
its secondary missions—reconnaissance,
utility in conventional warfare, and so
forth. Here, as with the primary mission,
the question is not whether AMSA would
work better than existing equipment. I
do not doubt that it would, assuming it
turns out to be reliable. The question is
whether the improvement is worth $12
billion and up. To my mind, it is not.

I do not think the program should be
continued, and I am certain it should not
be accelerated. No one has yet explained
why we must have this plane by 1977
rather than 1978.

For these reasons, I shall vote to sup-
port the Leggett amendment.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I join
in the observations about procedure made
by our colleague in the well. I do not pre-
tend to be an expert in this matter under
discussion. The information, as one Mem-
ber of this body, that has come to me
about the advanced manned strategic
aircraft was that, to our knowledge,
there was no informed opinion about
Soviet development in this area.

As the gentleman from Minnesota in-
dicated, we might be wrong. But I do not
think that all 434 Members should have
to proceed in this debate on the good
faith or opinion of the chairman of any
one committee. I thought that we were
going to develop the arguments before
the Nation so that everyone could appre-
ciate why we are or are not supporting
these amendments.

ADVANCED MANNED STRATEGIC AIRCRAFT

It is universally acknowledged that
land-based and undersea-based ballistic
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missiles constitute a far more effective
nuclear deterrent than do manned
bombers.

All the argument for ABM notwith-
standing, it is impossible to defend
against a heavy missile attack, but there
is considerable possibility of defense
against a manned bomber, no matter how
sophisticated.

A bomber requires perhaps 5 hours to
reach a target deep in the Soviet Union.
A missile requires at most 30 minutes.

A bomber is fragile, and easy to de-
stroy on the ground in a sneak attack
from the sea or from orbit. A land-based
ICBM in a hardened silo cannot be de-
stroyed by anything less than a direct
hit or very near miss by a thermonuclear
warhead. A submarine-based missile is
even more invulnerable because it is vir-
tually undetectable. Moreover, subma-
rine-based missiles have achieved a de-
gree of reliability far above that of any
other strategic system.

Yet we are asked to authorize funds
for a new manned bomber, We are asked
to authorize $100 million for the coming
fiscal year; ultimately the AMSA will cost
billions. This is something we need to
examine very carefully.

As I understand it, the basic theory
upon which we have based our retention
of manned bombers holds that the
United States is best protected when we
are able to destroy a potential enemy in
three different ways: With bombers, with
ICBM's, and the SLBM'’'s, It is argued
that each system complements the oth-
ers by assuring that it will be available
as a full deterrent or strike force if the
other systems fail or are degraded by de-
fensive developments on the other side.

But if SLBM's and ICBM’s are pre-
ferred, it seems to me that we must have
at least some indication that they will
be inadequate before we invest billions
in a third force. Obviously, deterrence
will work with just one force—large, vis-
ible, and effective enough to convince
the Soviet Union that we could retaliate
with a society-destroying blow if they
should attack. Surely they will not be
the less deterred if we cannot destroy
them three ways or even two. If we have
a system that will work, why is it neces-
sary to convince a potential aggressor
that we can kill him three different
times with three different weapons
systems?

Why have the Russians not built a
modern strategic bomber? Why is their
only heavy bomber an obsolete propeller-
driven type? And why did they build
only 150 of those?

Mr. Chairman, I for one feel that we do
not need a new manned bomber when
we have the enormous destructive power
of 1,050 ICBM's and 656 SLBM's, any one
of which is capable of destroying a ma-
jor city. I feel that three deterrents are
more than enough, that we probably do
not need a manned bomber at all, and
that we certainly do not need a new
bomber at upward of $30 million per
copy. We need this money for our people.

A very unusual thing happened yester-
day to me. I was called off the floor.

It so happened that there were approx-
imately 300 students from Eastern High
School in the District of Columbia who
were petitioning to talk to any Member
of Congress. They were on the steps of
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the Capitol, and they were asking if any
Member would come out to speak to
them, come and visit their schools and
see that they do not have the textbooks,
and see that the schools are in a very
serious state of disrepair.

The question I bring to this body at
this time is this: Is there any relation-
ship between the crying needs of the
poor and the left out in this country
and in this Capital and our reluctance
to vote out the kinds of moneys we need
at this time for the domestic programs
in the areas of neglect; is there any con-
nection between that and the way we
proceed to dizburse approximaftely $21
billion for our military necessities?

I am not saying we should eliminate
this authorization, but I do say that there
is some connection, in my judgment, be-
tween the way we cannot even inquire
or deliberate and consider democrati-
cally this measure before us and the fact
that there are black youngsters begging
the Congress of the United States for
some schoolbooks.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word. Mr. Chairman, when
one makes a motion to cut off debate, it
has to be voted on by the House. Any
time the House wants to debate, the
House can.

I just do not think we should get out
here at this time and discuss AMSA. For
years we have been trying to get it. For
years Mr. McNamara denied it. As the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. HEBERT)
who was for yvears the head of a special
subcommittee. Now we wake up and see
that we have not even started it. We
have not even started.

If we are going to fashion our defense
on what Russia has or does not have
may God save America. We need this
and we need a great many other things.

We had befter get on with the busi-
ness of approving this bill. Are we going
to discuss the dotting of every “i” and
the crossing of every “t"?

Mr. PIRNIE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I want to call attention
to something we should remember in this
House; namely, that on many occasions
we have expressed our conviction that
progress in providing this advanced
manned strategic bomber was required
in the interests of this country. The
amount of money we have authorized for
this development has been predicated on
the state of the art. The addition fo
which reference has been made by this
amendment was brought about by the
reexamination of the current Secretary
of Defense when he came into office. This
recommendation is for the purpose of
doing the requisite engineering in order
to advance this study, so that we can
reach a decision in a timely manner on
production of this advanced bomber.

I am sure if the examination is made
into the detail of this request, it will be
determined that it is not a waste of
money, that it is an effort to provide
this bomber by the time we will need it.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PIRNIE. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman,
I want to add briefly to what the gentle-
man from New York has said. I believe
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everyone in this Chamber has at one
time flown in commercial aireraft, no
doubt across the country.

They must surely realize that the en-
joyable flights you all make across this
country are due to the advanced state of
the art and the technological capacity of
the aircraft manufacturers and the aero-
nautical engineers in this Nation. So I
believe what the gentleman from New
York has said relates to this particular
amendment. Certainly it is cogent.

I believe the same remark is going to
be made and should be considered as we
move toward ultimate development of
the SST.

One of these days people are going fo
have to realize the technological capabil-
ity and development for the military and
defense units of this country certainly
serve, ultimately the civilian purpose in
the aviation field, and it is true not only
in this field of transportation but also
in the field of satellite communication.

The bulk of our progress, in the aero-
space and aviation fields of this Nation,
has come as a result of technological data
developed through defense research, de-
velopment, and deployment.

Many of the utensils and household ap-
pliances that are serving to lighten the
load of housewives in the kitchens of
America, are the direct result of tech-
nological data developed in the aero-
space industry.

For a number of years, particularly
during the Eennedy, Johnson, Secretary
of Defense McNamara administration
era, I believe the United States placed far
too much emphasis on the type of defense
strategy, that put intercontinental bal-
listic missiles and overkill through nu-
clear weapons as our major defense.

As a result we have lost a great deal of
time and flexibility in developing the
kind of deterrent system that I person-
ally feel would be more effective than
total dependence on a nuclear land-
based missile system.

This is not to say that we should defer
safeguarding this nuclear deterrent sys-
tem.

However, I believe strongly that a more
flexible response system, coordinating the
naval Polaris and/or Poseidon system
with strategic aircraft will serve our de-
fense purposes much more effectively.

The mobility and flexibility factors in-
volved certainly lend themselves toward
a more effective defense strategy as we
move toward strengthening our alliances
with free world nations.

Certainly the aeronautical expertise
we develop will serve both our defense
and civil aviation objectives. The com-
petency in the U.S. aeronautical engi-
neering field is being challenged more
and more with each passing day. The
Soviet Union, France, and England are
highly competitive in advanced aeronau-
tical engineering. In addition to defense
requirements, our future security will, in
my judgment, require economic, diplo-
matie, psychological, and technological
offensives as we move toward economic
and political integration with our free
world friends.

The knowledge, competence, and ex-
pertise we develop in the aerospace-avia-
tion technologiecal field will ultimately de-
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termine our strength as a nation. We
cannot relinquish our lead in the avia-
tion field. If we are to avoid getting
bogged down in future Vietnams, I ad-
monish America and this Congress to
stay first in both civil and military avi-
ation. They are totally interdependent
and will serve to benefit future American
generations and the peoples of develop-
ing free nations looking to us for hope
and leadership.

Mr. PIRNIE. I thank the gentleman
from California. He is one of the most
knowledgeable Members of the House in
this field of aviation. I know his interest
in this subject is deep and sincere.

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PIRNIE. I yield to the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. Evans), a former
member of the committee.

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. I appreciate
the gentleman'’s yielding.

I should like to say, along with the
comments of my colleague, the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. Fraser), that
it was also my understanding that this
bill would be discussed without time
limitations.

I am not going to blame our chairman
entirely, although I would certainly place
a good deal of the blame on his shoulders.
We are in the process of discussing the
expenditure of $21 billion, and if we can
discuss the C-5A and all the intricacies
of these other programs, and if we can
read in the newspapers and periodicals
and military magazines more about the
AMSA than has been allowed to be dis-
cussed on this floor now, then in addi-
tion to blaming the chairman, and I do,
for closing off debate, we must blame
those who vote to close off debate.

Mr. HICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, first I want to go on
record as saying that I get a number of
letters from my constituents stirred up
by certain columnists, or who were stirred
up by certain columnists. These letters
complain about the seniority system and
complain about the chairman of the
Armed Services Committee in particular.

If we did not have the seniority system,
knowing what I know after having served
on this committee for four and a half
years. If I were asked to cast my vote I
would vote for the present chairman of
the Armed Services Committee.

That does not mean I do not disagree
with him from time to time. I disagree
with him on this matter of cutting off
debate.

Certainly the House rules. Certainly
the House does act. If it wants to con-
tinue the debate it can. But it follows the
gentleman from South Carolina's leader-
ship in this particular instance, and I
do believe the gentleman should let the
debate continue a little further.

So far as this whole procurement pro-
gram is concerned, many of my liberal
friends have been talking about cut, cut,
cut. Well, if we are going to cut our mil-
itary expenditures, the best way to cut
them is to reduce personnel. The finest
way I know of to safely cut personnel is
to give our military the best weapons
possible. We do not have to replace the
weapons we have now with the new sys-
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tems we are talking about on a 1-to-1
basis. If we bring new systems into the
inventory we are going to be able in the
future to reduce the amount of man-
power needed to operate those systems.

It takes a lot of years to develop a
weapons system. We do not do it over-
night, and we do not do it in 1 or 2 years.
All Members know that. Consequently,
when there is an attack on research
and development when Members suc-
cessfully reduce these needed funds, all
that results is delay, and it is going to
put the acquisition of new weapons sys-
tems a long way down the road,

We can train men in a year or two. We
know that. We have done it time and
again. We can save from $8,500 to $15,-
000 a year per man, depending upon
whose figure we want to take, when we
reduce personnel.

We do have a cut in personnel in this
bill. We could cut it further. So far as I
am concerned, if any Member wants to
offer such an amendment I will support
it.

But I do not believe we should be cut-
ting back on new weapons systems which
the men we do have left will operate in
the years ahead. We have not cut this
bill as we have gone along. I believe this
House has been very wise in its action
taken in this regard.

At the same time, I want to commend
the people who have brought forth
amendments, because I believe it is
healthy for this country to continue to
discuss these programs. If a program is
a good one, it is a good one after we talk
about it 2 or 3 days in this body. We do
not have to depend on all the discussion
coming from the other body.

Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I want to direct my re-
marks to the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. CONYERS) .

I am on the District of Colum-
bia Appropriations Committee, and
the schoolchildren of the District
never had a better friend than Ebp
ParTeN. I have attended every meet-
ing. We started in January and con-
tinued through February and March.
The school budget should have been
passed by April or May, but it was not
even brought to the floor. We held spe-
cial hearings in the caucus room of the
Cannon Building and have invited all
of the organizations and people of the
Distriet of Columbia to attend. I have
been in contact with them ever since
then. I have had many appointments
with the chairmen of these various loecal
committees. However, I am sick and tired
of reading in the papers that the Con-
gress is doing nothing. I am going to ask
the chairman of the full committee to
take me off the District of Columbia
Committee on Appropriations because
I do not like the publicity that the Con-
gress receives.

I want to be specific about textbooks.
As a general statement, I will tell you
that the per capita cost of high school
students in the District of Columbia
schools is the highest in the United
States.

Now, Mr. Chairman, what adminis-
tration problems they have about text-
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books, I do not know, but speaking for
one Member, I have given the District of
Columbia schools every dime that I
could give them under the law and I
would like to give them more. I would
not want word to go out that our Dis-
trict of Columbia Appropriations Com-
mittee was not a friend of the local
schools. We want them to be the best
schools in the country. We are with the
students. And I tell you that I for one
do not think that the little remarks
here about no textbooks is a very correct
impression. Our District of Columbia
schools are wonderful and they are go-
ing to become better with my help as
long as I am on the committee.

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

Mr. PATTEN. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. CONYERS. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

I reported the incident because to me
I am beginning to wonder, after being
in this body for 5 years, whether or not
we are really attuned to the problems
that are really affecting the District of
Columbia. I hope that the gentleman, if
he proclaims himself to be a friend of
the citizens and the students of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, does not get off

that committee. I hope he will join me
in one request that these students made
to me—and I am merely relaying it to
you and to the body—let us take a visit
to Eastern High School. That was the
challenge put to me. They said not one
Member of Congress had ever been out

there really to see about the shortages
that exist there.

What I want to say to the gentleman
is, maybe he is right. I would sure like
to take those arguments back to those
gentlemen. But join me, if you will, in
paying a much overdue visit to that high
school.

Mr. PATTEN. We would have been
glad to talk to the 300 students. We
would have enjoyed it.

Mr. CONYERS. Thank you. But what
about the trip?

Mr. PATTEN. For the 4 years I have
been on the committee I want to tell you
I have been in Eastern, and looked at
other school buildings. I think other
members of the committee have done the
same thing.

Mr. CONYERS. Then I will make a
trip there and report back to you.

Mr. PATTEN. Don Fraser is on the
authorization committee, and he can give
a good account of himself, and so can
others. The gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. RiecLE) is on the committee and is
very close to the matter. Bor Giammo, the
gentleman from Connecticut, is on it,
also. They have been in many schools
and talked with the principals and the
teachers.

We have a good system in the District
of Columbia, and we will make it better.
They are not so poor that they cannot
have adequate textbooks.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I had not intended to
take the well on this subject. The ques-
tion of the AMSA, as usual, has wound
up in a mass of distortion, ignorance,
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misrepresentation, and lack of knowl-
edge. I think I know as much about the
AMSA situation as anybody in this Con-
gress. This is not an immodest state-
ment. Under the direction of our chair-
man, the gentleman from South Caro-
lina, I headed a committee which had
as its charter the investigation of the
advanced manned bomber.

Now, this did not start today. This
started years ago. We held extensive
hearings on the subject matter, and I
am just wondering if those gentlemen
who want to know all about the AMSA
have looked at one page of those hearings
and read them, and examined the full
discussion? If they have, I would be de-
lighted to see them raise their hands so
I know I could discuss this with some-
body who knows at least what they have
read.

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

Mr. HEBERT. I am not yielding. I am
merely asking them to raise their
hands—anybody who has read that.

Has the gentleman read all the hear-
ings on the AMSA? The gentleman nods
assent. And the gentleman wants more
discussion after reading all those pages,
and everything was brought out?

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, will my
colleague yield?

Mr. HEBERT. I refuse to yield.

Let me get down to what we are talk-
ing about: to the nuts and bolts.

If we do not have an AMSA this coun-
try does not have a follow-on bomber to
the B-52. I care not what Russia has.
I care what America should have.

What we are talking about here is a
definition contract.

From the time that Curtis LeMay was
Chief of Staff of the Air Force, the mili-
tary and the Joint Chiefs of Staff—Gen-
eral McConnell, who was Chief of Staff
of the Air Force after LeMay—all have
strongly recommended the development
of a follow-on bomber.

On the day that this bomber is put on
the production line, it will take from 5
to 6 years before it is put in the inven-
tory. That is what we are talking about.
We are talking about that the B-52's will
be repaired and re-repaired and re-re-
repaired after 1973 and 1974, and that is
the most optimistic date that we could
replace the B-52 bombers, and that would
be when the last B-52 bomber off the
production line is 14 years old.

An attempt was made by the former
Secretary of Defense to block this de-
spite the advice of the military. And, T
may parenthetically state, blame the mil-
itary. Yes, blame them. When the civilian
leadership makes the decision a good
military man, the soldier, follows that
civilian leadership.

Mr. McNamara defied the Congress
He resorted to every trick in the book
to circumvent our intentions.

And let me say this, let me just pause
here to say to this Congress that when
the chairman of the Committee on
Armed Services tells you that the Rus-
sians have a bomber, he is telling you
the truth, and he knows what he is
talking about, and I share his remarks.

You would not want us to come here
and discuss all of our military strategy
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and give away all our secrets and sensi-
tive knowledge that we have—what a
day that would be in this country. We
do not intend to do it, and never have
intended to do it. We have executive
meetings, and we receive knowledge that
we cannot possibly discuss publicly.

At a matter of fact, in recent years,
too much has leaked out of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services which never
prevailed heretofore. It has almost be-
come a fact to see and to read it in the
news columns, things that we treated in
confidence, and never intended to be
publie.

If you tell me that we do not need
the follow-on bombers to keep our in-
ventory up, then I will say that we have
lost our sense of priority, and our sense
of judgment.

This is vital to America’s future. This
is the successor to the B-52. The F-111,
the ill-fated TFX was never even ad-
vanced by Mr. McNamara as being a
bomber to replace the B-52. So please do
not let us get confused with a lot of
semantics and irrelevant talk,

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. STRATTON

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, we are now on title IT
of the bill. We have three remaining
titles of the bill after title ITI.

We have had an interesting discussion
on the school problem in the Distriet of
Columbia.

Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate
on title IT and, all amendments thereto,
close at 1:15 p.m. with the last 5 min-
utes to be reserved for the chairman of
the committee.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. StraTtTON) that all
debate on title IT and all amendments
thereto close at 1:15 p.m.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Reuss) ; there
were—ayes 65, noes 47.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. STRATTON
and Mr, REUSS.

The Committee again divided, and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes 84,
noes 57.

So the motion was agreed to.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. REUSS. How many amendments
to title II are pending, and what will be
the division of time?

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk has two
amendments at the desk.

Mr. REUSS. What will be the division
of time between them under the motion?

The CHATRMAN. The Chair will state
that each Member will be allocated 45
seconds.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the time allotted to me.

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.
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Mr. GUBSER. Will all amendments to
title IT pending at the desk be read and
considered at the same time?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair does not
know whether either amendment will be
offered.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. REuUsSs).

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. REUSS

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Reuss: On page
4, line 5, strike out “$3,241,200,000" and insert
*$3,200,200,000"; on line 9, strike out “$18,-
500,000" and insert “not more than $2,500,-
000"; and on lines 183 and 14, strike out
“$40,000,000" and insert “not more than
$15,000,000".

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. RIVERS. Do I have 5 minutes?

The CHATRMAN. No, the gentleman
will have 45 seconds.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that my time be
allocated to the gentleman from Wis-
consin.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Carpolina?

Mr. HALL. I object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the 45 seconds
deliberation hitherto allotted to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. EcKHARDT), the
gentleman from California (Mr. LEG-
GeETT), the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. Nepzr), and the gentleman from
New York (Mr, OTTINGER) , by agreement
with those gentlemen, be made available
to me.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Wis-
consin, Mr. REuss?

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

The gentleman from Wisconsin is rec-
ognized for 45 seconds.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, doing the
best I can with an amendment that
affects many billions of dollars, this
amendment would cut back to the level
authorized by the Senate the programs
for the AWACS and the CONUS air de-
fense interceptor. The provisions in ques-
tion are designed against a Soviet bomber
threat in the late 1970’s.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. OTTINGER).

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word, and I yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. REuss).

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Mississippi,
Senator STennis, has said.

It looks to me as if the Boviet bomber
threat is getting thinner and thinner every
Year.

A high level Pentagon briefing I have

just received entirely bears out the jude-
ment of Senator STENNIS.

I know the distinguished chairman of
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the Armed Services Committee, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
Rivers), has said that the Soviets have
under way an Advanced Strategic Bom-
ber. If that is so, I think the Pentagon
is entitled to know it, and the Members
of this House are entitled to know it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from New York has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ECKHARDT) .

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I yield to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. REuss).

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. Chairman, as a sort of after-
thought, the argument is made that
AWACS would be useful in a tactical
way in a major war in Europe or in
brushfire wars around the world. This
collides with the decision of the Defense
Department to make a 1-year review of
the Soviet bomber threat. If that review
is made and it is decided that the So-
viet bomber threat which is now based
on the 1955 Bear bombers is not an im-
mediate threat, then this money is much
better spent in more fruitful ways.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman-from Texas has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. LEGGETT).

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word, and I yield to
the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, a point
of order. A Member cannot strike the last
word under the limitation of time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
California was recognized. The gentle-
man from California yields to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin?

Mr. LEGGETT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr., REUss).

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from California for yield-
ing.

I would say the pitiful little 45-second
driblets being allotted to this vital ques-
tion are simply not orderly debate. The
members of this Committee deserve bet-
ter than that. I have information which I
think Members would have liked to have
heard on the exact nature of the Soviet
bomber threat against which it is pro-
posed to divert billions and billions of
dollars that might have been better else-
where, including in the defense program.
It is vitally important that this body
act responsibly.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. Nepz1) .

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
REUSS).

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. Chairman, the first of my two
amendments would reduce the CONUS
interceptor program from $18.2 to $2.5
million.

The trouble with the CONUS intercep-
tor program is that the Air Force has not
vet selected an interceptor plane for this
radar and missile system., Until the Air
Force does make its selection, going
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ahead full steam means that we will be
developing the radar and missile system,
but lacking a plane to carry it, and there
will be very costly overruns while we
redevelop the radar and missile system to
fit the plane the Air Force has finally
selected.

The amendment which was approved
by the Senate should be passed.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Michigan has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS),

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. REUSS. I thank the gentleman
from Michigan for yielding.

The AWACS amendment would re-
duce the $40 million to $15 million, as the
Senate did.

AWACS is an airborne radar and con-
trol system likewise designed to detect
low-flying Soviet bombers. The reduc-
tion would allow the Air Force to con-
tinue its research. All it would do is to
slow down for 1 year the actual loading
of the system into a jet cargo plane
for a dry run. Three-fourths of these
AWACS units are apparently destined
for use against Soviet bombers over the
United States, a threat which is infinitely
less immediate than the Soviet missile
threat.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Michigan has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. Ryan).

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
45 seconds to the gentleman from
Wisconsin.

Mr. REUSS. I thank the gentleman
from New York.

A number of changes are likely to be
considered in the AWACS system after
the Secretary of Defense has completed
his 1-year review of the Soviet bomber
threat. If, for example, the Secretary of
Defense sticks to his intelligence estimate
and does not accept the intelligence esti-
mate of the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. Rivers), it may well be
that there is a firmer and more sensible
use of these funds than to build up the
continental air defense against a threat
of very minor proportions.

The AWACS, for example, could be put
in a different airplane.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from New York has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. RANDALL).

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, with-
out agreeing with the gentleman in the
well, I yield my time to him to let him
complete his statement.

Mr. REUSS. I appreciate that state-
ment by the gentleman from Missouri.

The present Soviet bomber threat, ac-
cording to the best intelligence estimates
we can get, is much less than formidable.
The main portion of their force is made
up of 100 or so propeller-driven Bear
bombers dating back to the mid-1950's.
Former Defense Secretary Clark Clifford
earlier this year in his testimony char-
acterized them as “distinetly inferior”
to our own B-52's.

These programs can be diminished.
They can be postponed. The Senate de-
cided to do so. We should do so also.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Missouri has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SCHEUER) .

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I want
to yield to my colleague from Wiscon-
sin, but first I will ask him this: In view
of the statement of the chairman of the
committee that the AMSA is not postu-
lated on any intelligence estimate of
what offensive capability the Russians
are developing, and he prayed we never
postulate our defense program on an in-
telligence estimate or knowledge of what
they are doing, of Soviet development
intentions—or the actual military threat
they present—whom are we arming
against? Are we arming against Switzer-
land or Uruguay or Nicaraugua?

Mr. REUSS. I wish the chairman of
the committee would share his intelli-
gence with the intelligence gathering
forces of the Pentagon, who tell me, in
a document handed me 10 minutes ago,
there is not an augmented Soviet bomber
threat, that indeed the information
whieh I have given is the correct infor-
mation. If that is so, we should not waste
our money on this.

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. FRASER).

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. REUSS. I thank the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield for a
question?

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

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Is the
amount of the reduction the gentleman
is recommending in his amendment the
precise action that was taken in the
other body on this request?

Mr. REUSS. It is the precise action
that was taken in the other body. It
maintains funds in the authorization for
both the AWACS and the CONUS inter-
ceptor program. It simply asks that they
be settled down for a year until the Sec-
retary of Defense, Mr. Laird, can come
in and give us the considered judgment
of the intelligence-gathering systems of
the United States as to whether the
Soviet bomber threat is something new.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
FoLEY) .

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
REevUss).

Mr. REUSS. I thank the gentleman
from Washington for yielding to me.

I should point out that an AWAC de-
signed solely for tactical use over the
battlefields of Europe or in those brush-
fire wars which President Nixon at Guam
told us we were going to avoid in the fu-
ture would be a good deal different from
one which has to deal with Soviet bomb-
ers attacking the United States. The
DOD may well decide after its 1-year re-
view of the Soviet bomber threat that we
should not go ahead with the AWAC for
bomber defense in the United States. I
that is true, we will need to change it.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
HUNGATE).
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Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to thank the gentleman from
Wisconsin, the gentleman in the well, as
well as the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. Fraser), for framing these ques-
tions and issues on a system about which
we have to make a decision here. I regret
the shortness of the debate, but I do
hope that they can find some consolation
in the words of the Apostle Paul,

It is better to speak five words that are
understood than 10,000 that are in an un-
known tongue.

I now yield to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. REUsS) .

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Missouri has expired.

The Chair now recognizes the gentle-
man from Missouri (Mr. ICHORD).

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Chairman, I, too,
regret that we do not have sufficient time
to discuss this amendment, not because
I intended to participate in the debate
but I think that it should be discussed,
and I did vote against the motion to limit
debate.

My good friend, the gentleman from
Wisconsin, could not have chosen a
poorer project in the bill where he could
save money by reducing the authoriza-
tion. As a matter of fact, the amendment
of the distinguished gentleman would
probably cost the Government more
money in the long run. This is true be-
cause the committee has already reduced
the program to an amount which would
provide for putting the brassboard of
the AWACS system on board either the
DC-8 or the Boeing 707 which will be
the vehicle to carry the system. The
amendment of the gentleman from Wis-
consin would just serve to keep the con-
tractors interested and would not give
us the brassboard which we need to have
in order to make an assessment as to
whether we really want to adopt the sys-
tem. The amendment insofar as
AWACS is concerned would merely delay
the system and would result in the in-
efficient expenditure of money.

As has been previously pointed out, the
Committee on Armed Services approved
funds for the AWACS development in the
amount of $40 million. This is $20 mil-
lion less than the Department of Defense
requested. This is a 33'; percent reduc-
tion on this one item. The committee
also approved the full amount, $18.5 mil-
lion, for the continental air defense in-
terceptor. The Senate reduced this
amount by $16 million leaving in their
authorization bill $2.5 million to be used
to complete studies aimed at identifying
the specific airframe to be used for the
mission.

The rationale for the reduction in
AWAC funds to $15 million was that
there were additional carryover funds of
$40 million in the fiscal year 1969 appro-

priation. This is not true. In fact, all of
the fiscal yvear 1969 funds were obligated

prior to July 31, 1969. The largest
portion, $27 million, went to contractors
for system engineering proposals; $9.5
million was used to develop radar com-
ponents, and $3.3 million for engineer-
ing support. In fact, over $5 million of
of the fiscal year 1970 funds will have
to be used to complete work started in

October 3, 1969

prior years. This leaves $10 million of the
$15 million authorized by the Senate.
This amount is not sufficient to continue
this program.

The $10 million can only be used to
maintain the best possible holding posi-
tion to keep key contractors on the pro-
gram in anticipation of a more substan-
tial portion in fiscal year 1971. The mini-
mum funds required for the radar de-
velopment is $40 million; $15.7 million
will be required to complete efforts con-
tracted during fiscal year 1969 and $24.3
million will be required for radar pro-
gram permitting a test fiight of one ra-
dar within a 24- to 30-month period fol-
lowing initiation of the program.

A reduction of these funds to the Sen-
ate level will almost destroy the AWACS
program. If these funds, as recommended
by the Armed Services Committee, are
not approved, both the Air Force and
industry will have to sharply reduce their
current level of effort at a time when
normal program progress would call for
an increased level of effort. This will in-
crease both direct and indirect costs.
Time phasing with respect to the air-
frame contractors’ facilities may result
in very substantial increases in airframe
cost.

The Initial operational capability for
both TAC and ADC will be delayed for
more than 1 year. This not only delays
improvement in operational capability
but also indirectly increases costs since
certain tactical and air defense systems
will have to be retained that otherwise
would have been phased out. The delay
in availability of an effective demon-
strated radar for TAC may result in
the procurement of yet another interim
system for TAC with a radar of marginal
performance.

The $2.5 million contained in the
Senate authorization bill provides for
no funds to develop the most important
element of the improved manned inter-
ceptor; that is, the look-down radar and
shoot-down missile. This work must be
completed regardless of whether an air-
frame has been selected for the future
interceptor. There are several airframes
which have been considered in the past
and are presently under consideration,
all of which, with some modification, can
be utilized with the fire control and mis-
sile system planned for development.

The minimum requirement to insure
a modernized interceptor and an Initial
operational capability in the mid-1970's
requires the entire $18.5 million recom-
mended by the Armed Services Commit-
tee. This contains $2.5 million for inter-
ceptor design studies and analysis—and
$16 million is dedicated to the long lead
effort in the fire control system develop-
ment and missile development which can
be pursued at this time without regard
to the choice of an interceptor.

The committee thoroughly reviewed
the request submitted by the Department
of Defense and is convinced that the
funds contained in the bill for AWACS
and CONUS air defense interceptor are
the minimum necessary to pursue this
program without seriously endangering
the AWAC concept.

Personally, I am skeptical as to whether
the AWACS will do everything the mili-
tary says it will do in regard to air
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defense, but I can forsee a use in the
tactical field of great and practically
inestimable value. I strongly urge the
defeat of the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California (Mr.
GUBSER) .

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Chairman, I listened
intently to the remarks cffered by the
gentleman from Wisconsin. With all due
deference to him, I must say his argu-
ment is premised on a mistake. He has
assumed that the AWAC is designed only
as a defense against a bomber threat.
That is absolutely false. It is designed
as an airborne warning and control sys-
tem for the purpose of controlling any
kind of an air battle. It is an airborne
command system.

Just a few months ago, our pilots were
flying over North Vietnam, Today 840
of them are either dead or are in North
Vietnamese prisons because of air action
over North Vietnam.

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. HUNT).

Mr, HUNT. Mr, Chairman, I yield my
time to my colleague from California.

Mr. GUBSER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

This system is also for the kind of air
battle fought over Vietnam. It is not just
a matter of a bomber threat. It is to pro-
vide command control of air battles like
those which were fought over North Viet-
nam, to warn of SAM and fighter attacks
against our pilots. I say hundreds of
pilots today would not be imprisoned in
North Vietnam and would not be dead
if we had had such a system.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
ARENDS) .

Mr, ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. GUBSER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

When you vote on this amendment do
not forget that American pilots now dead
or in the prisons of North Vietnam
would be alive today if we had had an
AWACS. I swear to God it is the truth.

Point No. 2: This system will either
go into a DC-8 or a Boeing T07 aircraft.
Those two production lines, at Boeing
and at Long Beach, are going out of
existence next year. If you cut this money
out for the AWAC, you will upset the
timing of the whole operation. To start
up a production line once it is stopped is
prohibitively expensive.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. WATSON) .

Mr. WATSON. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. GUBSER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, if you pass this amend-
ment you will not have an off-the-shelf
aircraft available, If you want to scuttle
the chance to effectively control an air
battle from an airborne command sys-
tem, then vote for the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. REUSS) .

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman,
gentleman yield?

will the
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Mr. GUBSER. I yleld to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I would
ask the gentleman if it is not true it
also gives a standoff capability of air
control?

Mr. GUBSER. Absolutely. I am glad the
gentleman reminded me of that. This is
not just the answer to a manned bomber
threat; this is required for every facet ci
air warfare, and we must have it.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Louisiana (MTr,
WAGGONNER) .

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from California
(Mr. GUBSER) .

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I shall recap
my arguments and also discuss the
CONUS air defense interceptor.

The AWACS will combine an airborne
surveillance capability along with asso-
ciated command, control, and communi-
cations equipment in a commercially
available jet airframe. The radar on the
AWACS will permit it to detect and track
aireraft operating at either high altitude
or low altitude over land. Thus, it will
provide an integral part of any modern-
ized air defense system.

However, I would like to emphasize
that AWACS for strategic defense is not
the only use for the equipment—and I
fear that our evaluation of the program
may be largely overlooking some equally
important applications. In fact, I would
judge that these other uses might form
an even stronger justification for the pro-
gram, particularly in the international
environment envisioned for the future. I
refer to the considerable flexibilities of
AWACS in what is called the tactical ap-
plication. The AWACS aircraft will func-
tion the same way—that is, it will act as
a surveillance station and command
post. The differences lie only in the situa-
tion being watched and the uses made of
the data collected. The Air Force is un-
derstandably thinking primarily of
AWACS capabilities in conflicts in which
our forces participate directly. An air-
borne command post that was able to
track enemy aircraft and direct our own
fighters in combat during the Korean
war would have had tremendous favor-
able payoff. A graphic example of the
benefits of “seeing eye” air combat con-
trol comes from North Vietnam. There
our aircraft suffered unnecessary losses
by operating without the visibility an
AWACS would have provided. Our best
airborne control in Southeast Asia has
been the specially equipped EC-121 air-
craft which is the old Lockheed Constel-
lation. It can identify our fighters, and
this has been useful, but hardly adequate
for the multiple demands of controlling
close air support, airlift, and air rescue
aircraft.

These are examples of tactical air bat-
tle uses. I am at least equally intrigued
by possible AWACS uses which are a bit
further removed from the battlefield;
namely, in an informational, or even a
peace-keeping role. Consider for instance
the diplomatic advantages of keeping
tabs—from an AWACS vantage point—
on air traffic like the operations into
Czechoslovakia before and during the
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recent Soviet intervention. There may be
value also in on-the-spot monitoring of
the air actions such as those during the
6-day Arab-Israeli war. I am sure we
all hope, and are confident, that all-out
strategic war can be avoided; but most
of us see the future as patches of peace,
political tensions, small and not-so-small
conflicts among our earthly neighbors.
In such a future, instant surveillance and
instant communication can provide in-
valuable defusing opportunities before
hostilities start. AWACS can even pro-
vide an instant source of air traffic con-
trol for mercy missions in case of natural
disasters such as earthquakes, floods, and
famine., These potential uses cannot be
overlooked or played down in our judg-
ment of the AWACS program.

Mr. Chairman, I think it would be
worthwhile to briefly discuss the funding
situation of the program. Some discus-
sions of the AWACS program have led to
the belief that the funds authorized and
appropriated during fiscal year 1969, are
available to support the fiscal year 1970
program. I have been assured by the Air
Force that this is not the case. This mis-
conception grew from an analysis of the
program’s fiscal year 1970 funding needs
based on the financial situation as of
March 1969.

The Air Force has also assured me that
all of the fiscal year 1969 funds for
AWACS were placed on contract before
the end of the last fiscal year. Due to the
continuing resolution, there are some
fiscal year 1970 funds available. However,
these will only support the AWACS effort
through December of this year.

Personally, I will not support a posi-
tion that either kills or maims AWACS.
I think it should be built, and we can
demand that it be built effectively and
economically. The Defense Department
has done a good job of bringing along the
basic technology, and there appears to
be small risk of program failure. AWACS
is a good investment for the type of in-
ternational future we’ll be up against,
and I believe it is worthy of our support.

The Soviet Union bomber forces have
capitalized on the deficiencies in our
present ground based radar and inter-
ceptor radars by adopting the tactic of
approaching targets at very low altitude.
This hides the bomber radar return in
the clutter of radar returns from the
ground near it. Bombers penetrating at
low altitudes are thus hidden and cannot
be observed. The radar in the airborne
warning and control system will solve
2215 problem by eliminating ground clut-

T.

Any new interceptor that we select
must have a similar capability if the
interceptor’s radar is to detect and track
incoming bombers. A radar capable of
the necessary clutter rejection has been
developed, produced and flown, and has
successfully demonstrated the capability
to detect, track, and launch armament
against incoming targets at very low alti-
tude over land.

Continued development is necessary
now to refine this developmental system
into a production design. We also need
to work on the various components to
improve their reliability, reduce the cost
of manufacture and maintenance, and
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blend the radar and the missile into an
integrated armament system suitable for
an advanced interceptor.

Oddly enough, the longest leadtime
work in achieving this new interceptor
is not involved with the engine or the
airframe. These represent relatively
straightforward developmental efforts in
which we have a great deal of experience.
The technological challenge is in the
complex electronics of the radar and the
missile fire control systems. This is where
urgent effort must begin at once if we
are to hope for an initial operating capa-
bility by fiscal year 1975. Hopefully, the
remaining elements of a modernized air
defense system will be ready at that time.

The principles and techniques to pro-
duce the missile fire control system are
well in hand. Funds are needed for the
development and testing required to in-
sure an economical, reliable and effective
kill capability that will function in an
advanced interceptor. The Air Force is
studying a number of candidates prior
to selecting the interceptor. However, it
must proceed with the development of
the armament system if the airplane and
its radar/missile components are to be
wedded at the proper time in the future,

The Air Force has requested $18.5
million for this effort. A major portion of
these funds will be used for the fire con-
trol system development—chiefly a new,
powerful radar transmitter, electronic
counter-countermeasure circuits, and

digital data processing equpiment. An-
other large portion is earmarked for work
on the missile. Specifically, it will do the
following: First, the development of fold-
ing wings and a control system which

will permit internal stowage of greater
numbers of missiles in each interceptor;
second, improvement of current state of
the art components to capitalize on re-
cent developments in the receiver; and
third, improvement of the fusing to in-
crease the missile's kill probability.

The Air Force intends to use some of
these funds for designs and analyses to
lead toward the selection of the appro-
priate interceptor. Another portion of
the $18.5 million will insure that all radar
and fire control system developments
which grow out of other development
programs are incorporated into the de-
sign and development of the interceptor
armament system.

These are sensible development efforts
and will help us obtain a badly needed
modern air defense interceptor for the
mid-1970’s.

I strongly urge that this body favorably
consider funds requested for these pro-
grams, and reject the amendment now
under consideration.

The CHA . The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
PIxe).

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I do not
want to be heard on this particular
amendment. I do have, however, an
amendment of my own at the desk, and
I wonder if we could vote on this amend-
ment first?

The CHAIRMAN. Does any other
Member desire to speak on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. Reuss) ?
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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman from New York has an
amendment at the desk it must either be
an amendment to the amendment, or a
substitute for the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
that the pending amendment will be dis-
posed of in the time allotted.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON).

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Chairman, in 45 seconds I have time only
to say that, embodied in title II we have
authorizations for the Army, Navy, and
Air Force, of $7,421,400,000, and to re-
strict the Members of this body, which
is supposed to be the greatest delibera-
tive body in the world, to 45 seconds
on an amendment of this importance I
consider outrageous.

This is nothing but gag rule.

My constituents in Illinois are going
to have to pay their share, and fair share,
of the $21,367,000,000 represented in this
bill, and I want to hear a discussion of
this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
JACOBS) .

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, 415 years
ago when I came to this body some on
my own side cut off debate on the social
programs that were before this body. I
voted against it, and I voted against it
just now.

The role of a majority, in a democracy,
is to make a decision; not to silence the
minority in debating what that decision
should be. A civilized society does not
silence opposition, it answers opposition.

For shame. For shame,

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
BENNETT) .

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, even
though it now appears improbable that
an attack will be made on the new at-
tack carrier, I would like to make some
remarks on this carrier. The proposed
Moorhead amendment would delete the
funds in this procurement authorization
bill for the CVAN-69, the second Nimitz
class nuclear powered attack carrier.

The Navy needs this carrier, and it is
needed now, and in any reasonable car-
rier force level. It is required to maintain
the modernity and capability of our at-
tack carrier force. When the CVAN-69
joins the fleet in 1974, it is scheduled to
replace one of the aging World War II
Essexr class carriers still in the active
attack carrier inventory. These Essex
class ships are ohsolescent today. They
have been extensively modified over the
vears since they first joined the fleet
during the Second World War, fitted with
angled decks and steam catapults, but
they have now simply run out of poten-
tial for future growth. Today, because of
limited flight deck size and catapult ca-
pacity, the Essex class attack carriers
cannot operate the most advanced fight-
ers, attack planes, reconnaissance or
radar aircraft now being delivered to
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fleet squadrons. It is not feasible to fur-
ther modernize these older ships. As a
consequence, they must be equipped with
second line aircraft. In the mid-seven-
ties, these obsolescent aircraft will not be
able to survive in the environment of ad-
vanced Soviet weapons technology. It is
not only in a war with the U.S8.8.R. that
our military forces will face Soviet arms.
The Russians have not been reluctant to
provide their satellites with modern, first
line weapons. We can expect, and we
must be prepared to encounter advanced
Soviet weapons technology at all levels
of military confrontation.

The Navy’s attack carrier force must
be kept modern. It is the backbone of our
surface fleet. The attack carrier is the
principal ship through which the United
States is assured continued free use of
the seas. Our carrier force is the measure
of difference which makes our Navy
superior to that of the USSR.

Carriers provide air power at sea, and
World War II conclusively demon-
strated that no naval force can survive
without local air superiority. The mis-
sion of the attack carrier is to provide
air superiority for control of the seas and
of the airlanes over the high seas, and
then to exploit this control of the seas by
projecting tactica) air power over land to
the extent of the range of the carrier’s
aircraft.

The U.S. Navy developed its carrier
forces during World War II. They were
essential to our victory in the Pacific.
The turning point in the war with the
Japanese occurred at the Battle of Mid-
way when the bulk of the Japanese car-
rier fleet was destroyed by our own car-
rier-based planes. From this point on,
the American Navy was able to maintain
local air superiority, and provide the pro-
tective cover under which the flow of
troops and war material crossed the
Pacific to the ultimate defeat of Japan.

By the end of the Second World War,
the U.S. Navy had more than 100 carriers
of all kinds. The value of the carrier had
been proven, its need within our national
strategy had been established. An exam-
ination of events since World War II will
clearly demonstrate the continued re-
quirement for a strong carrier force.

In July 1950, when the North EKorean
armies crossed the DMZ to invade South
Korea, our carrier fleet had been per-
mitted to dwindle to a force of only seven
attack carriers. In the first few days of
that war, the Communists overran and
captured every tactical airfield in South
Korea. All of the effective air support for
our hard-pressed ground forces had to
come from carriers. The lesson having
been learned, attack carrier force levels
were increased to 17 by the end of the
Korean war, and the first post World
War II carrier construction program was
started. Beginning in 1952 the Congress
authorized the construction of one new
attack carrier every year, culminating
with our first and only nuclear powered
attack carrier, the U.S.S. Enterprise in
1958.

The parallel of today's carrier con-
struction program is strikingly similar,
From 1958 until 1967, only two attack
carriers were authorized, both of them
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conventionally powered. Then with our
increasing involvement in Southeast
Asia, the pressing requirement for car-
riers was again demonstrated. The first
strikes against North Vietnam were
flown from attack carriers in the Gulf
of Tonkin in August of 1964. With the
commitment of U.S. troops to Vietnam
came the need for tactical air power for
their support. While air bases were being
constructed in Thailand and South Viet-
nam, carrier-based air support filled the
gap. By 1965, there were five attack car-
riers in the 7th Fleet conducting combat
air operations in Vietnam.

In 1966 the Secretary of Defense in-
formed the Congress of Department of
Defense’s plans to construct three nu-
clear-powered attack carriers, the firsl
of which would be the CVAN-68, the
Nimitz, in the fiscal year 1967 shipbuild-
ing program. Although this plan was ap-
proved only after extensive analytical
studies which had established the need
for attack carriers on a cost effectiveness
basis, the demonstrated usefulness of
carriers in the Vietnam war had been
the deciding factor in the Secretary of
Defense’s decision. Subsequent history
continues to support the validity of the
carrier concept. At the time of the ces-
sation of bombing into the North, car-
rier-based aircraft had flown about half
of all of the combat sorties into North
Vietnam. In spite of the buildup of air
base facilities on land in Southeast Asia,
four attack carriers still remain in the
T7th Fleet off Vietnam for no other rea-
son but that their tactical air power is
needed for support of the troops ashore.
It is more effective and vastly less ex-
pensive to use these carriers than to at-
tempt to build the additional fields,
supply dumps, roads, fuel pipelines, and
other logistical facilities required to sup-
port the land-based squadrons which
would be needed to replace the carriers.
Aside from the expense and the feasi-
bility of such a replacement program, it
is our objective to take our people out of
Vietnam, not put more in.

A fact sheet has been prepared and
circulated to support the Moorhead car-
rier amendment. A line by line examina-
tion of this sheet will reveal that it is
not particularly factual, and that its
conclusions are not supported by any
sort of logic or rational reasoning.

The fact sheet starts out by proving
U.S. superiority in attack carriers is 15
to zero over the Communist nations. But
in the supporting paragraph, only the
first sentence is a fact. The rest of the
paragraph is simply unsupportable con-
jecture and illogical reasoning. I quote:

The Soviet Union does not nmow have a
single attack carrier in their entire fieet. In
their modernization program there is no in-
dication that they intend to construct any-
thing but light helicopter carriers. This is
not the result of an oversight on the part
of their military planners, nor is it, as has
been charged, the result of their contiguous
land mass. Their sphere of influence extends
to a number of countrles not adjacent to

their home land. They appear to recognize
what this country apparently does not—Ilarge

attack carrlers are becoming Increasingly
ohsolete.

As to the reasons why the Soviets do
not today have a single attack carrier,
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I must subscribe to the rationale
advanced by the Chief of Naval Opera-
tions, the individual who by law is the
principal naval adviser to the President
of the United States. In his view, it is
a case of relative priorities within two
different national strategies. The na-
tional strategy of the United States is
overseas oriented. We have only two in-
ternational borders. More than 99 per-
cent of our overseas commerce travels by
ship. Our military strategy depends upon
overseas alliances. Witness the fact that
43 of the 45 nations with which we have
treaties are overseas. The bulk of mate-
rial support for these allies must still
travel on the seas. Despite spectacular
advances in air travel in recent years, 98
percent of all of the support for Vietnam
has gone by ship. It is clearly evident
that both our commerce and our security
depend upon the continued free use of
the seas. Thus our Navy is structured
around the aircraft carrier, for air su-
premacy is essential to control of the seas.

The U.S.8.R., on the other hand, cen-
tered in the Eurasian land mass, is sur-
rounded by her allies. In fact Russia
has military treaties with only two na-
tions not sharing a common border with
her. Russia’s naval strategy therefore is
primarily designed to interdict the vital
overseas lifelines of the Western Powers,
the links between the United States and
the rest of NATO. Although previous
Soviet Navy commanders in chief have
stated that the Soviet Union intended
to construct a carrier fleet, the first pri-
ority has gone to the construction of a
massive force of submarines and guided-
missile ships, the stated mission of
which is to oppose the U.S. Navy's at-
tack carrier fleet. From this fact alone,
it should be an obvious and logical de-
duction that the men in the Kremlin
do not consider the attack carriers of the
U.S. Navy an obsolescent force.

The fact remains that the Russians
are building carriers, relatively small but
very modern. At the time of the Cuban
missile crisis they learned the need for
sea-based air. Without air cover, their
fleet and their supply lines were com-
pletely vulnerable. Now they are learn-
ing the technology of carriers. Large at-
tack carriers are extremely complex.
There is only one shipyard in the world
today which can construct a nuclear-
powered attack carrier. The Russians
are becoming knowledgeable in carrier
operation and are developing their in-
dustrial capacity for carrier construction.

The carrier amendment paper points
out:

Surface vessels are becoming increasingly
vulnerable to attacks by submarines and
the various missiles that already have been
developed. The sinking of the Israelli ship
Elath by an Egyptian-fired Soviet Styx mis-
slle clearly demonstrated this.

It is true that with the advent of the
anti-ship-missile and the nuclear pow-
ered submarine, surface ships are becom-
ing more vulnerable, The most vulnerable
of our vessels are those of the merchant
marine which carry our overseas com-
merce, and the troopships, ammunition
ships, and tankers upon which our own
overseas forces and those of our allies

must completely rely. We cannot aban-
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don our foreign trade or our foreign
policy just because ships are vulnerable.
Quite the contrary, we must make them
less vulnerable by providing the protec-
tion a strong, carrier-oriented Navy will
afford. Of all the surface ships, the car-
rier is the least vulnerable. It is a power-
ful warship designed to survive in a com-
bat environment. More importantly, the
carrier's aircraft are the most effective
counter to the anti-ship-missile threat,
whether ship, submarine, or air launched.
The range of the most advanced Soviet
anti-ship-missile is about 400 miles. This
vastly outranges the guns on our cruisers
and destroyers. But the carrier’s aircraft,
with a combat radius of more than 600
miles, can attack the hostile missile
launcher before it can come within range
of the carrier. Bombers can sink the
guided missile ships. Fighters can de-
stroy the missile-carrying aircraft. Even
after the anti-ship-missiles are launched,
the carrier’s fighters can shoot them
down in flight.

The paper goes on o say:

‘With more and more nations becoming ad-
vanced to the point of having similar missiles
within their defensive capabllities, there are
fewer and fewer nations against which the
carrier becomes part of an effective tactical
weapon system.

It is true that the Soviets have pro-
vided the Styx missile to the Egyptians.
It should be remembered, however, that
the missiles which sank the Elath were
not launched in an attack conducted
upon the high seas, but were fired from
PT boats hidden inside Port Said.

It is certainly possible that similar
missiles could be furnished to the North
Vietnamese. Such a possibility has been
of concern to our naval commanders in
the Gulf of Tonkin. It is of utmost sig-
nificance to realize, however, that the
carriers in the Gulf of Tonkin have op-
erated beyond the range of land-based
Styx missiles, and no potential North
Vietnamese anti-ship-missile launching
platform such as a PT boat or jet air-
craft has ever penetrated the U.S. naval
defenses in the Gulf of Tonkin to within
effective missile range of our carriers.
Whenever North Vietnamese PT boats
have sortied from their bases into the
Gulf of Tonkin, they have been taken
under attack, destroyed, or driven back
by the combined offensive actions of our
carrier planes and surface ships. The
point I am making here is that for a na-
tion merely to have the Styx missile is
not enough. It must also have a naval
or air force capable of gaining local tac-
tical superiority in order to permit the
missile launching vehicles to penetrate
to within striking range of their seagoing
targets.

At this point the paper draws the fol-
lowing conclusion:

In effect, the carrier serves at the pleas-
ure of any potential enemies who have or are
likely to have modern defensive capabilities
(1.e. submarines and /or missiles). Under war
time conditions, it is highly likely that any
carriers that pose a threat to enemies such
as these would be quickly destroyed or
incapacitated.

The carrier’s role, then, is rapidly being
limited to:

(a) Tactical air support in wars against
nations with unsophisticated defenses,
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(b) Tactical alr support In wars of coun-
ter-insurgency (when the insurgents are not
adequately armed).

(¢) A deterrent “presence” In times of near
war.

I have pointed out that of the Com-
munist nations which have an anti-ship-
missile, the Egyptians were able to sink
a small Israeli destroyer when this ship
ventured into range of Egyptian PT
boats hidden in inland waters. The Egyp-
tians have significantly enough been un-
able to duplicate this feat on the open
seas,

Some nations such as Albania, Egypt,
North Korea, and China do have Soviet-
supplied submarines in their navies, but,
except in the case of China, these are
generally training vessels, without any
realistic combat potential against a first-
line naval force. The greatest underwater
threat to navies today is the nuclear-
powered submarine and the submarine-
launched antiship guided missile. The
Chinese Communists have neither of
these.

The real truths are these: No attack
carrier built during World War II or sub-
sequently has ever been lost to enemy
action. Yet many of these carriers, in-
cluding some in our active fleet today,
have been subjected to the most inten-
sive attacks by guided missiles that his-
tory has known. In World War II, the
Japanese launched 2,314 aircraft in
Kamikaze attacks against the U.S. fleet,
with the carriers as the principal target.
Despite the fact that the Kamikaze was
a guided missile with the most sophis-
ticated guidance system possible, not a
single attack carrier was lost to them.

Since World War II, not a single car-
rier has even been damaged by enemy
action, despite their active participation
in two major conflicts since that time.
In contrast, all of the tactical airbases
in South Korea were overrun by enemy
ground forces in the Korean war. In
South Vietnam, over 300 helicopters and
fixed-wing aircraft have been destroyed
and over 3,000 more damaged on the
ground by enemy attacks.

The paper goes on to state that the
carrier’s role is rapidly being limited to
first:

Tactical alr support in wars agalnst na-
tlons with unsophisticated defenses.

In comment, let me initially say that
this is the only kind of war I would hope
we will fight. Nobody wants wars, buf if
we must fight to preserve our national
security, let us fight to win at the lowest
level of intensity. Let us successfully con-
clude the small wars before they become
big ones. Let us demonstrate by our re-
solve and strength that we are willing to
protect ourselves by force of arms. Then
we will avoid the big war against a so-
phisticated enemy such as Russia, China,
or the Warsaw Pact.

But I would like to further point out a
lack of validity to this fact-sheet state-
ment. The carriers provided about half
of all the combat sorties flown into North
Vietnam, against defenses so sophisti-
cated that the North Vietnam airspace
was effectively denied to a major seg-
ment of our airpower—our B-52's. Has
it been forgotten that the B-52's never
intentionally flew into North Vietnam?
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It has been estimated that the surface-
to-air missiles, radar-directed guns, and
modern fighters which constituted the
air defense of North Vietnam would
have caused losses of 50 percent or more
of the B-52's in a single raid.

The second point made in the fact
sheet is that the carrier’'s role is rapidly
being limited to tactical air support in
wars of counterinsurgency—when the
insurgents are not adequately armed.
This statement is redundant. The sense
of this allegation has already been made
in the previous sentence. It would seem
as if the intent here is to give the ap-
pearance of providing additional argu-
ments, but in reality only repeating the
same faulty conclusions.

The final point in this paragraph is
that the carrier’'s role is rapidly being
limited to ““a deterrent presence in times
of near war.”

Right here, the authors of this fact
paper have scored a major point in favor
of the carrier. Any weapon system which
would deter war would be worth every
penny we could spend on it. Deterrence
of war is, after all, the first object of our
military posture. To be a “credible de-
terrent” a force must have the capabil-
ity to prevail. No enemy will start a war
he knows he will lose. The attack car-
rier is a deterrent because its power is
known. It is being demonstrated daily in
Vietnam. But more importantly, the car-
rier is a mobile deterrent, ready on ar-
rival. What other credible deterrent could
have been used in place of the carrier
providing U.S. presence at the time of
the Cyprus crisis? Certainly we could not
have landed troops or overflown the is-
land without inflaming, rather than
easing the tension. When President
Chamoun asked for the presence of U.S.
forces in Lebanon to deter a civil strife
fomented by other Arab nations, who
was the first on the scene: the Marines
crossing the beach. under cover of car-
rier aircraft.

The fact sheet then says:

It has not been demonstrated how many
carriers are needed to fulfill this somewhat
limited role, now, or how much less this role
will be ten years from now,

My response to this statement must be
that it is simply untrue. The need for a
certain number of attack carriers has not
been demonstrated perhaps to Congress-
man MoorHEAD's satisfaction, but the
justification for attack carrier force lev-
els is a detailed and complex analysis
which is accomplished on an annual
basis. These force levels are determined
by the Department of Defense, based up-
on the requirements of our overall na-
tional strategy and in consideration of
the capabilities of all the services.

As far as their role being a limited
one, facts prove just the reverse. The
Chief of Naval Operations has pointed
out in a recent memorandum to the Sec-
retary of the Navy:

There is no valid plan for overseas mili-
tary operations of the Army, Air Force, or
amphibious forces with embarked Marines
which does not depend upon our free use of
the seas.

Surface forces cannot survive in the
face of a strong air threat without air
superiority. The carrier must guarantee
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this air superiority. The requirements for
numbers of carriers is generated by
the joint strategic objectives plan which
summarizes the forces which the unified
commanders require to carry out the con-
tingency plans designed to implement our
national strategy. Although this plan
cannot attempt to accurately forecast
future history, it is a painstaking effort
on the part of those charged with the
security of this country to provide the
best estimate of the forces necessary to
afford this protection. The attack carrier
remains a major force in this plan to the
limit of its future projection.

The fact sheet goes on to say:

Without this information, the Congress is
being asked to approve another carrier, the
CVAN-69, without knowing whether we may
have too many already.

The information is available to those
Members of Congress who are willing to
study the joint strategic objectives plan.
Because this document is top secret, it
obviously cannot be publicly distributed.
On the other hand, the Congress has been
willing to accept studies and justifica-
tions for other programs, welfare or ur-
ban renewal for example, prepared by
people with no demonstrable expertise in
this field in comparison to the credentials
of our professional military planners in
the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

I fully recognize that it now seems to
be in style to criticize the military. I also
fully agree that penetrating analysis and
detailed review of all of our programs
is a necessary function of government,
but only when it is used to attain con-
structive ends.

To discredit the military on the basis
of dissent on the war in Southeast Asia,
is not only unsound, it is highly unfair.
We all are aware of the stringent civilian
and political constraints under which the
military has had to operate. In South-
east Asia our country is attempting to
achieve a political solution by military
means. Too often I have heard the phrase
“wars are too important to be left to the
generals,” to permit me to accept the
thesis that professional military men
should be scapegoats of the Vietnamese
war. They did not request the war; nor
have they urged that they not be allowed
to win the war. The politics of the situ-
ation are not in the area of their deter-
mination.

Then the paper alleges that:
© Attack carriers are an expensive way to
provide air support even in limited situa-
tions.

Considering the limited role to which the
carrier is being relegated by advances in
weaponry, 1t 1s & fantastically expensive
weapon, Each carrler travels with an escort
of four destroyers. Together, these ships cost
$#1.4 billion—not including alrplane costs
and operating costs.

First, I think I have made it clear that
the carrier's role is not limited. Second,
the carrier force is not fantastically ex-
pensive in view of the fact that the al-
ternative to carriers is an inability to
defend our shores without recourse to
nuclear weapons, At the time of the
Cuban missile crisis, there were plans to
invade Cuba in order to destroy the
Soviet missile bases posing a threat to our
national survival, These plans included
the use of three attack carriers. There




October 3, 1969

were not enough air bases in the United
States within range of Cuban targets to
provide the level of tactical air required
to support our ground forces in the as-
sault phase of this operation. Further-
more, the figures provided in the fact
sheet are not accurate. It is not true that
each carrier travels with an escort of four
destroyers. Carrier task forces are con-
stituted of a mix of ships, operating to-
gether to afford mutual support. The
number of destroyers included vary with
the task and the threat. Also the mission
of the destroyers is protective only in
the sense that the destruction of hostile
ships, planes, and submarines can be
considered protective. When enemy
naval forces have been eliminated and
local control of the seas assured, the
destroyers go on to other tasks. In Viet-
nam, only one or two destroyers have
accompanied the carriers, as other de-
stroyers provided gunfire support for our
troops and inferdicted the enemy's sup-
ply lines ashore.

Finally the fact paper states:

In addition to the air support provided
from the existing 15 carriers, tactical air sup-
port can be provided, and more economically,
by land-based aircraft. There are 685 airfields
outside the United States with runways
longer than B,000 feet. There are an addi-
tional 1,036 airfields whose runways are be-
tween 5,000 and 8,000 feet. If none of these
1,700 land alrbases are adequate, the Air
Force can quickly build one at a cost of $50 to
#60 million, instead of shipping in a $1.4 bil-
lion mobile airbase.

This argument is completely unrealistic
and has no factual basis.

The area of the world covered by our
overseas land base system is constantly
shrinking. For example, at the end of the
Korean war, this country had 551 over-
seas bases. Today we have fewer than
173. Operational U.S. overseas land air-
bases have declined in number from 105
in 1957 to 35.

Land bases can be used effectively only
when they are within range of the
trouble spot. An extensive network of
overseas bases would be required to cover
the potential crisis areas of the world
covered by the contingency plans of our
military strategy. Who could decide
where we should construct these bases. It
is impossible to conceive of where the
enemy might strike next. One thing is
sure, since the Communists are the ag-
gressors, the time and place will be of
their own choosing. They will certainly
try to avoid an area in which we are al-
ready installed in strength. Even if we
could construct enough bases to cover the
world, the cost would be astronomical in
dollars and in people.

Clearly such an approach is not real-
istic. Even if we could afford it, there
would be no guarantee that we could
use these bases when the need arose.
Land bases on foreign soil are vulner-
able to political action. Regardless of
pacts or base agreements, one nation can,
and has been demonstrated repeatedly in
recent years, unilaterally cancel a treaty,
and our bases in that nation are lost to
us. This has occurred in Morocco and
France. The case of France is particu-
larly disappointing. Throughout the his-
tory of the United States, France has
been our stanchest ally. Not many peo-
ple realize that the French suffered
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more casualties at Yorktown than did
our own troops in the Continental Army.
If our longtime friends must abrogate
base rights because of temporal political
considerations we must consider our en-
tire overseas basing system tenuous
indeed.

Even when our bases are not taken
from us outright, their use can be tem-
porarily denied to us for political rea-
sons. This occurred during the Lebanon
incident in 1958, when the Greek Gov-
ernment denied landing and even over-
flight permission to our land based tacti-
cal air forces deploying to the Near East.

Carrier aircraft, on the other hand,
with a radius of action of more than
600 nautical miles can reach 85 percent
of the earth’s land mass covered by our
contingency planning.

The conversion of existing airstrips
into military bases is not a simple task.
To establish one tactical air wing—the
approximate equivalent of one carrier
air wing—on a bare airstrip involves the
movement of over 6,000 people, 7,000 tons
of cargo, and 1,500 vehicles in its initial
lift. It must be maintained in combat by
a daily logistic flow of 3,200 tons of
consumables, This daily resupply, if pro-
vided by airlift, would require more than
100 C-5A transport aircraft. Since this
is obviously impractical, overseas land
bases are dependent on keeping the sea-
lanes open for logistic support. Ninety-
eight percent of supplies, material, and
equipment to Vietnam have been sent by
sealift. In many areas adequate air de-
fense of our sealanes, and airlanes over
the sea, can only be provided by carrier
aircraft.

Nor does the plan to construct bases
after the crisis develops eliminate the re-
quirement for carriers. Carriers were re-
quired in Korea, Lebanon, and Vietnam
to provide the initial tactical air cover
while land bases were being established
and readied for operations. Today in
Southeast Asia, land-based construction
has not progressed to the point where
the carriers are no longer needed. Four
attack carriers are still assigned to sup-
port tactical air requirements in Viet-
nam:

In its final paragraph, the fact sheet
summarizes the effects of the amend-
ment to say:

1. This amendment would delete only funds
for the CVAN-69, the second of the nuclear
attack carriers,

2. This amendment does not curtail con-
struction of the first Nimitz class nuclear
attack carrier—the CVAN-68.

With these statements I am forced to
agree, But with the rest of these conclu-
sions which state:

3. Including the Nimitz, this country will
have 13 attack carriers which have the capa-
bility of handling the most modern naval
tactical aircraft. In view of the diminu-
tion of the role of the attack carrier in the
future, the Department of Defense and the
Navy, as yet, have not adequately justified
the necessity for another attack carrier,

4. Without the need for this additional
carrier being justified by the Department of
Defense, the expenditure of public funds for
its acquisition must be considered a waste-
ful extravagance.

I am forced to disagree in most em-
phatic terms. Without the CVAN-69, the
13 attack carriers in 1974 (when the
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CVAN-69 is scheduled to join the fleet)
will include only two nuclear powered
ships. The average age of the carrier
force will be more than 15 years. The
oldest ship will be 29. Three of the car-
riers will be World War II designs, with
a combat effectiveness of only one-third
to one-fourth the Nimifz capability. As
long as we have a Navy, it must be a
strong and capable one, Geography will
not change. We will always be essentially
an island nation, depending upon the sea
and the airspace over the seas for the
bulk of our international commerce, and
in our foreign relations. The professional
judgment upon which we have placed
the responsibility for our national secu-
rity, sees no diminution in the role of the
attack carrier in our military posture for
the immediate future.

Without carriers, our defense estab-
lishment would have a void which would
have to be filled by more expensive, less
effective, and more provocative systems.

Rather than consider the appropria-
tion of funds for the CVAN-69 as a
wasteful extravagance, I consider that
the authorization for the funds to com-
plete the construction of this ship, an
obligation to the future generation of
Americans in the preservation of security
of this Nation.

The CHATRMAN., The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from New York (Mr,
STRATTON) .

Mr. STRATTON, Mr. Chairman, I be-
lieve the gentleman from California (Mr.
Gueser), made the point clearly that
what we need and what this bill provides
is an airborne early warning and com-
mand and control system. We have a
great installation out in Colorado, the
North American Alr Defense System.
Surely if we do not provide this air de-
fense system, which we have created to
protect our country not only from air at-
tacks but also missile attacks from
abroad, if we do not provide them with
modern interceptor aircraft, which are
contained in this title and with the mod-
ern airborne command and control cen-
ter the gentleman’s amendment would
strike out, if we are not willing to keep
our air defenses up to date we might as
well tell them to close up shop at Chey-
enne Mountain in Colorado.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr, RIVERS).

Mr, RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I regret
that we do not have more time to discuss
this amendment. We have a need for a
beefing up in our Air Force, and we have
a need for the AWAC'’s, and we do not
have one. Our forces cannot see beyond
the horizon. If you want to defend our
country, then we need this kind of capa-
bility, and this kind of control mecha~
nism so that we can preserve the free-
dom of the skies.

That is all I have to say.

The CHATRMAN. All time has expired.

The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. REUSS).

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. REuss), there
were—ayes 41, noes 42,

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title II?
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Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I ask for
the Clerk not to report the amendment,
considering the length of time I would
have to explain it.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate
on title IT has expired. Is the gentleman
from New York addressing himself to
title II?

Mr. PIKE. I was addressing myself to
title II, Mr. Chairman. I thought I had
some time left which I had reserved.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair had rec-
ognized the gentleman.

Mr. PIKE. I thought I had 45 seconds
to explain my amendment.

The . The Chair recog-
nized the gentleman for 45 seconds and
at that time the gentleman did not care
to take the time.

All time has expired.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE II—RESERVE FORCES

Sgc. 301, For the fiscal year beginning July
1, 1969, and ending June 30, 1870, the Se-
lected Reserve of each reserve component of
the Armed Forces will be programed to at-
tain an average strength of not less than
the following:

(1) The Army National Guard of the
United States, 393,208.

(2) The Army Reserve, 255,691.

(3) The Naval Reserve, 129,000.

(4) The Marine Corps Reserve, 49,480,

(5) The Air National Guard of the United
States, 86,624.

(6) The Alr Force Reserve, 50,775.

(7) The Coast Guard Reserve, 17,500.

Sec. 302. The average strength prescribed
by section 301 of this title for the Belected
Reserve of any Reserve component shall be
proportionately reduced by (1) the total au-
thorized strength of units organized to serve
as units of the Selected Reserve of such com-
ponent which are on active duty (other than
for tralning) at any time during the fiscal
year, and (2) the total number of individual
members not in units organized to serve as
units of the Selected Reserve of such compo-
nent who are on active duty (other than for
training or for unsatisfactory participation
in training) without their consent at any
time during the fiscal year. Whenever any
such units or such individual members are
released from active duty during any fiscal
year, the average strength for such fiscal year
for the Selected Reserve of such Reserve com-
ponent shall be proportionately increased by
the total authorized strength of such units
and by the total number of such individual
members.

Sec. 303. Section 264 of title 10, United
States Code, 1s amended by deleting subsec-
tion (b) and substituting the following in
lieu thereof:

“(b) The Secretary concerned is respon-
sible for providing the personnel, equipment,
facllities, and other general logistic support
necessary to enable units and Reserves in the
Belected Reserve of the Reserve components
under this jurisdiction to satisfy the mobil-
ization readiness requirements established
for those units and Reserves in the contin-
gency and war plans approved by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and approved by the Secre-
tary of Defense, and as recommended by the
Commandant of the Coast Guard and ap-
proved by the Secretary of Transportation
when the Coast Guard is not operated as a
service of the Navy. He shall, when a unit in
the Selected Reserve is established and desig-
nated, expeditiously procure, issue, and
maintain supplies and equipment of combat
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standard quality In amounts required for the
training of each unit and shall store and
maintain such additional supplies and equip-
ment of that quality that are required by
those units upon mobilization. However, if
the Secretary concerned determines that
compliance with the preceding provisions of
this subsection will jeopardize the national
securlty interests of the United States, he
may temporarily walve compliance with
these requirements after he has notified Con-
gress In writing, setting forth the specific
facts and ecircumstances upon which he
made such a determination. Unless specif-
ically authorized by law enacted after the
effective date of this section, funds author-
ized for personnel, supplies, equipment and
facilities for a Reserve component may not
be transferred or expended for any other
purpose.”

Sec. 304. Subsectlon (c) of section 264 of
title 10, United States Code, is amended as
follows:

In the last line of the last sentence of
subsection (c¢) after the word “within”,
change the figures “60" to “80".

Mr. LEGGETT (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that title III be considered as read,
printed in the Recorp, and open to
amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, a situation has de-
veloped here which is really not conducive
to the consideration of legislation of this
magnitude.

A number of people are upset. I sup-
pose it depends on which foot the shoe
is on, and which piece of legislation you
might be considering or whose ox is be-
ing gored.

Mr. Chairman, it would indeed be bet-
ter if we could give a little more con-
sideration to some of these amendments.
But I want to say, Mr. Chairman, that it
is a little inconsistent on the part of
some who talk about a gag rule on legis-
lation of this sort when you will re-
call just a few weeks ago, before the
August recess, we had 2 days of debate
under a closed rule on a piece of tax re-
form legislation that is more far-reaching
than any tax legislation that we have
ever had since the imposition of the grad-
uated income tax itself. The Committee
on Rules sent to this House under a
closed rule that tax proposal wherein
those of us who had some opposition did
not even have a chance to offer an
amendment, with even 45 seconds to
discuss the amendment. We had to vote
for or against the entire 368-page pack-
age.

So the thing you have to remember
and consider is that eventually every
road turns and you will be faced with
that situation yourself. If you are not
willing to face it when the time comes,
do not invite it in the first place. You are
faced with it now. Too often, and remem-
ber this, when you dig a grave for some-
one else you wind up in it yourself.

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

Mr. WAGGONNER. I am happy to
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. MOORHEAD. I think this is water
over the dam now. We have this. But I
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would hope that we would learn from
this and that in the future we would
program bills of this magnitude early in
the week so we would not have this pres-
sure late on a Friday, when Members
want to close up.

Mr. WAGGONNER. The gentleman
is engaging in wishful thinking, because,
since we have a Tuesday-to-Thursday
operation, this cannot be done.

Mr. MOORHEAD. Maybe next year
similar legislation will be programed dif-
ferently. I would hope it would be pro-
gramed for the beginning of the week
so we would not have this pressure on
us to finish up in haste late Friday after-
noon.

Mr. WAGGONNER. It is pressure when
you have serious legislation, whether it
is scheduled for Monday or Friday. It
does not make any difference.

Mr, WRIGHT. Mr, Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

This has been in large part a very en-
lightening and a very enlightened de-
bate for these past 3 days. Honest dis-
sent there has been. It has been vigor-
ous. It has involved fundamental as-
sumptions and basic matters of policy.
This has been proper and useful. I
earnestly hope that what dissent has
arisen will not be misinterpreted as dis-
cordant dissension. I for one am willing
to remain for the rest of the day, tomor-
row, or however long it is necessary that
there may be ample discussion of any
amendment seriously offered.

But I earnestly hope—and this is the
reason I take this time—that argument
and even acrimony shall not obscure the
larger meaning of what we are doing
here, as a part of the larger debate that
is going on in this Nation.

Even though some Members of the
Congress in both Houses—yes, and in
both parties—are publicly unwilling to
embrace a moratorium on criticism of
the President in his conduct of foreign
affairs, still what is happening here
shows that a majority in both Houses
and in both parties is fully willing to
give the President the backing and sup-
port that he requires if he is to supply
leadership to the country. And that is
the profound and basic meaning of what
we are doing.

May none, therefore, misread what is
happening in America. May it be clear
to the leaders in Hanoi that althougzh
some Americans do delight in eriticism,
and a vocal minority in its eagerness to
abandon fhe ficht may even be willing
to abandon President Nixon’s insistence
on the right of peaceful self-determina-
tion for the people of South Vietnam,
those people do not represent a majority.
They do not speak for America.

Let the leaders of North Vietnam not
draw the erroneous conclusion that if
they will simply persist long enough in
unyielding obstinacy, America will fall
to pieces, so dismembered by the bitter-
ness of internal disaffection as to lose its
will, and 1let them have their way
entirely.

Mr. Nixon has made overtures fo
peace. He has declared his willingness
to consider any reasonable overture from
the other side, and none has come.

President Nixon has stated clearly,
and I think forcefully, that we as a na-




October 3, 1969

tion have only one nonnegotiable pur-
pose, and this is that the future of South
Vietnam be determined by ballots rather
than by bullets. Most Americans support
that purpose. Clearly it is time for some
movement from the other side. It is time
for some concessions from Hanoi, some
suggestion of a basis for settlement, some
evidence or indication that the North
Vietnam Government is willing to
negotiate,

May there be no misunderstanding in
Moscow. Let those in the Kremlin see in
our actions here that we truly do want
peace, that we are anxious to negotiate
with them a general reduction in arma-
ments, and toward that end are willing
to authorize public moneys for imple-
ments which we would greatly prefer to
reduce whenever they are willing to join
us in that course.

Walter Lippmann, who celebrated his
80th birthday last week, wrote some
words in 1914 that have a meaning today.
These lines appeared o:1 November T,
1914, in the first issue of the New Repub-
lic magazine. Mr. Lippmann said at that
time:

It is not enough to hate war and waste, to
launch one unanalyzed passion agalnst an-
other, to make the world a vast debating
ground in which tremendous accusations are
directed against the Kaiser and the finan-
ciers, the diplomatists and the great manu-
facturers. The gullt is wider and deeper than
that. It comes home finally to all those who
live carelessly, too lazy to think, to pre-
occupied to care, afraid to move, afraid to
change, eager for a false peace, unwilling to
pay the daily costs of sanity.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words and yield to the gentleman from
Texas so he may complete what I think
is a very timely and very useful message
on behalf of a very thoughtful and con-
scientious Member of this House.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Oklahoma both for
his thoughtfulness in yielding and for
his comment.

I simply want all of us on both sides of
the aisle and on both sides of these dis-
cussions to ponder, as I said, the words
of Mr. Lippmann, which he wrote many
years ago when he was a very young
man. I will repeat in part:

The guilt . .. comes home finally to all
those who live carelessly, too lazy to think,
too preoccupied to care, afrald to move,
afraid to change, eager for a false peace, un-
willing to pay the dally costs of sanity.

It seems to me what all of us on both
sides of the aisle need to make clear in
these debates underway here today, so
that it may be understood by all, is that
just as we do ardently desire peace and
actively pursue it, we are not so eager for
a “false peace” as to be unwilling to pay
“the daily costs of sanity.”

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield the remainder
of the time back to me, I commend the
gentleman from Texas for his remarks
and commend him for sounding, in the
midst of what undoubtedly is being re-
corded as a divisive debate on many is-
sues, a note of unity and purpose among
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the American people. It seems to me
even though many of us may have dis-
agreements as to the level of activity that
should be followed in certain categories
of our Armed Forces, even though those
disagreements are strongly felt among
many of us, this debate and the votes
that have been taken have demonstrated
very, very decisively the will of the over-
whelming majority of this body, that this
Nation confinue to negotiate from
strength and that it continue to prepare
adequately for all eventualities that
might threaten the security and safety of
our country. It has been demonstrated
conclusively thus far that this is a
majority sentiment felt on both sides of
the aisle of this House.

I thank the gentleman for his remarks
which put in perspective the sense of
unity that does pervade these halls at
this time on the major issue of the sur-
vival and security of our country—an
issue which is directly affected by our
actions on this important bill.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, first let me say I come
to the well to join my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. EpMonND-
soN) in praising the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. WricHT) for the statement
he has just made. It was eloquent. It was
thoughtful. It was the kind of statement
I think does demonstrate, despite some
of the statements that are made, that
there is a greater degree of unity in this
country than the Communist world
sometimes realizes.

Frankly, some of us were deeply dis-
turbed several days ago when the senior
Senator from Oklahoma, acting in his
capacity as chairman of the Democratic
National Committee, said that the time
had come to take the gloves off on the
issue of Vietnam, and he seemed to be
bringing that issue into the partisan
arena, in the attempt to make this a
Republican war. I have never said it was
a Democratic war, nor will I ever make
that charge, and it certainly is not a
Republican war; it is an American war.
I think the gentleman from Texas speaks
the sentiments of many of us on both
sides of the aisle in counseling the kind of
moderation he does.

Mr. Chairman, the statement I quoted
earlier seemed to indicate that Senator
Harris somehow views the Vietnam war
as nothing more than an arena for a po-
litical sparring match that should not be
turned into a street brawl. To my mind,
Mr. Chairman, this is both a reckless
and irresponsible statement. This is
no time to play partisan politics with
an issue as grave and as delicate as the
Vietnam war. I have always favored re-
sponsible dissent and open debate on
the war, but I will always oppose any at-
tempits to make a political football out
of that issue. We have traditionally ob-
served a nonpartisan approach to the
Vietnam debate, and I would hate to see
that debate deteriorate into partisanship
at this crucial juncture in the war and in
the negotiations.

And I am not alone in my concern and
my belief that Senator Harris is trying
to make political hay out of the Vietnam
war issue. Senator FRaNnk CHURCH, who is
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both a Democrat and a war critic, had
this to say after his meeting with Sen-
ator Harris and other Democrats:

I want no part in any strategem to convert
the Vietnam war into a political club for
Democrats to use against Republicans.

Senator CHURCH, in remarks before that
other body on Monday of this week, went
on to make the following statement:

I object also because it is plainly too soon
for Democrats to use Vietnam as a legitimate
issue against the Republican Administration,
After all, Democrats in the White House led
this country into Vietnam. If President Nixon
fails to lead us out, it may become his war.
But it Is not Nixon’s war yet. For 8 years, we
Democrats bore the responsibility. Now we
must wear the hair short longer than 8
months. Quite apart from what our per-
sonal positions may have been, we are not
yet entitled as a party to hold the Republi-
cans to account.

Mr. Chairman, I commend Senator
CHURCH on his statesmanlike remarks.
This is neither a Democratic war nor a
Republican war; it is an American war.
And the President of the American peo-
ple has pledged himself to achieving an
honorable settlement of that war. And
the President has already taken a num-
ber of positive steps in that direction.

It therefore baffles me that Mr. HARRIS
should suggest that the President has “no
plan” for ending the war and that he is
taking no constructive measures to in-
sure a peaceful and honorable settlement
of that war. This criticism is especially
baffling in light of remarks made earlier
this year by Senator Harris. Speaking
before the National Press Club here in
Washington on April 16 of this year, Mr.
Harris said the Democratic Party will
not make partisan capital out of the
solemn cause of Vietnam. On April 29,
in a Philadelphia speech, Mr. HARRIS
said, and I quote:

We've got to begin a step-by-step de-
Americanization of the war. We've got to
bring some boys home, even If it's only a
symbolic number.

And on May 25 of this year, in Bur-
lington, Vt., Mr. HarrIs said, and I again
quote:

The level of violence should be reduced by
bringing home at least 50,000 American boys
in 1969.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point
out that President Nixon is more than
following the Harris plan for the de-
Americanization of the Vietnam war;
that he has pledged to bring home not
50,000 but 60,000 American troops by the
end of this year. It is therefore difficult
for me to understand how Mr. HARRIS
can attack this administration for hav-
ing no plan, when, in fact, the adminis-
tration is doing more than Senator Har-
ris indicated should be done.

One can only conclude that these ir-
responsible attacks are based on partisan
considerations rather than on rational
and responsible alternatives to our cur-
rent Vietnam policy. We have, in Sena-
tor Harris’ words, begun “a step-by-step
de-Americanization of the war,” and we
are withdrawing more than his suggested
“symbolic number” of troops.

Mr. Chairman, I am convinced that
this administration is on the right course
with regard to Vietnam. I support the
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President in his efforts to both increase
the capabilities of the South Vietnamese
to fend for themselves and to arrive at
a negotiated settlement of the war in
Paris. This administration deserves our
support in its efforts to achieve these
honorable objectives.

I also take the well to answer the
implication—and I think there was an
implied rebuke in what my friend, and
he is my friend, the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. WaccoNNER) said a mo-
ment ago—when he spoke of the wrath
of some of us in describing the procedure
this afternoon as embracing a gag rule.

If I betrayed anger in my voice, I apol-
ogize. I am not angry at anyone in this
Chamber, I can assure the Members. I
have a great deal of difficulty with the
closed rule, although I have supported
such a rule on bills coming from the
Ways and Means Committee, Maybe as
a result of what the gentleman said, I
will not be as quick the next time to vote,
at the suggestion and even urging of the
distinguished chairman of that commit-
tee, the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
Mirrs) to grant that kind of rule on a
tax bill.

But I do not believe I have ever stood
in this well, nor have I stood to support
a motion, to shut off debate under the
5-minute rule. That is what I have ob-
jected to here this afternoon, because I
believe this is the one valuable means
of debate we have when we are in the
Committee of the Whole House in the
House of Representatives; to use the 5-
minute rule not to filibuster but to bring
out some of the important points which
ought to be brought out in this debate.

I do not believe the gentleman from
California (Mr. Gueser) should have lit-
erally had to spit out his words to try
to explain his argument that we ought
to support the authorization for the air-
borne defense system. I do not believe
that is conducive to the level of debate
we have come to expect in this Chamber.

I do not believe it is irrelevar.t for those
who are not members of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee to ask whether or not we
have a right to challenge some of the
underlying strategic assumptions, some
of which have gone unchallenged pretty
much since World War II. Is the threat
today the same as it was immediately
after World War II, or has it changed?

I believe we can make a contribution
in this chamber in the kind of debate
and the kind of examination we make of
that question.

I read in the article I referred to when
I spoke on the bill the other day, an ar-
ticle by Juan Cameron on “The Case for
Cutting Defense Spending,” this state-
ment:

The Nixon Administration has already ini-
tiated what promises to be the most pro-
found and basic reappraisal ever undertaken
of the political-military threat facing the
United States and of the defense structure
needed to cope with it. The first results of
this review, being carrled on Jointly by a
National Security Council staffl under Law-
rence Lynn and the Department of Defense
under Deputy Secretary of Defense David
Packard, should be reflected in next year's
defense budget.

If those in the executive branch find
it necessary to make that kind of basic
and profound review and reappraisal of
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the whole nature of the political-mili-
tary threat, then I believe we have a duty
to make some contribution in this
branch of Government to that analysis
and to that reexamination.

I certainly hope that we do not come
to the point in the history of this Cham-
ber where we regard as in the context
of irrelevancies the comments which are
made by those who are not on the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. I respect their
expertise. I have not read the AMSA
hearings in full. I wish I had.

And now I speak to the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. HEserT). I would be
very interested to know how much of
those hearings is devoted to the purely
technological and how much is devoted
to the underlying basic rational for the
employment of AMSA in a strategic
capacity.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois has expired.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
South Carolina is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
ANDERSON) .

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I appre-
ciate the courtesy of the chairman of
the committee in yielding to me.

Mr. RIVERS. Let me ask the gentle-
man one question.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Surely. I
yield to the gentleman from South Caro-
lina.

Mr. RIVERS. The fact that the gentle-
man is now talking indicates that people
who have anything to say have not been
cut off. We have spent over 2 hours
on the last title. So far as I am con-
cerned, we can spend another 2 hours on
this.

The fact is the gentleman is talking.
He makes an eloquent speech, and I am
delighted to yield to him.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. RIVERS. The gentleman will re-
member that before the Rules Committee
Isaid:

I will take whatever time you give me.
If you want me to have four hours give 1t
to me. If you want me to have ten hours and
you think I deserve ten hours and need ten
hours, give it to me.

Am I right or wrong?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. The gen-
tleman is eminently correct. He did not
ask the Rules Committee to grant only 4
hours.

As I believe I told the House the other
day, I was in favor of granting more
time under general debate.

I would take this opportunity, Mr.
Chairman, to express the hope that as
additional amendments are offered to
this bill we will listen patiently and
carefully to the arguments that are ad-
vanced on both sides so that those of us
who are not on the committee, who des-
perately are seeking further information
and knowledge that we need, can at least
go home on the weekend and feel that
we have been exposed to as much infor-
mation and material here on the floor as
we could be.

Now, if I may, in the brief time I have
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remaining, I want to point out some-
thing else that I think is relevant to the
theme that I was trying to develop. This
goes back to a statement I read or heard
made by the former Director of Defense
Research and Engineering, Dr. Herbert
York. In an article I believe he wrote in
Scientific American a couple of months
ago he said that if we want to see an
end to the rising crescendo of costs and
uncertainties in this whole developing
arms race which has gripped the world,
we will have to rely not just on techno-
logical decisions but on political deci-
sions.

Mr. Chairman, that is why I think it
is important, to have full debate on
all decisions to bring new weapons sys-
tems into our national inventory. Yester-
day we had under consideration the F-14.
I supported the position of your commit-
tee, Mr. Chairman, and I voted against
the amendment that would have struck
$275 million from this bill, because I
listened to the arguments you advanced.
We were told here that the Soviets have
been developing a new model or a variant
of a plane in this category every 2 years
since 1961. So I went along with the
committee. But I left that debate and
went home and wrote down some of these
thoughts last night because I wished I
had a little more of the basic underlying
rationale on why these planes are neces-
sary.

Mr. Chairman, I heard the press con-
ference of the President in Guam where
he said that our policy in Asia is tak-
ing a new direction, and the clear indi-
cation was that we were not going to
play the same kind of interventionist
role that we have played ever since the
post-World War II period. I belleve the
President when he sald that there is a
change and I believe that he will make
the kind of basic review of our whole
politico-military position vis-a-vis the
Soviets that can contribute to a more ra-
tional defense posture. I think it will be
reflected in the budget that is sent to
Capitol Hill in January of next year. In
the meantime I hope we will be listen-
ing to those who have taken the time to
study this program—AMSA—or this
whole question of strategic arms, not
just from the technological standpoint
but from the other underlying bases I
have mentioned as to whether or not we
are really responding to the threat that
is surely there. !

I have heard and I belleve that the
Sovlet is testing new missiles and week
by week they are seeking to increase their
offensive strength. However, I want to be
sure we are responding to that threat and
particularly because of the long lead-
times necessary on many of these pro-
grams that we are making a prudent
use of our resources. The gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. HEerT) told us on
the AMSA that it would be 8 years be-
fore we could put that plane into our in-
ventory to replace the B-52. I want to be
sure before we install this new weapons
system as a part of our defense that we
are responding to the kind of situation
in the world that we will be facing in
the 1970's.

The ultimate cost of the program car-
ries various estimates ranging from $8
to $23 billion. The rationale by the Pen-
tagon is that we need a mix of bombers,
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land-based, and sea-based missiles. How-
ever, since we are not planning a first-
strike capability and desire only to main-
tain our assured destruction, or second-
strike capability, are not strategic mis-
siles more advantageous from a cost
standpoint?

It is difficult to see that a new bomber
is really needed to maintain the credi-
bility of our nuclear deterrent. I know of
no realistic claim that it would be em-
ployed in the context of a conventional
war. Therefore, what are the strategic
exigencies that necessitate this project
during the decade of the 1970's? In es-
sence, what we seem to be arguing in
opting for this particular weapons sys-
tem is that we are planning for future
unknown eventualities.

Again there seems to be a developing
vacuum between the policy decisions
which are essentially political in nature
and military planning decisions. I won-
der if there are adequate coordinating
mechanisms between the policy planners
in the executive branch, primarily in the
Department of State, and the Defense
planners, who project future foree strue-
tures and force levels. Somehow we have
failed, I believe, to mesh these two ele-
ments of overall government planning in
such a way as to give us a balanced mili-
tary force, which is related to the goals
which we seek to achieve and maintain
as a world power. Until we bridge that
gap, defense will continue to extract
more of our annual gross national prod-
uct than is necessary.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the pro forma amend-
ment. I had wanted to yield my time to
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. ANDER-
sonN) if he desired additional time to
complete his statement. If not, let me
just add this additional comment on the
point raised by the gentleman from
South Carolina as well as by the gentle-
man from Illinois. I had thought we
were meeting here this afternoon to con-
sider amendments to this important leg-
islation. I have nowhere to go tonight or
tomorrow and I can stay here as long as
anybody else, but there are Members who
would like to try to get this bill considered
and debated and amended, if possible,
and then vote it either up or down. The
reason I suggested that we bring debate
on title IT to an end within some reason-
able fixed time was that we were having
no amendments offered to it. We were
discussing the condition of schoolchil-
dren in the District of Columbia. As the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
Rivers) pointed out a moment ago, we
have had no amendments offered so far
to this title, although we have already
been debating for a half hour. I think in
fairness to Members who may have com-
mitments, we should get on with what-
ever amendments are to be offered and
consider them in whatever time is nec-
essary and then vote them up or down. It
is already well into the second hour past
noontime,

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON)
for his magnificent and eloguent speech
here today. I would like to associate my-
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self with it as closely as I can cuddle up
fo it.

I think that it is an absolute travesty
that a member of the committee could
not get 10 seconds to explain that he was
not asking that his amendment to title
II be read, simply because it would have
been a travesty to try to explain the
amendment in 45 seconds. And I was go-
ing to withdraw my amendment simply
because I did not do very well yesterday
trying to explain amendments in 5 min-
utes, and I know very well it would have
made no sense to try to explain my
amendment to title IT in 45 seconds.

But, Mr. Chairman, I do think that
we demean the operation of this House
when we pretend it is adequate to devote
2 hours to title II. That happens to come
down to $3,700,-and-some-odd millions
per hour, and I do not believe that that
is an adequate way to debate title II.

We have seen this situation arise again
and again and again, and I believe that
we hurt ourselves. I believe we hurt our
committee. I think we hurt our Congress.
I believe we demean our Nation. I think
it is a very sad day.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, just to be certain, I
stopped by the doctor’'s office this morn-
ing and had him take my blood pressure.
I am pleased it is normal. So I am not
going to get excited like others are doing.
I am not mad at anyone, and I do not
propose to be.

But I wonder how the Members of
this House can forget so quickly—so very
quickly—what has happened and trans-
pired over past years?

I was in this House one day when 12
amendments were on that desk—Repub-
lican amendments were on that desk—
and we were overwhelmingly denied the
opportunity to even read any one of
them, leave alone speaking on them.

So let us today attempt to be fair. Let
us be honorable and just about all of this
business, and our remarks as to one an-
other.

What is happening here today, has
been happening over the years, and it is
going to continue to happen, because in
this House we have 435 prima donnas,
and you cannot do anything about that—
and neither can I.

I, on occasion, go home at night pretty
mad about the day’s happenings on this
floor, but I get over it. So will you.

Those on our side of the aisle have
been repeatedly overwhelmed, slugged,
tramped on, and almost demolished time
and time again with the overwhelming
majority you have had on that side of
the aisle. That is the way you wanted it.
So we have just taken it. Yet I am still
not mad at anyone on that side of the
aisle, and never have been, and do not
plan to be.

So please look at things the way they
are when they happen, and repeatedly
happen, because you must know they will
continue to happen so long as you and I
are here.

So let us make the best of the situa-
tion, forget the little innuendos and the
little digs, and all the little things that
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go with it. My colleagues, we cannot
have everything we want all the time.
This is a give-and-take business.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, in this Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, where the king’s men cannof
penetrate, let us look at what has just
happened.

I am glad that the blood pressure of
the distinguished gentleman from II-
linois (Mr. AreNDps) is OK. So is mine.
And my cholesterol count is fine, too.

But my sense of fairplay is outraged.
It is outraged because we have just com-
pleted a span of 20 minutes, with 45 sec-
onds allotted to Members who had a
message to tell on a vitally important
amendment, and we did it without get-
ting the facts on the table.

Three days ago I put on the Clerk’s
desk, and on the desk of the majority
and minority of the Armed Services
Committee, my amendment. They knew
what it was. It was also quite clear to
those who brought forward the motion
to restrict Members to 45 seconds that
I had that amendment and wished to
press it.

It is a source of great sadness to me,
because I respect the leading members of
the Committee on Armed Services on
both sides of the aisle and our great
Speaker, that they saw fit to restrict
Members to 45 seconds.

So I ask, Mr. Chairman, is this a just
and fair way to conduct the affairs of
this deliberative body? Does it keep faith
with the American people who sent us
here to use our best and most honest ef-
forts so that truth might prevail?

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, speaking from this side
of the aisle, I merely want to say very
briefly that I would like to associate
myself with the remarks of the gentle-
man fom Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON) on the
subject of the limitation of debate. I will
add also with the remarks of my col-
league, the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. REUSS) .

In fsct, these two gentlemen have
stated it so eloquently that there is really
nothing for me to add on that subject.
But I would just like to say this. I con-
sider myself a conservative, and I am in
favor of a strong national defense. I
have sat here for 2 days voting with the
committee and against the amendments.
I will probably continue to do so. But I
do not want it to be said that only these
flaming liberals over here are in favor
of free speech and debate because I am,
too.

Mr, MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, the pending amend-
ment to the naval, Army, aircraft pro-
curement bill is a continuation of series
of amendments offered yesterday, and
no doubt a considerable number of
amendments will be offered to this bill
today. I gathered from some of the
speeches made on the floor of the House
yesterday that the proponents of some
of the amendments were not convinced
that the Defense Department needed
certain items but they had some concern
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about our middle and lower bracket tax-
payers. As a one-time member of the
Naval Affairs Committee, and my obser-
vation over the last 20-odd years per-
taining to the military budgets, I am
fully convinced that the military brass
hats, more than any branch of our Gov-
ernment, are not the least bit backward
about budgeting in the military by bil-
lions for projeets, and do not possess too
much concern as to the difficulties the
Congress has in getting money to finance
these $100 billion annual budgets.

It is remarkable that during the dark
days of World War II our military budget
was around $10 to $15 billion annually,
which was during a highly involved in-
ternational war. During the Korean war,
our military budget was around $9 to $10
billion. A few years later it kept going up
and up until about 10 years ago it ap-
proximated $50 billion and today we find
the stupendous figure for the 1969 mili-
tary budget approaching $80 billion.

Older Members of this House remem-
ber a distinguished Pennsylvania col-
league, Congressman Bob Rich, who
daily would cry out, “Where are you
going to get the money?”

I want it strictly understood that I
have supported and will continue to sup-
port necessary funds for the best defense
that our Nation can afford to buy for the
money available.

But the picture I would like to place
on the minds of my colleagues that it
was only in the first part of August of
this year when we debated the tax re-
form bill that we heard from very few of
the leaders on both sides of the House,
and certainly not from the well of the
House, recommendations that all seg-
ments of our taxpaying public be re-
quired to finance these annual budgets
of over $100 billion, of which approxi-
mately three-fourths is for the Defense
Department.

Ample funds to finance education and
schools in the urban areas of America
are nonexistent. In my industrial area of
the Calumet region thousands of chil-
dren are jammed in crowded schools and
school boards are renting warehouses
and garages to accommodate the over-
flow of children. The same situation ex-
ists in New York, Pittsburgh, Los Ange-
les, and all congested areas of the United
States.

We have word from the White House
that the education budget must be re-
duced for next year. In yesterday's
paper, which I hold in my hand, head-
lines state, “Model Cities Fund Slash
Amounts to 42 Percent.” It was only 2
weeks ago that the White House sent out
word that the $1 billion for funds nec-
essary for the purification of water in
our urban areas must be slashed from $1
billion to $214 million. This budget re-
duction will jeopardize the health of mil-
lions of our citizens in the urban areas.

The administration recommended the
federally impacted area funds be cut
from $521 million to $202 million for
1970.

The administration also recommended
that the library funds budget for the ele-
mentary and secondary education be cut
from $405 million down to $70 million.

Also that equipment and minor re-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD— HOUSE

modeling for our schools be reduced by
$40 million.

Word from the White House is that the
poverty program for the unemployed and
needy in our ghettos must be reduced by
almost one-third.

I can continue other items of reduc-
tion which will be cut from millions of
Americans who need help and need Gov-
ernment assistance in this exploding
population which is now over 200 million.

During the tax reform bill which was
debated on this floor over 2 months
ago, the Members of this body had the
opportunity to close a great number of
fabulous, and in most cases fraudulent,
loopholes of mammoth corporations
making fabulous profits, but our Fed-
eral Treasury will profit very little from
the so-called tax reform bill. Most Mem-
bers paid little attention to the fact that
over $12 billion could have been brought
into the Federal Treasury for 1970 on our
tax reform bill if only they could have
resisted some of the powerful lobbyists
that infested Washington like bees in a
honey patch, to protect their tax-free
profits. Do most of the Members realize
that this stupendous amount is $21 bil-
lion and the rest of the defense budget
will total, in all, about $80 billion; two
thirds will be paid by salaried and wage
earners of Ameriea.

I hold in my hand a breakdown esti-
mated by the U.S. Treasury that there
was a 1968 revenue loss as a result of
major tax loopholes, which I will ask
unanimous consent to incorporate with
my remarks. This includes oil depletion,
intangible drilling deductions, travel and
entertainment deductions, capital gains
not reported on tax returns, capital gains
that escape tax at death and unreported
dividends and interest. These are just
some of the major loopholes that escaped
the Congress 2 months ago.

1968 revenue loss as a result of major taz
loopholes (estimated by U.S. Treasury)
Millions
Nontaxed interests on tax-free bonds. $1, 800
Depletion deductions (corporations
included)
Intangible drilling deductions
and gas)
Travel and entertainment deductions

(estimated excesses)

The 50 percent of capital gains not
reported on tax returns
Capital gains that escape tax at

death 2, 000

Unreported dividends and interest.. 1,000

Total loophole revenue loss In

1, 500

(oil
750
400

5, 000

Also I wish to give you a couple of
examples of how big oil escaped defense
taxes, along with other necessary taxes
to keep our Government operating.

From 1962 through 1966 the Atlantic-
Richfield Oil Co. had profits of $411,621,-
000. But after deducting its 2714 -percent

oil depletion allowance, “intangible
drilling costs” and other items it came
up with a whole string of goose eggs. Its
total income tax obligation for those 5
YEears was Zero.

In 1962 the Marathon Oil Co. had a
net profit of $36 million. After deducting
its depletion allowance and other items,
Marathon not only paid no income tax
but received a tax credit of $2.2 million.
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Let us consider the tax “bonanza” en-
joyed by the 27%-percent exemptions
under the oil depletion allowance. In this
case you determine your income from a
producing well and deduct 27% percent
of that amount before beginning to
calculate your income tax. You do the
same next year, and the year after that,
and every year as long as that well pro-
duces. You don't stop when you have
retrieved your investment; in fact, the
average well is “depleted” 12 times over.
If your drilling cost was $50,000, your
total income tax deductions on its pro-
duction might be $600,000. This bill
reduces the depletion loophole 7l per-
cent and most Members feel that it
should be repealed entirely.

Mr. JONAS, Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last three words.

Mr. Chairman, it has repeatedly been
charged during the course of the debate
that we are neglecting certain social pro-
grams and falling over and playing dead
when the Defense Department asks for
funds. I think it would be helpful be-
fore the debate ends if some facts on
this subject should be placed in the
RECORD.

In 1961, the administrative budget of
the United States was $81 billion. Of that
sum national defense came in for $47
billion, or 58 percent. Housing, health
and education had only $5.5 billion in
that budget, or 6.7 percent.

In 1969, let me show you how the per-
centage of the funds in the administra-
tive budget for national defense has gone
down and the percentage of funds for
the social programs has gone up. The
record shows that in 1969 the adminis-
trative budget was $148.6 billion, of
which national defense accounted for
$80 billion, or only 54 percent, as con-
trasted with 58 percent in 1961, whereas
that part of the budget for housing,
health and education had gone up to
$20 billion, or an increase from 6.7 per-
cent to 13.6 percent.

May I say also that since 1956 while
the budget for national defense was go-
ing up 100 percent, the budget for the
social welfare programs has gone up 700
percent. So I do not think the argument
can be sustained that we are increasing
funds for national defense and decreas-
ing funds for social programs. However,
there will not be any social programs to
support if we fail in the national defense
of our country.

The funds devoted to national defense
are provided to protect the security of
the people of the United States.

May I make one other statement
which has not been emphasized during
the course of the debate. We are not
spending any money here today when
we vote. When we vote on this bill we
are not spending one dime. I have heard
it said repeatedly during the course of
the debate that a vote for this bill is a
vote to spend so many billions of dollars
for this program and so many billions of
dollars for that. Those who have made
these statements would not, I am sure,
deliberately mislead those who read the
Recorp, but unless the Recorp is cor-
rected many will be misled. The fact is.
as all Members know, this is not an ap-
propriation bill but merely an authori-
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zation one. Another committee of the
House will have to review what is au-
thorized here today and decide on a
spending level to be recommended to
the House, and you will have another
chance, another day, to decide what
sums will be appropriated. What the De-
fense Department will have to spend will
depend upon what we later appropriate
and not what we authorize today.

All we are doing in this bill is pro-
viding a ceiling about which the Com-
mittee on Appropriations cannot go.

Now some may say the Appropriations
Committee just goes along and rubber-
stamps what the Defense Department
asks, That is not the case, Let me re-
mind Members that last year in the De-
fense Department Appropriation Act the
House Commitiee on Appropriations re-
duced the budget by $4.8 billion in the
Military Construction Appropriation Act
the budget for military construction was
reduced from $2,031,500,000 to $1,765,-
019,000 or by $266,481,000.

So we are not deciding today how much
will be spent on these programs., What
we are doing is fixing as I have said, a
ceiling beyond which the Committee on
Appropriations cannot go in recommend-
ing future appropriations.

I yield now to my friend the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. HaLL).

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I appreci-
ate the gentleman yielding.

I certainly appreciate the comments
made by the gentleman from North Car-
olina. I think it puts this in the proper
frame of reference and context.

Apropos of what the last gentleman in
the well, before the gentleman from
North Carolina, said, is it not true the
executive branch of this government in
this fiscal year is operating under a con-
tinuing resolution?

Mr. JONAS. The gentleman is quite
correct.

Mr. HALL, Secondly, is it not further-
more true that when the Congress ex-
ceeds the budget request by, say, $2.3
billion on the Department of Labor-
HEW Appropriations Act, there is noth-
ing left under the function of a contin-
uing resolution for the Chief Executive
to do than to put on embargoes such as
have been pointed out, until all appro-
priation bills are completed, so the Presi-
dent can best expend and pro-rate the
funds appropriated by the duly elected
Congress according to proper priorities?

Mr. JONAS. The gentleman is correct,
and the President started off that pro-
gram by announcing through the Sec-
retary of Defense that projected spend-
ing by the Defense Department would
be cut by $3 billion.

Mr. Chairman, I am for economy in the
Defense Department, as much as any
other Member of this Congress, but I am
also for protecting the security of the
United States.

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 401, Subsection (a) of section 401 of
Public Law 89-387 approved March 15, 1966
(80 Stat. 37) as amended, is hereby amended
to read as follows:

“Punds authorized for appropriation for
the use of the Armed Forces of the United
States under this or any other Act are au-
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thorized to be made available for their stated
purposes to support: (1) Vietnamese and
other Free World Forces in Vietnam (2) local
forces in Laos and Thailand, and for re-
lated costs, during the fiscal year 1970 on
such terms and conditions as the Secretary
of Defense may determine.”

SEec. 402. After January 1, 1970, no contract
or grant for Research and Development proj-
ects shall be awarded by the Department of
Defense or any of the Armed Forces to any
school, college or university or to any affili-
ated organization of such school, college or
university, or to an individual in the em-
ployment of such school, college or university
or its affiliated organization until sixty days
after a full disclosure of the purposes, cost,
and duration of such contract together with
a statement setting forth in detail the num-
ber of research and development projects al-
ready awarded to that institution but not
yet completed; the dollar amount of each
sald contract; the purpose of each of the
contracts previously awarded; and for the
contract or grant for which the notice is being
glven, a description of the facilities required
to perform the research project, the cost of
such facilities, a statement of whether such
facilitles are in existence and if so, a de-
scription of the ownership of such facilities,
is made to the President of the Senate and
Speaker of the House of Representatives, In
addition, such notificatlon will include a
statement summarizing the record of the
school, college or university with regard to
cooperation on military matters such as the
Reserve Officer Training Corps and military
recruiting on its campus.

Bec. 403. Title 10, United States Code, is
amended as follows:

(1) Section 3015(c) is amended to read as
follows:

‘“(e) The Chief of the National Guard Bu-
reau holds office for four years, but may be
removed for cause at any time and may not
hold that office after he becomes sixty-four
years of age. He is eligible to succeed himself.
An officer now or hereafter serving as Chief
of the National Guard Bureau shall be ap-
pointed as a Reserve in his armed force in
the grade of leutenant general for service
in the Army Natlonal Guard of the United
States or the Alr National Guard of the
United States, as the case may be, while serv-
ing as the Chief of the National Guard Bu-
reau. The position of Chief of the National
Guard Bureau is in addition to the number
of lieutenant general positions authorized
by section 3066, 3202, B066, or 8202 of this
title, or any other provision of law.”

(2) Section 3692 is amended by adding the
following new subsection:

‘“(d) Upon retirement or being granted re-
tired pay, a reserve commissioned officer of
the Army who has served as Chief of the
National Guard Bureau in the grade of lieu-
tenant general may, in the discretion of the
President, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate, be retired In, and granted
retired pay based on, that grade.”

(3) Section 8962 1= amended by adding
the following new subsection:

“{¢) Upon retirement or being granted re-
tired pay, a reserve commissioned officer of
the Air Force who has served as Chief of the
National Guard Bureau In the grade of lleu-
tenant general may, in the discretion of the
President, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate, be retired in, and granted
retired pay based on, that grade.”

(4) The catchlines of sections 3962 and
8062 are each amended by deleting “: regu-
lar commissioned officers.”

(5) The analysis of chapter 369 is amend-
ed by striking out “regular commissioned
officers” in item 3962.

(6) The analysis of chapter 869 is amended
by striking out “regular commissioned of-
ficers” In item 8962,

Sec. 404. (a) Section 136 of title 10, United
States Code, is amended—
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(1) by inserting after the first sentence
in subsection (b) the following new sen-
tences: “One of the Assistant Secretaries
shall be the Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Health Affairs. He shall have as his prin-
cipal duty the overall supervision of health
affairs of the Department of Defense.”, and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(g) Within the Office of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Health Affairs there
shall be a Deputy Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for Dental Affairs who shall be ap-
pointed from civilian life by the President,
by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate. Subject to the supervision and con-
trol of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Health Affairs, the Deputy Assistant Secre-
tary shall be responsible for all matters re-
lating to dental affairs within the Office of
the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Health
Affairs.”

(b) Until otherwise provided by opera-
tion of law, the individual holding office as
the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Health and Medical) on the effective date
of this section shall perform the duties of
the Office of the Assistant Becretary of De-
fense for Health Affairs established by this
section.

SEec. 405, Section 412(b) of Public Law 86—
149, as amended, is amended to read as
follows:

“{b) No funds may be appropriated after
December 31, 1960, to or for the use of any
armed force of the United States for the
procurement of aircraft, missiles, or naval
vessels, or after December 31, 1962, to or for
the use of any armed force of the United
States for the research, development, test,
or evaluation of aircraft, missiles, or naval
vessels, or after December 31, 1963, to or for
the use of any armed force of the United
States for any research, development, test,
or evaluation, or after December 31, 1965, to
or for the use of any armed force of the
United States for the procurement of tracked
combat vehicles, or after December 31, 1969,
to or for the use of any armed force of the
United States for the procurement of other
vehicles, weapons, and munitions, unless the
appropriation of such funds has been au-
thorized by legislation enacted after such
dates.”

Sec. 406. (1) Chapter T of title 37, United
States Code is amended as follows:

(a) The following new section is inserted
after section 427:

‘“§ 428, Travel and transportation allow-
ances: dependents at permanent
station outside United States

“Under regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retaries concerned, which shall be, as far as
practicable, uniform for all of the uniformed
services, a member of a uniformed service
who is on duty outside the United States
at a permanent station, and when such bene-
fits are not made available in kind by the
United States, is entitled to a travel and
transportation allowance, to assist in provid-
ing transportation for his dependents who
are authorized to accompany him, as fol-
lows:

“(1) A travel and transportation allow-
ance is authorized to meet the travel ex-
penses of the dependents of a member to and
from a school in the United States to obtain
an undergraduate college education, not to
exceed one round trip each school year for
each dependent for the purpose of obtaining
such type of education. All or any portion of
the travel for which a transportation allow-
ance is authorized by this section will be per-
formed wherever possible by the Military
Alrlift Command on a space-required basis.
Notwithstanding the area limitations in this
section, a travel and transportation allow-
ance for the purpose of obtaining under-
graduate college education may be author-
ized under this clause for dependents of
members stationed in the Canal Zone.

“(2) The term ‘United States' shall, for
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the purpose of this section, mean the sev-

eral States, the District of Columbla, Puerto

Rico, and the Canal Zone.

“(3) The words ‘permanent station' shall,
for the purpose of this section, include the
home yard or home port of a vessel to which
a member of a uniformed service may be
assigned.

'(4) Notwithstanding section 401(2) (A)
of this title, ‘dependent’ in this section may
include an unmarried child over twenty-one
years of age who is in fact dependent and
is obtalning an undergraduate college edu-
cation.”

(b) The analysis is amended by inserting
the following item:

“Sec. 428. Travel and transportation allow-
ances: dependents at perma-
nent station outside the United
States.”

(2) Section 912 of title 26, United States
Code, is amended by adding the following
new paragraph at the end thereof:

“(4) EpUcATION TRANSPORTATION ALLOW-
ANCE.—In case of a member of a uniformed
service, amounts received under section 428
of title 37, United States Code."”

Sec. 407, Sectlon 2 of the Act of August
3, 1950 (64 Stat. 408), as amended, is fur-
ther amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 2. After July 1, 1970, the active duty
personnel strength of the Armed Forces,
exclusive of personnel of the Coast Guard,
personnel of the Reserve components on ac-
tive duty for training purposes only, and
personnel of the Armed Forces employed in
the Selective Service System, shall not ex-
ceed a total of 3,285,000 persons at any time
during the perlod of suspension prescribed
in the first sectlon of this Act except when
the President of the United States deter-
mines that the application of this ceiling
will serlously Jeopardize the national se-
curity interests of the United States and
informs the Congress of the basis for such
determination.”

Sec. 408. (a) After December 31, 1969,
none of the funds authorized for appropria-
tion by this or any other Act for the use of
the Armed Forces shall be used for pay-
ments out of such funds under contracts or
agreements with Federal contract research
centers if the annual compensation of any
officer or employee of such center paid out
of such funds exceeds $45,000 except with
the approval of the Secretary of Defense
under regulations prescribed by the Presi-
dent.

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall notify
the President of the Senate and the Speak-
er of the House of Representatives promptly
of any approvals authorized under subsec-
tion (a), together with a detailed statement
of the reasons therefor.

Sec. 409. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, an officer of an armed force
who—

(1) served as Chalrman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff;

(2) after he was retired, but before Oc-
tober 1, 1963, was ordered to active duty;
and

(3) was released from that active duty
after July 31, 1969;
shall, effective as of the date he was re-
leased from that active duty, be entitled to
retired pay computed under the formula set
forth in the table in section 1402(a) of title
10, United States Code, but using the month-
ly basic pay prescribed at the time of his
release from that active duty for an officer
serving in pay grade O-10. The provisions
of this paragraph do not affect or modify
any prior commitment made by such of-
ficer in regard to participation in the Re-
tired Serviceman's Family Protection Plan.

Mr. RIVERS (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that this title IV be considered as read,
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printed in the REecorp, 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.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. NEDZI

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Nepzri: On
page 16, after line 8, insert a new section, as
follows:

“CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL AGENTS

“Sec. 410 (a) The Becretary of Defense
shall submit semiannual reports to the Con-
gress on or before January 31 and on or be-
fore July 31 of each year setting forth the
purposes of and the amounts spent during
the preceding six-month period for research,
development, test, evaluation, and procure-
ment of lethal and nonlethal chemical and
biological agents. The Secretary shall include
in such reports an explanation of such ex-
penditures including the necessity therefor.

“(b) None of the funds authorized to be
appropriated by this or any other Act may be
used for the procurement of delivery systems
specifically designed to disseminate lethal
chemical agents or any blological agents or
for the procurement of any part or com-
ponent of such delivery system.

“{e) None of the funds authorized to be
appropriated by this or any other Act may
be used for deployment and/or storage, ini-
tiated after the effective date of this Act, of
lethal chemical agents or any blological
agents at any place outside the United
States, or for the deployment, initiated after
the effective date of this Act, at any place
outside the United States of delivery sys-
tems specifically designed to disseminate any
such agents unless the country exercising
jurisdiction over such place has prior notice
of such action. In the case of any place out-
side the United States which is under the
jurisdiction or control of the Government of
the United States, no such action may be
taken unless prior notice of such action has
been given to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, the Committee on Forelgn Relations,
the Committee on Appropriations and, when
appropriate, the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs of the Senate, and the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, the Committee on
Forelgn Affairs, the Committee on Appropria-
tions and, when appropriate, the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs of the House
of Representatives. As used in this sectlon,
the term “United States" means the several
States and the District of Columbia.

“(d) (1) None of the funds authorized to
be appropriated by this Act or any other
Act shall be used for the transportation of
any lethal chemical or biological agents to
or from any military Installation in the
United States, its territories or possessions,
except upon a determination by the Secretary
of Defense after consideration of the advice
of the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare as to the hazards to the publiec health
involved and the measures reasonably neces-
sary to be taken to protect the public health
in the light thereof, that such transportation
is necessary for the national security. Noth-
ing in this subsection shall be construed so
as to affect In any way the applicability of
the provisions of 18 U.8.C. 831-835 and 48
U.8.C. 170.

“(d) (2) The Secretary of Defense shall pro-
vide written notification to the Congress, to
the Secretary of Transportation, to the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare and
to the Interstate Commerce Commission at
least thirty days in advance of any operation
involving the transportation of lethal chemi-
cal or blologlcal agents to or from any mili-
tary installation in the United States, its
territories or possessions. The Secretary of
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Defense shall provide appropriate notifica-
tion to the Governor of any State through
which such agents will be transported.

“(d) (3) The Department of Defense shall
detoxify all lethal chemical or blological
agents before their transportation for dis-
posal as provided in subsections (d) (1) and
(d) (2) of this section whenever it is prac-
tical to do so.

**(e) None of the funds authorized by this
or any other Act shall be used for the test-
ing, development, transportation, storage, or
disposal, initiated after the effective date of
this Act, of any lethal chemical agents or
any biological agents outside of the conti-
nental limits of the United States if the
Secretary of State determines that such test-
ing, development, transportation, storage, or
disposal will violate international law. The
Secretary of Defense shall notify the Secre-
tary of State prior to any such testing, de-
velopment, transportation, storage, or dis-
posal and the Secretary of State shall report
all his determinations with respect to such
activities to the Committie on Foreign Rela-
tions of the Senate, the Committee on For-
eign Affalrs of the House of Representatives,
and to the appropriate international orga-
nizations, or organs thereof, whenever re-
quired by treaty or other international
agreement.

“(f) None of the funds authorized to be
appropriated by this or any other Act shall
be used for the open air testing of lethal
chemical agents or disease-producing biologi-
cal agents except upon a determination by
the Secretary of Defense, under guideline
provided by the President of the United
States, that an open alr test is necessary for
the national security, and then only after
consideration of the advice of the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare as to the
hazards to the public health Involved and
the measures reasonably necessary to be
taken to protect the public health in the
light thereof. The Secretary of Defense shall
report his determination and the advice of
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, to the Committee on Armed Services,
the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,
and the Committee on Appropriations of the
Senate and to the Committee on Armed
Services, the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce, and the Committee on
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives at least thirty days prior to any actual
test. The Secretary of Defense shall set forth
in his report the name of the agents to be
tested, the time and place of any test, and
the reasons therefor.

“(g) The provisions of this sectlon shall
not apply during a war declared by Congress
or the President, after the effective date of
this Act. As used In this sectlon, the terms
“chemical agents” and “biological agents”
mean agents designed specifically for the
conduct of warfare and nothing contalned
in this sectlon dealing with chemical and blo-
logical agents shall be deemed to preclude,
limit or restrict in any way the research,
development, test, evaluation, procurement,
transportation, storage or use of any chemical
or biological agent or material for the pur-
pose of medical diagnoses, evaluation, re-
search or treatment of any illness, disease,
injury or other physical or mental condition
or for purposes of public health disease
control.”

Mr. NEDZI (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
further reading of the amendment be
dispensed with and that it be printed
in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Chairman, unlike the
previous amendments which we have
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offered for the consideration of Mem-
bers here in the Committee of the Whole,
this amendment does not cost any money.
It is an amendment that in essence was
passed by the Senate 91-to-0. It is an
amendment that has the approval of the
Department of Defense. I am at a total
loss to find a rational explanation as to
why the Committee on Armed Services
failed to approve this amendment, and
I am prsenting it to Members at this
time. Let me try to summarize as briefly
as I can what the amendment is and
what the essentials of it are.

In the first place, the Secretary of
Defense shall submit semiannual reports
to Congress setting forth the purposes
and the amounts spent on chemical and
biological warfare in the preceding six
months for research and development,
testing, evaluation, and procurement.
This is to provide Congress an opportu-
nity of knowing that precisly what is
taking place in this very controversial
area which so little has been known
about until our colleague, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. McCarTHY) brought
to the attention of the country some of
the problems that exist.

In the second place, no funds au-
thorized by this Act may be used for
delivery systems specifically designed for
dissemination of chemical and biological
agents.

It has to be emphasized that this is
for delivery systems specifically designed
for this purpose.

Third, no funds authorized by this act
may be used for deployment or storage
of chemical and biological agents outside
of the United States or for deployment
of delivery systems abroad without prior
notice to the country in question. In the
case of any place outside of the United
States but under U.S. control proper
notice is to be given to the appropriate
congressional committees by the Defense
Department.

Fourth, no funds authorized by this
act shall be used for the transportation
of chemical and biological agents to and
from military installations in the United
States or its territories except upon a
determination by the Secretary of De-
fense, after consideration of the advice of
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare as to the hazards to public
health and the protective measures
taken, that such transportation is neces-
sary for the national security.

Fifth, the amendment provides for
written notification by the Secretary of
Defense to Congress, the Secretary of
Transportation, the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, and to the Inter-
state Commerce Commission at least 30
days in advance of transportation of
lethal chemical and biological agents.
Appropriate notification to the governors
of the States to be transversed is also
required.

Sixth, detoxification of all chemical
and biological agents before their trans-
portation for disposal is required when-
ever practieal.

Seventh, testing outside the continen-
tal limits of the United States is barred
if the Secretary of State determines that
such testing, development, transporta-
}.ion or disposal violates international
aw.
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Finally, open-air testing of chemical
and biological agents may take place
only when “necessary for the national
security” and “after consideration of
the advice of the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare as to the
hazards.”

Now, since the passage of the amend-
ment by the Senate certain changes were
suggested by the Department of Defense
which would make this amendment more
acceptable.

The changes, in my judgment, Mr.
Chairman, are minor and are acceptable.

Very briefly they are as follows:

The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare is substituted for the Sur-
geon General, not to make a positive find-
ing of no hazards but to be consulted in
the matter.

The Secretary of State is no longer
required to make a positive finding that
international law will not be violated; in-
stead, he is to be notified, and should he
determine the violation of international
law will occur, CBW activities will not be
permitted outside the continental limits
of the United States.

Finally, chemical and biological agents
are defined so as to exempt any agents
which are not designed for use in the
conduct of war.

We have been very fortunate that no
major disaster has befallen us in the de-
velopment of our CBW capability, and
it is time to enact further safeguards and
to tighten up, and for Congress to be as-
signed a necessary role in the entire
process.

We regard ourselves, justifiably, as a
humane nation. We want to survive as a
nation without doing damage to our
ideals, traditions, and well-being, This
amendment is framed with these ideas in
mind. I move its adoption.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word, and before
the gentleman from Michigan leaves the
well I should like to ask a question.

I should like to ask the gentleman
from Michigan this: In offering this
amendment, is it his intention, in re-
quiring reports on moneys expended for
chemical and biological warfare research
and procurement, that those reports in-
clude classified information with regard
to, for example, the details of formulas
and that sort of thing?

Mr. NEDZI. I would assume that clas-
sified information would be submitted to
the appropriate committees by the Sec-
retary of Defense if it would be essential
to describe precisely what we are doing
in the area of CBW.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Would it be cor-
rect to interpret it to the gentleman’s
intent that classified information ever
be released as provided in these reports
to the general public?

Mr. NEDZI. Certainly not.

Mr. WAGGONNER. I thank the gen-
tleman for those answers, Mr. Chairman.

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

Mr. NEDZI. The gentleman from Lou-
isilana has the time.

Mr. WAGGONNER. I now yield to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. How-
ARD) .
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Mr, HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Louisiana for yleld-
ing to me.

I support the amendment and con-
gratulate the gentleman from Michigan
for his amendment and the gentleman
from New York for his efforts in this
area.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by Representative
NepzI to establish a semi-annual report-
ing procedures on expenditures and pro-
grams for chemical and biological war-
fare, and to prohibit development of de-
livery vehicles for lethal agents.

As the Members of this House know, a
slightly more restrictive amendment has
already been approved by the Senate on
a 91-to-0 vote, and I feel that we, too,
should overwhelmingly approve this im-
portant amendment.

Mr. Chairman, 1 ounce of botullinus
toxin, effectively spread, could kill all of
the people in the United States and Can-
ada. We have that toxin on hand now. We
have now avallable enough chemicals, if
evenly distributed, to kill everyone in the
world.

Knowing the terrible possibilities of
this material; knowing that shipping,
testing, storage, and research programs
in this field have repeatedly proved un-
safe in recent years, I do not see how this
Congress can reject this amendment,
which would provide some measure of
protection for all our citizens. This
amendment, while not cutting funds
from the program, would add a responsi-
ble approach to the entire question of
chemical-biological warfare.

This amendment would require a semi-
annual report to the Congress on expend-
itures and programs for CBW. The Con-
gress needs to have this information, as
it affects every one of the citizens we are
here to represent. This amendment
would also prohibit secrecy in foreign
and domestic shipping and storage of
materials, thereby improving U.S. com-
pliance with international treaty com-
mitments. It would put a ceiling on stock-
piles of CBW agents as of June 30, 1970.
I think, Mr. Chairman, that having
enough of this material to kill everyone
in the world should constitute a sufficient
stockpile—we need not kill them all twice
or three times,

The Department of Defense has con-
ducted these development programs in
such secrecy that neither the Congress
nor the electorate can review or even be
aware of the costs and dangers involved.
I think both the Congress and the elec-
torate should be aware of matters which
affect them so deeply. I think these pro-
grams should be thoroughly reviewed
in order to insure the safety of our citi-
zens from mass contamination. Secre-
tary of Defense Laird has agreed that
this would be consistent with national
security, as well as public safety.

Mr. Chairman, I would be remiss if I
failed to again pay tribute to the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. McCARTHY)
for the outstanding contribution he has
made to the people of this country by
calling attention to just how involved we
are in chemical warfare research and de-
velopment. And I would urge all of my
colleagues to support this amendment, in
order that we may continue to be aware
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of the activities of our country in this
field.

Mr. WAGGONNER. I yield to the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
PHILBIN) .

Mr. PHILBIN. Can the distinguished
gentleman in the well advise me as to
whether or not there is in his amend-
ment a provision that would provide that
none of the funds authorized to be appro-
priated by this or any other act may be
used for procurement of delivery systems
of chemically related biological and
lethal, warfare agents to be used in any
delivery system?

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Chairman, in response
to the gentleman, that is subsection (b)
of my amendment, but I might say to
the gentleman that this is language that
has the approval of the DOD.

Mr. PHILBIN. Has the DOD approved
this amendment?

Mr. NEDZI. Yes. The DOD approved
this language.

Mr. PHILBIN. Otherwise, generally
the gentleman’s amendment is similar to
that adopted by the Senate?

Mr. NEDZI. In substance it is iden-
tical. As a matter of fact, in my judg-
ment, it is somewhat milder than the
Senate amendment. This was because
the DOD suggested certain language
changes which I have introduced today.

Mr. PHILBIN. As I understand it, they
require reports from various officials of
the Government, and certain agencies, to
the DOD concerning the feasibility of
procedures required under the bill.

Mr, NEDZI. The Surgeon General is no
longer involved in the DOD amendment.
There was some concern on the part of
the DOD that it would forbid experi-
mentation with certain biological agents
for medical purposes. Consequently a
definition has been included to prevent
this from happening.

Mr. PHILBIN. Otherwise, with the ex-
ception of the amendment that I have
referred to, and which the gentleman
says was approved, by DOD, this amend-
ment is largely the Senate amendment.
Is that correct?

Mr. NEDZI. It is virtually identical.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from California
(Mr. GUBSER) .

Mr. GUBSER. I thank the gentleman
from Louisiana for yielding to me, and
through him I would like to ask the
gentleman from Michigan for a reca-
pitulation of paragraphs (d) and (e) of
his amendment. In a nutshell, could you
give us the essence of them? Does the
fourth proposal actually prevent the
shipment of chemical and biological war-
fare materials within the United States?

1Ir. NEDZI. The question is whether
my amendment would forbid the trans-
portation of chemical and biological
agents. It would not forbid it. It would
require consultation with the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare to de-
termine the extent of the hazards in-
volved and then, if it is determined that
it is in the interests of national security
to transport or deploy them—it would be
done.

Mr. GUBSER. The gentleman is aware
of the fact that that is currently the case,
is he not?
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Mr. NEDZI. To some extent. Notice is
not required.

Mr. GUBSER. I think it is 100 percent.

Mr. NEDZI. Notice is not required to
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare. There are other agencies.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
while I still have the time, let me say
that I object very strenuously to turn-
ing any authority of the Department of
Defense over to the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Would the author of this amendment
give me his attention? As the bill now
stands there are no funds for the pro-
curement of biological lethal chemical
agents. I believe that is correct. And this
would not change it in any way. Is that
correct?

Mr. NEDZI. As I understand, there is
no such money in the bill.

Mr. BRAY. I wanted to clarify this. I
wish I had a copy of your amendment. I
know generally what is in it, but I do
want to ask certain questions.

There is $88 million in the bill for re-
search, but only one-seventh of that re-
fers to any lethal program. Six-sevenths
is the authorization for warning devices
and defense equipment.

There is in your part no contempla-
tion of eliminating the warning devices
of defensive equipment in any way; is
that correct?

Mr. NEDZI. That is correct.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, the reason
I am asking this is that I do know that
in World War II the enemy did not resort
to chemical warfare; that is, no chemical
agents were used by the enemy against
American troops. I understand that the
Japanese did use some against the Chi-
nese troops. The Germans and the Japa-
nese, however, did not use any chemical
and biological agents against the Ameri-
can Army.

The reason that the Japanese or the
Germans did not use chemical agents
against the American troops was because
they knew we were ready to respond in
kind if they did. I am certain that the
gentleman does not want to cripple
America in matters of meeting enemy
aggression in this field if it is necessary
for this country to do so.

Mr. NEDZI. That is absolutely correct.
That is not the purpose of this amend-
ment.

Mr. BRAY. I have discussed this with
the gentleman earlier, and I certainly am
a little more than casually familiar with
the subject because, during part of World
War II I was located near a large storage
of poisonous gas which our country had
in the Paecific. I would not want the
amendment the gentleman has offered—
and I know he does not want it, either—
to cripple our defensive capacity and
injure our ability to protect ourselves in
the future. Is that correct?

Mr. NEDZI. That is correct.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, thus far virtually all
the amendments we have considered have
dealt with hardware. This amendment
deals with human beings. Its main thrust
is to protect American citizens and, in-
deed, the citizens of allied countries.

October 3, 1969

Now, this whole program—of recent
years—at any rate—has been marred and
marked with a series of mishaps and ac-
cidents which this amendment is de-
signed to correct. Let me cite a few in-
stances:

A few years ago at the Rocky Moun-
tain Arsenal they dumped their waste
into ponds of the arsenal property. This
found its way out, and killed off 6 square
miles of sugar beets and some livestock.

The Army then spent half a million
dollars to disprove that they killed the
sugar beets. Then they felt that they had
better get a better spot, so some fellow
came up with the idea, and they dug a
deep well and they pumped it all down
there. They set off 1,500 earthquakes in
the Denver area.

Now, of late the surplus material has
been stored near the end of the Denver
runway in the path of airplanes, or near
the path, with the threat of an airplane
accident, or even a lightning bolt which
could send this lethal material—one-
fiftieth of a drop of which will kill you in
a matter of minutes—out into possibly
the Denver atmosphere.

Then they decided to get rid of that
out near the airport, and they said we
will put it in 800 railroad cars and send it
clear across the United States through
Indianapolis, Dayton, Elizabeth, and
Philadelphia, and we will put it into four
Liberty ships and sink them out at sea.

The National Academy of Sciences re-
viewed that plan. They said that is ex-
tremely hazardous. A railroad accident—
and they have doubled in the last 7
years—could create a disastrous situa-
tion in any metropolitan area through
which this train would pass.

They further noted that if this ma-
terial were dumped into the Atlantic
Ocean and it exploded, as previous of
these operations had done, it could kill
all marine life in 600 cubic miles of the
Atlantic Ocean.

Then of course there was the famous
incident in Utah where an Air Force jet
was testing this deadly nerve gas. It came
in over the target, sprayed out the nerve
gas, and the pilot turned off the jets that
were spraying out the nerve gas, but they
did not turn off; they continued to pour
out of this airplane.

The wind picked it up and carried it
almost 50 miles away Kkilling in the
process 6,400 sheep. Some human beings
said that they were affected.

Fortunately, it snowed that night and
most people were inside. But Salt Lake
City was only 80 miles away and this
nerve gas was carried for 50 miles.

Then we had an incident that was re-
vealed on an Air Force map. The Army
tested a deadly disease known as an-
thrax in the atmosphere over Utah and
had so contaminated an area that will
probably remain that way for 100 years
because the anthrax spores live for a
century.

Then there was the revelation that
Venezuelan equine encephalitis had
been tested there and has escaped out-
side the arsenal. Tests on wildlife dis-
closed signs that animals outside the
Dugway Proving Ground had been ex-
posed to this disease.

This amendment passed by a vote of
91 to 0 in the other body with the en-
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dorsement of our former colleague, the
gentleman from Wisconsin, now Secre-
tary Laird.

Since then, as the gentleman from
Michigan pointed out, the Pentagon has
rewritten certain sections of the amend-
ment.

I do not know how we can explain to
the people of Denver and Salt Lake City
and Indianapolis and Dayton and Eliza-
beth and Philadelphia how we happen
to turn this amendment down.

The distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Armed Services has pre-
vailed on every amendment thus far.
Those amendments dealt with hardware.
This amendment deals with software;
that is, human beings principally,
American citizens.

Mr. Chairman, I think this is a good
amendment. As I said, it passed the
other body unanimously. I think we
should prevail at least on this amend-
ment that deals with the safety of
American citizens rather than with
military hardware.

The amendment concerning chemical
and biological warfare introduced by the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. NEpz1)
is a limited amendment. It does not deal
with the fundamental policy questions
concerning CBW. Rather, it directs itself
to the questions of information, some
limitations on further procurement, and
public safety in transportation and test-
ing operations. As a number of you are
aware, President Nixon ordered a full-
scale executive branch review of our pol-
icies governing chemical and biological
warfare last June. This review is still
underway and will not be completed
until the middle of October at the earli-
est. It would be premature, therefore, to
introduce an amendment to the fiscal
year 1970 military procurement bill that
deals with the basic policy questions.
Amendments to basic policy should more
appropriately be introduced following
President Nixon’s recommendations on
CBW policy that will follow the execu-
tive branch review and subsequent con-
gressional consideration of his recom-
mendations.

Mr. Nepzr's amendment on chemical
and biological warfare deals with the
questions that have been of concern to
the public this year. These questions are:

Are the elected Members of Congress
informed about the chemical and biolog-
ical warfare activities of the Department
of Defense? Is there an unnecessary
cloak of secrecy around CBW activities
that keeps even Members of Congress
uninformed about the nature of this
activity?

Are CBW agents tested with sufficient
safety precautions to insure that the
public is protected against an accident?

Are CBW agents transported in a man-
ner that insure that there will be no
significant danger to the public?

Are the appropriate congressional
committees and executive branch agen-
cies informed when CBW agents are to
be taken outside the United States?

The information on these aspects of
our CBW activities that has become
available this year indicates that the
public is legitimately concerned and that
it would be useful for the Congress to ex-
press its views on these areas of concern.
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The amendment to the fiscal year 1970
military procurement authorization bill
is divided into seven sections; they are
designated section 402.

Section 402(a) : This section requires
that the Secretary of Defense submit a
semiannual report to Congress on re-
search, development, test, evaluation,
and procurement of chemical and biolog-
ical agents during the previous 6
months, including an explanation of the
reasons for procurement.

Comment: This section of the amend-
ment meets the needs of Members of
Congress for information about the CBW
activities of the Department of Defense.
During the course of my review of CBW
this year, I learned from the distin-
guished Member of the House of Repre-
sentatives, CLavpE PeprPER, that in his
service in the Congress during the past 30
vears he had never been informed about
our CBW activities. He attended the
briefing held by the U.S. Army at my re-
quest on March 4, 1969, and learned for
the first time some of the facts about our
activities in this field.

Senator ALLEN J. ELLENDER, & member
of the Senate Defense Appropriations
Subcommittee for 20 years, said on July
26, 1969, that in the period of his service
he had never come across a line item for
the production of nerve gas, the prin-
cipal lethal chemical agent in our CBW
arsenal.

Section 402(b): This section states
that none of the funds authorized by
this bill may be used for the procurement
of offensive lethal chemical or biological
warfare agents. It is designed to tem-
porarily stop further procurement of
weapons for offensive use until the out-
line of our policy governing the use of
CBW weapons has been developed by
President Nixon and approved by Con-
gress.

Comment: It has become clear this
year that the Department of Defense has
a sufficient stockpile of CBW weapons to
meet current planning needs. The dis-
posal of the nerve gas GB indicates that
we have sufficient stocks of weapons in
the chemical and biological warfare
category on hand. In as much as Dr.
John Foster, Director of Defense Re-
search and Engineering, indicated in his
letter on CBW policy of April 15, 1969,
that nerve gas was not considered a
strategic weapon, it would not seem nec-
essary to use funds for procurement of
further weapons in this category until
we know what our policy will be.

Section 402(c) : This section requires
that we notify other countries when we
place lethal chemical and biological war-
fare weapons within their territory. It
also requires that the appropriate con-
gressional committees will be informed
when such weapons are placed in terri-
tory outside of the United States yet
under our control.

Comment: This section of the amend-
ment will prevent a repetition of the
very embarrassing incident that oc-
curred this summer when the Japanese
Government learned for the first time
that the United States was storing nerve
gas on its territory, Okinawa. Informa-
tion available on that incident also
revealed that President Nixon and Sec-
retary of State Rogers were apparently
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unaware that we had these weapons
on Okinawa and in West Germany. The
amendment would also insure that the
appropriate congressional committees
are aware of storage of such weapons in
areas outside the United States, such as
the Trust Territory of the Pacific, where
we have certain international obligations
concerning the use of these territories.

Section 402(d): This section requires
that the Secretary of Defense and the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare insure that any transportation of
chemical and biological agents by the
Department of Defense is conducted with
adequate safety precautions.

Comment: This section of the amend-
ment is designed to insure that the ship-
ment of chemical and biological agents
by the Department of Defense is done in
such a manner that it will not result in
danger to the public. It would prevent a
repetition of the planned movement of
large quantities of deadly gas by train
last spring. That plan was found by the
National Academy of Science committee
headed by President Eisenhower’s Sci-
ence Adviser, Dr. Kistiakowsky, to have
a potential for disaster. As a result, the
committee recommended that the Army’s
surplus gas be disposed of at the arse-
nals where it is stored. We also learned
that the ships of the type in which
the gas was to be placed for subsequent
sinking had been involved in previous
accidents where one had blown up only
5 minutes after sinking and another had
broken loose from its tugs and had
bounced around on the high seas for 6
hours. We also found that the Depart-
ment of Defense has no safety regula-
tions for the transportation of hazard-
ous materials other than those imposed
by the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion which are admitted by the Depart-
ment of Transportation to be weak.

Section 402(d)2: This section of the
amendment requires that the Secretary
of Defense notify the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare and the
Governors of the appropriate States at
least 30 days in advance of the move-
ment of chemical and biological warfare
agents.

Comment: This section is basic to the
protection of public safety in the move-
ment of CBW agents or weapons. Al-
though the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare already has respon-
sibility for civil defense procedures that
might be used if there were an accident
involving the transportation of gas or
biological agents, he currently does not
have information on the movements of
CBW agents or weapons.

As a result, the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare could not
promptly respond to a request for help
from a State or community. Similarly,
the Governors of the States have not
been provided with the necessary in-
formation to allow them to protect the
safety of the residents of their States
when dangerous poisonous gases are
moved through their States. Both Gov-
ernors Ray of Iowa and Hughes of New
Jersey made if clear this year that they
needed this information if they were to
meet their responsibilities and stated
that they would raise legal obstacles fo
the shipment of such materials through
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their States if adequate information was
not available. S

The remarks of Mr. James Burke, civil
defense director of Webster, Mass., re-
garding what could be done in the event
of an accident involving poison gas are
illustrative of the problem that we face
in not notifying appropriate State offi-
cials of movements of dangerous CBW
agents.

In answer to those who say that no-
tification of gas or biological agents will
reveal our intentions to an enemy even
to American dissidents who might wish to
sabotage shipments of this type, it should
be pointed out that the Atomic Energy
Commission and its contractors are cur-
rently required to notify a number of local
authorities before they move nuclear
materials through tunnels, over bridges,
or long turnpikes. The Department of
Transportation’s regulations found in 49
CFR 170 through 190—Code of Federal
Regulations—applies to the shipments
of these potentially dangerous materials.
These materials must be packed in a cer-
tain way, must not be mixed with certain
types of cargo, and must have placards
posted on the outside of the truck or
train showing exactly what is inside the
carrier. Current regulations thus insure
that the public will know what is in a
carrier when they see it—the exception
being when the carrier has been in an
accident and the placards have been
burned off as occurred in the Dunreith,
Ind., train wreck. Local authorities also
require notification. The Port of New
York Authority requires notification and
permits only the use of certain bridges
in the city. Explosives are not permitted
in its tunnels. The Massachusetts Turn-
pike and other turnpikes require prior
notification before these materials can
be moved and in some cases they provide
an escort with the State patrol for the
shipment. In asking the AEC about these
requirements, Mr. Barker of the AEC
stated that notification and the use of
escorts actually provided more protection
against possible sabotage of shipments
than was available without notification
because the required placards made it
clear what was in the trucks.

Section 402(d)3: This amendment re-
quires the Department of Defense to
render harmless deadly gases or biologi-
cal agents before their disposal insofar
as it is practical.

Comment: This section insures that
adequate plans are made for the disposal
of CBW agents before we are faced with
the problem of getting rid of vast quan-
tities of material that may do serious
damage to our environment or have the
potential for disaster in transportation.
The National Academy of Science com-
mittee recommended that the Depart-
ment of Defense take into consideration
adequate disposal facilities and plans in
the future. The committee also pointed
out the dangers that disposal of mustard
gas in the ocean posed. This amend-
ment would insure that CBW agents do
not become a disposal problem after they
have been manufactured.

Section 402(e): This section requires
that any testing, development, transpor-
tation, storage or disposal of CBW
agents outside of the United States shall
be done in conformation with the re-
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quirements of international law. It re-
quires that the Secretary of State de-
termine that the provisions of interna-
tional law have been met and it requires
that he so inform the appropriate com-
mittees of the Congress.

Comment: This section would correct
the situation now existing where the
Secretary of State first learned of our
plans to dispose of chemical agents in
international waters after a number of
such operations had taken place and
just before the massive dumping opera-
tion was to take place in spring. It
would also prevent a repetition of the
incident that occurred on Okinawa where
the Department of State apparently did
not know that we stored nerve gas there.
It would also correct the current situa-
tion where a number of agreements have
been reached by members of our Armed
Forces with members of the armed
forces of other nations to store CBW
agents in their countries without notify-
ing our policy level civilian officials out-
side of the Department of Defense.

Section 402(f): This section of the
amendment requires that the utmost care
be taken in the open air testing of chemi-
cal and biological warfare agents. The
Secretary of Defense is required to deter-
mine that such tests are needed and are
to be conducted with sufficient safety,
under guidelines established by the
President and with the advice of the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare. It also requires that the appropriate
committees of the Congress be informed
of such tests.

Comment: This section is designed to
prevent a repetition of the Skull Valley
sheep-kill that occurred in March 1968,
as the result of an Army nerve gas test
at the Dugway Proving Grounds. It is
also designed to insure that we do not
suddenly find ourselves faced with an
epidemic caused by one of the diseases
that the Department of Defense is test-
ing. It cannot be left up to the Depart-
ment of Defense to solely determine
whether these tests are needed and
whether adequate safety precautions
have been taken. The potential for dis-
aster is too great. The nerve gas cloud
from Dugway might well have dropped
on Salt Lake City, Utah.

Although I personally believe the dan-
gers of testing disease in the open air
are too great to warrant their continua-
tion, this amendment would at least in-
sure that better safety precautions are
taken,

Section 402(h): This section of the
amendment states that the amendment
will not apply during time of war or na-
tional emergency.

Comment: It is presumed that this sec-
tion would only be used when necessary
during the time of war or national emer-
gency. It is assumed that the provisions
of the amendment would have been
in force throughout the Vietnamese
conflict.

In summary, this amendment was en-
dorsed by Secretary of Defense Melvin
Laird just before it was brought up for
Senate action. The Senate passed this
amendment by a unanimous vote of 91 to
0 on August 11, 1969. The amendment as
introduced today contains some further
modifications recommended by the De-
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partment of Defense so we are discussing
an amendment that is fully accepted by
our military leaders. I urge that you vote
for this amendment.

Regarding Civil Defense Director
Burke, I cite the following article:

[From the Worcester (Mass.) Sunday
Telegram, Aug. 31, 1969]
Poison Gas oN Rans: WHAT PROTECTION?

(Nore.—The Bureau of Safety of the Fed-
eral Railroad Administration reports that
4,470 trains were derailed in the nation in
1967. In Western Massachusetts, 24 Boston &
Maine and 12 Penn Central trains have gone
off the tracks in the last few months, Mrs.
Katherine E, Baumeister, Telegram corre-
spondent in Dudley, asked officials In neigh-
boring Webster what would happen in that
town if a train carrying poison gas went off
the tracks there. Here is the answer.)

WeBsTER.—This question was put to James
Burke, Webster civil defense director: “If a
train carrying phosgene or other lethal gases
were wrecked passing through town, releasing
the deadly gas into the air, what emergency
measures would civil defense take to protect
the population?”

Burke at first was silent. Then he said, “It's
incredible, but I have to say I just don't
know. We're prepared here for just about any
other kind of disaster you can think of, in-
cluding atomic war; but I've never even
heard of any chemical or blological warfare
disaster training.”

NOT A THING

Some days later, Burke called back, “I have
the answer for you,” he said. “In the event
of such a disaster, we couldn't do a darn
thing. What’s more, neither could anyone
else. I've asked everyone, police, board of
health, National Guard. No one knows any-
thing about it. No one has been given any
information about it."”

There are many other gases whose effects
differ. In any case, experts are needed to
identify the lethal agent and treat the vic-
tim. In the event of aceldental release of
lethal gases into the community, the job of
neutralizing areas where the persistent blister
gases or vesicants have spattered, is beyond
the power of the ordinary person. This re-
quires the services of specially trained and
equipped decontaminating squads, accord-
ing to the U.S, Office of Civil Defense and
the Chemieal Warfare Service, U.S. Army.

Emergency preparedness functions were as-
signed to HEW by presidential executive order
11001 on Feb, 16, 1962. This preparedness in-
cludes “development of medical means for
the prevention and care of casualties, (in-
cluding those from . . . biological and chemi-
cal warfare.)

“Emergency plans and programs, and
emergency organization structure required
thereby shall be developed as an integral
part of the continuing activities of the De-
partment (HEW) on the basis that it will
have the responsibility for carrying out such
emergency. . . .”

“But there is no emergency organization
structure that I know of for this aspect of
defense” Burke said. “It’s puzzling that HEW
doesn't have information channeled down to
the local level telling us who, what, when
and where, I've been in rescue work too long
to discount the possibility of such an acci-
dent. And, how would we know if that gas
were being shipped through here? What I
want to know is, what do we do if such an
accident occurs? Who do we turn to?”

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word and rise in op-
position to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that we
could talk about the amendment and its
effects because that is what we have to
consider now; not horror stories.

I have some serious misgivings about
the amendment. First, it would place a
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very serious administrative burden on
the Department of Defense and on the
services in coordinating and reporting
chemical and biological defense activities.
It would require more paperwork and
redtape than any amendment that has
been considered by the House of Repre-
sentatives in a long, long time.

This amendment would bring into the
picture in addition to the Department of
Defense, the Department of Health, Ed-
ucation, and Welfare, the Department of
Transportation, the Interstate Commerce
Commission, and a very large number
of the committees of Congress. It would
require voluminous, frequent, and regu-
lar reporting.

It is obvious that it would place a ma-
jor administrative burden on the Depart-
ment of Defense and the Services in co-
ordinating and reporting chemical and
biological defense activities. Possibly
these administrative reporting require-
ments can be met, but the total admin-
istrative impact is not yet assessed, nor
do we know the costs involved. We do
know the operational details to be im-
posed would be enormous in scope wnd
apparently totally unnecessary.

Mr. Chairman, I am quite concerned
about the prohibition of procurement of
delivery systems, specifically designed
for delivery of chemical lethal weapons.
We have had a trying experience in this
field in very recent years.

When we undertook the use of chem-
ical weapons—tear gas and defoliants—
in Vietnam—we found that all of our de-
livery systems were outdated and could
not be used on present-day aireraft. Our
forces were subjected to long delays,
which limited the effectiveness of the
weapons, while new delivery systems
were developed.

This prohibition could be a major
problem in future years. Probably it
would not be serious in fiscal year 1970,
but it certainly could be a problem in
future years.

I do not think it is clear just what this
would do to our future ability for pro-
curement,

Certainly an area of major impact is
the prohibition of procurement of de-
livery systems specifically designed to
disseminate chemical lethal agents. This
could be a major problem in future years.
Without procurement, our current chem-
ical deterrent capability will erode and
the stockpile will be neither adequate
to deter enemy use of chemical weapons
nor to retaliate if an enemy uses these
weapons against U.S. forces. Develop-
ment and future procurement are re-
quired if we are to modernize our deter-
rent capability and defense prepared-
ness by introducing the munitions which
are designed for improved protection and
safety in handling, transport and storage.

Please remember—and this has never
been disputed—the Russians have eight
to 10 times our capability in chemical
and biological weapons, and there is no
agitation to restrict their capability to
develop and procure these weapons. De-
velopment and future programing are
required if we are going to stay modern
and to retain a capability in this field.

The distinguished sponsor of the
amendment has said—and I know he
does so in good faith—that his amend-
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ment is addressed to defense only. But
the language of the amendment leaves a
serious question in my mind. I do not
think the amendment does clearly dis-
tinguish, and I am afraid that it does
preclude research, development, test and
evaluation in use of chemical or biologi-
cal agents or materials for medical diag-
nosis, evaluation, research, treatment of
disease, illness, injury, of any physical
or mental condition for the purpose of
public health and disease control.

Our defense activities in biological re~
search have cooperated for many years
with public and private medical research
programs and have contributed signifi-
cantly to National, State, and local pub-
lic health and medical research institu-
tions. I do not think we ought to risk
unduly restricting those valuable con-
tributions to health. But I am afraid we
would in this amendment. I think it is
very important that this point be clari-
fied, and I do not think it can be clarified
at this time. But I am afraid the adop-
tion of the amendment would limit con-
tinuation of medical research now done
in this area.

There has been intense adverse re-
action to the Defense transportation of
chemical material, but I beg the Com-
mittee to remember that this is similar,
in large respect, to thousands of com-
mercial shipments of chlorine, phosgene,
and similar materials that are used in
industry.

I raise this question: Do you propose
by this amendment to stop those com-
mercial chemicals from being trans-
ported? These may offer a more serious
threat than anything now being done in
the military program. But what is the
possible effect of the amendment on
transportation of commercial chemicals?
Should they not have the same safe-
guards as defense shipments?

Some of those who are opposed to the
use of chemical and biological defense
activities apparently are willing to limit
and even to prevent the present-day use
of chemical weapons in Vietnam. Before
the House goes overboard in the scramble
to prohibit the use of chemical and bio-
logical weapons, let me point to the fact
that every U.S. field commander has en-
thusiastically approved the use of tear
gas and defoliants in Vietnam. These are
the only chemicals used there, but their
use could definitely be limited or even
prohibited by- amendments of this type.
These weapons in Vietnam have saved
American lives and the lives of Viet-
namese nationals time and again. They
have made it possible to seize enemy
strongholds which could not be taken
through the use of other conventional
weapons. They have forced the surrender
of enemy troops without the danger to
allied forces which would have come from
attempts to overrun these strong points
or to overcome them by rifle and artillery
fire or bombardment. They have helped
to avoid needless killing and maiming of
civilians who were held as hostages by
Communist forces. These mercy aspects
are totally ignored by some who simply
want to do away with all chemical and
biological weapons. It is strange reason-
ing.

Mr. STRATTON, Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.
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Mr. VANIEK. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STRATTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio. :

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of these amendments to restriet
the large-scale production and distribu-
tion of lethal chemical or biological
items of warfare.

It is shocking that this Nation in re-
cent decades has deliberately and secretly
constructed an awesome arsenal of of-
fensive, as well as defensive, chemical
and biological agents. Recent accidents
in Utah and Okinawa, diplomatic inci-
dents in Japan and Germany, controver-
sles over transporting toxic materials
across land, and revelations about test-
ing in Maryland and Alabama have
deeply disturbed many Americans.

A complete investigation of our Gov-
ernment’s program of testing, deyelop-
ing, producing, and stockpiling of all
forms of chemical and biological items
should be undertaken as an urgent pri-
ority. Searching questions must be posed
about the role of these weapons in our
strategic military and foreign policles
and concerning our international legal
obligations. Public confidence and scru-
tiny must be restored. Congressional
responsibility must be reasserted.

Certain facts emerge out of the present
situation with regard to this complex
problem:

First. Public information has been ab-
sent while the Government, according to
the General Accounting Office, has spent
over $1.7 billion since 1963 on research,
development, and procurement of chemi-
cal biological warfare weapons.

Second. Large-scale back-door expend-
itures are reported to be involved, as well
as substantial maintenance costs.

Third. Procurement of these weapons
has increased dramatically with our in-
volvement in Vietnam.

Fourth. Recent events call into ques-
tion the safety regulations applicable to
all phases of chemical biological warfare,
from testing to stockpiling to disposal,
and suggest that the very existence of
these weapons constitutes an alarming
public health hazard.

Fifth. The consequences of employing
these unreliable weapons are potentially
disastrous to all sides in a conflict.

Sixth. The Government acknowledges
that there is no effective protection or
even detection for civilian populations.

Seventh. Strategic reliance on the de-
terrent capability of chemical and biolog-
ical warfare weapons is unsound and un-
ethical: nuclear weapons provide this
country with the best deterrent to any
kind of attack.

Although it is in the interest of the
United States to secure the necessary
means to protect this country from all
forms of aggression, we must rigidly con-
trol the accumulation of offensive lethal
chemical agents, disease-producing bio-
logical organisms or biological toxins.

The paramount interest of America,
and of all eivilized nations, is to achieve
the eradication of existing arsenals of
chemical and germ-warfare capabilities.

The United States is founded on prin-
ciples which affirm the dignity, freedom
and decency of man. This country has
declared, though it never ratified the
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Geneva protocol of 1925, that it would
never be the first to use these instru-
ments of doom. America must put its
emphasis on the preservation of life and
life-preserving environment.

The President has ordered a National
Security Council study of our whole pro-
gram. Its results will be welcomed as a
major contribution to the review I rec-
ommend. I am a cosponsor of a resolu-
tion in this chamber urging the Presi-
dent to resubmit the Geneva protocol to
the Senate for ratification. The Secretary
General of the United Nations has re-
cently released a comprehensive report
on all aspects of chemical biological war-
fare, compiled with worldwide assist-
ance, which calls for dramatic steps to
curb these systems. Currently, the 18-
Nation Geneva Disarmament Conference
is considering a draft convention with a
prohibition of all development, testing,
and production of biological agents.

The amendments adopted by the Sen-
ate mandate periodic reports setting
forth the purposes and the amounts
spent during every 6-month period for
research, development, tests, evaluation
and procurement of lethal and nonlethsl
chemical and biological agents. The Sen-
ate amendments restricting deployment
and storage are a step in the right
direction.

The House of Representatives has a
chance to act rationally and decisively
today on the issue of chemical and bio-
logical warfare.

The preservation of life and the life-
sustaining environment- should be the
paramount goals of American policy, for-

eign, domestic and military. Democracy
and the preservation of life are synony-
mous. We should invoke every reason-
able restraint we can devise on offensive

biological and chemical ‘varfare. Our
good judgment in such policy might be-
come a contagious thing.

Mr, STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, this
is a subject, the subject of chemical war-
fare, on which I think we have seen
already too much demagoguery in this
past year, and I think that before we
begin to incorporate an amendment on
this subject, we get away from some of
this demagoguery and headline-hunt-
ing we have been seeing and talk a little
hard sense about the defense of our
country.

I do not imagine that anybody likes
chemical warfare or biological warfare.
But I do not think anybody likes the
other kind of warfare either. And I do
not think it is worse to be killed by a
chemical agent than it is to be killed by
a bit of shrapnel or by a bomb.

The fact of the matter is we do have
a chemical and bacteriological warfare
capability for exactly the same reason
that we have long-range missiles. We
have them because we hope that capacity
will deter the enemy from using his
capability, and that we will never have
to use them. We have so far succeeded
very largely in that regard both with
respect to our long-range missiles and
with respect to our chemical and biologi-
cal warfare., Obviously we cannot have
a deterrent effect unless these weapons
are available where they are likely to
be needed and in the theaters of warfare
where they may be needed to deter possi-
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ble enemy action. I think most of us are
aware of the fact—and some of these
incidents may be classified—that the
Germans had this capability in World
War II and on two specific occasions
would have used it except that they
understood that we also had a capability
in that field and that we were ready and
well equipped to retaliate.

Before we are too overwhelmed by
what has happened at the other end of
the Capitol with respect to the action
of the Senate, let me just point out that,
first of all, there were no hearings on
the subject of CBW in the Senate or in
the committee.

Second, this amendment, according to
my understanding, was really the result
of a shotgun marriage.

There was a great deal of uncertainty
in the other body, you will recall, when
the defense authorization bill was up, as
to whether they were going to be able to
pass that bill, whether the ABM was go-
ing to remain in it, and whether some of
these other items that were under attack
there were going to be eliminated.

In order to win the votes of some of
the wavering Senators, according to my
information, it was agreed in the cloak-
rooms to accept this particular CBW
amendment. There was no deliberation
on the part of the Department of De-
fense, and our distinguished former col-
league who is now the Secretary of De-
fense, as I understand, tried to get the
best of a very bad bargain. But that
should be no excuse for us today to ac-
cept this amendment adopted in haste
in the other body.

Let me point out just what is in this
amendment. I think the gentleman from
Florida has already indicated that if we
pass this amendment, we are not just
putting in a few restrictions on the test-
ing of stuff in Utah, to prevent the kill-
ing of a few sheep, as the gentleman
from New York (Mr. McCarTHY) has
suggested. We are not just trying to pre-
vent the dispatch of a few dangerous
chemicals to Lockport, N.Y.

First of all, section B says that none of
these funds shall be used for the procure-
ment of delivery systems. In other words,
if this passes, we are not going to stay in
this CBW business at all. If you cannot
deliver it, you have no capability. This is
a unilateral disarmament amendment in
the field of chemical and biological war-
fare. If that is what the Members want,
then vote for it.

The second section has another
strange provision, that none of the funds
shall be used for future deployment to
any foreign country unless somebody
advises the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, the Interior and Insular Affairs
Committee, the Foreign Relations Com-~
mittee, the Appropriations Committee,
and the Interior, and Insular Af-
fairs Committee of the Senate.

Maybe this information will be classi-
fied when it is sent, but I do not believe
if we are going to transport some of our
critical weapons we ought to advertise it
to all these committees and to their
staffs and then to the world. We do not
do it with other weapons. Why should we
write this into the law, that we must ad-
vise the world any time we want to move
these weapons?
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The CHATRMAN., The time of the gen-
tleman from New York has expired.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment, and I
will yield to the gentleman from New
York, but before I do I will say I am a
realist. I see the purpose of this amend-
ment. I am positive the other body did
not go into it. If the gentleman will give
us the opportunity, we will positively try
to work out something in this field. The
way we can do it is when we will be in
conference with the Senate. This is all
we can do. This reporting could be a
very dangerous thing.

It took us forever to find out what
came from the Senate.

Members can vote in this amendment
if they want to, but I think it is very
dangerous. If the Members will give
us the opportunity, we will try very
hard to work out something in the con-
ference, because we will have people
in the conference who will be knowl-
edgeable.

I cannot help the mistakes the US.
Army made. They woke up in the morn-
ing and found out what sort of foolish
mistake had happened in the day. I do
not want sugar beets killed. I do not want
sheep killed, but I cannot help those
things. We cannot judge total needs on
the basis of one or two incidents.

Mr. Chairman, I ask Members to de-
feat the amendment and give us a chance
to work on it in conference.

Mr. Chairman, I yield now to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. STRATTON).

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the chairman for yielding.

I want to point out that we do not have
copies of this amendment available, but
it is a modification of the Senate lan-
guage. The next section provides that
when it comes to transportation within
the United States, these notifications
have to go to the Secretary of Trans-
portation, the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, and the Interstate
Commerce Commission. We might as well
publish these things in the Washington
Post and the New York Times. If we an-
nounce that these items are going to
pass the Lockport Bridge at 12 o’clock,
for example, that amounts to notification
to any possible saboteur to be there at
that time to blow it up.

Not only that, but let me point out
still another item, that when we send
these weapons abroad, under this amend-
ment the Secretary of State would be
required to inform not only the Foreign
Affairs Committee of the House of Rep-
resentatives, but also the appropriate
international organizations. So we are
going to have fo tell the U.N. where all
of our chemical agents are stored and
where they are transported. I think this
is ridiculous in this kind of legislation.

As the chairman said, let us reject this
amendment. Let us take it over to the
conference committee instead. If there
is anything in it to prevent the kinds of
tragedies which have happened in the
past, let us act to eliminate those. But let
us not conduct unilateral disarmament
here today on the floor of this House.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.
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Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GUBSER. I am happy fo yield to
the gentleman from South Carolina.

Mr. RIVERS. We do not even have a
copy of this amendment; all I have is a
yellow sheet.

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

Mr. GUBSER. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. NEDZI. This is the same amend-
ment which was offered in the commit-
tee. This is the same amendment which
I discussed with one of the staff people
who is employed by the chairman. This
is precisely the language that we con-
cluded to be acceptable to the Depart-
ment of Defense.

I think it is unfair and I think it is
disgraceful we do not have an objective
exchange of views on the subject.

The gentleman from New York talks
about demagoguery, and gets in the well
and refuses to yield so that we can point
out the fallacies and misconceptions he
has created with respect to this amend-
ment.

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

Mr. GUBSER. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from South Carolina.

Mr. RIVERS. This amendment was
taken up in the committee. Why were we
not given a copy of it here? The amend-
ment was taken up in the committee and
was badly defeated. It was defeated by a
record vote, if my memory serves me cor-
rectly.

Mr. GUBSER. Mr, Chairman, I believe
it is important to point out that neither
the philosophy nor the morality of
chemical and biological weapons is at
issue in the consideration of this amend-
ment, because this is only a limitation on
the shipment and the control of these
weapons. The weapons will continue to
exist. So I do not believe anyone who
rises in opposition to this amendment is
inhumane, and he should not be charged
as being inhumane.

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

Mr. GUBSER. I cannot yield further.
I have given up most of my time already.
Iam sorry.

I was inclined to be for the gentle-
man's amendment. I believe it is well
intentioned. I commend him for the
spirit in which he has offered it. But I
do believe he has raised some questions
which are administratively impossible to
handle.

I am concerned about the restrictions
in part (d) regarding transportation. He
is going to bring in the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, to bring in the Foreign
Affairs Committee, to bring in the Sec-
retary of HEW, and to bring in the Sec-
retary of Transportation, and the
Secretary of Defense, on a decision re-
garding the shipment of biological weap-
ons. One might as well have a Chautau-
qua-type convention, to make that kind
of decision, It is administratively
impossible.

May I point out that in the year 1967
private industry, not the Defense Depart-
ment, shipped three million tons of am-
monia, a poisonous gas; shipped four
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million tons of chlorine, a poisonous gas
used in warfare; shipped 6,200 tons of
phosgene, a poisonous gas used in war-
fare; and shipped 13,000 tons of hydro-
gen cyanide, also used in warfare.

At that time the ratio of civilian ship-
ments of toxic gases and lethal chemi-
cals to Army shipments was 1,000 to 1.
Private industry shipped 1,000 times
more than the military.

Of course, that is a moot question to-
day because the Army has now agreed,
through regulation, to submit to controls
of the Department of Transportation and
the Secretary of HEW. Containerization
requirements must be met, and all types
of shipping requirements of the Depart-
ment of Transportation and the Inter-
state Commerce Commission imposed on
private industry must also be met by
the services.

So, Mr. Chairman, I point out that
though this is a well-intentioned amend-
ment we should go to conference and
try to work out a reasonable restriction
which is administratively sensible. I am
afraid this amendment, well-intentioned
though it may be, will create an adminis-
trative jungle that will cause more trou-
ble than it will do good.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I would simply like to
say that I find it very difficult to believe
that the DOD would endorse a proposal
that they felt was administratively im-
possible. I find it equally difficult to be-
lieve that the Members of the other body,
no matter what we think of them, simply
passed this amendment unanimously as a
part of some machinations to get votes on
some other subject.

I am now happy to yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. Nepzr) and
congratulate him for offering this
amendment.

Mr. NEDZI. I thank the gentleman
from New York for yielding to me.

I will try, in the brief time I have here,
to set the record straight with respect
to some of the allegations that have been
made with respect to this amendment.

The chairman or the opponents of this
amendment suggested that sufficient de-
liberation did not take place with respect
to this amendment. Let me point out that
on August 9 of this year Secretary Laird
issued a press release in which he stated
the following:

Members of my staff, principally Dr. John
S. Foster, the Director of Research and Engi-
neering, have been working with Senator
THOMAS McINTYRE, of New Hampshire, and
other members of the Senate Armed Services
Committee on a revised amendment to the
pending Defense authorization bill. I am in
agreement with the goals of the new amend-
ment which the Senate is scheduled to con-
sider on Monday, August 11. I believe this
revised amendment will allow us to maintain
our chemical warfare deterrent and our bio-
logical research program, both of which are
essential to national security.

Since that time the Department of De-
fense has had this matter under review
up until last week when they suggested
minor changes in language which I de-
scribed to the committee in making my
initial presentation.

Now, let me make clear that there is
nothing in this amendment which for-
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bids the production or the research or
the test and evaluation of chemical war-
fare weapons. It is strictly a reporting
amendment that would require the DOD
to make reports to the interested agen-
cies in his regard.

I echo the sentiments of the gentle-
man from New York when he said that
he doubts the DOD would approve any
amendment which was impossible to ad-
minister, They have had this amend-
ment under consideration for over 2
months, and it still meets with their
approval. Consequently I am at a total
loss to understand why the members of
the House Committee on Armed Services
by and large refuse to support this
amendment.

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

Mr. PIKE. I am happy to yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. McCARTHY. I think it is relevant
to point out here that the text of the
Presidential Order No. 11001, on Febru-
ary 1962, requires the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare to de-
velop plans for contingencies where bio-
logical and chemical warfare agents
created a disaster in a community. The
director of civil defense in Webster,
Mass., was asked what he would do if
one had occurred in his community. He
said, We would not do “a darn thing,”
because we do not know what to do.
HEW has not advised us. What the
amendment would require is that the
Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare would be advised so that his De-
partment could prepare disaster plans
and assist communities like Webster.

The gentleman from New York makes
a big point about sobatage. But you could
have a half blind Russian spy and he
could still spot a sign like this which
says in bold, red letters: “Poison Gas"”
and which are now posted on rail ears
carrying chemical agents. But the Gov-
ernor of Iowa did not know it was com-
ing through his State or the Governor
of New Jersey. I quoted what the civil
defense director, Mr. Burke, of Webster,
Mass., sald. Mr. Burke says it would be
“incredible.” To paraphrase him: “If
that happened, we would not do a darn
thing, because we would not know what
to do.”

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

Mr. PIKE. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to congratulate the gentle-
man from Michigan on his excellent
amendment, and particularly my col-
league from New York, for the very won-
derful job he has done in developing
information for this Congress with re-
gard to the dangers in the shipment and
storage of these chemical agents.

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

Mr. PIKE, I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Chairman, I want to
assoclate myself with the amendment of -
ferred by the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. Nepzr) and I also particularly want
to thank our colleague from New York
(Mr. McCarTHY) for having alerted the
country to this problem.
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I think we are all in his debt.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to give my
reasons for my supporting the amend-
ment on chemical and biological warfare
introduced by Mr. Nepzi. This amend-
ment is designed to provide protection
of the public from the dangers asso-
ciated with the transportation and test-
ing of CBW material. It is also designed
to provide Members of Congress with the
basic information on all CBW activities.

The information that has been re-
vealed in hearings held by both the Sen-
ate and House of Representatives this
year shows that inadequate considera-
tion has been given to the protection of
our citizens. It also shows that there is
a lack of information on CBW at this
policy level in both the executive branch
and in Congress. This has been perhaps
as much the fault of Congress as it has
of the executive branch, because Con-
gress has not required that knowledge of
the basic CBW operations be made avail-
able to its Members. This amendment
will correct those faults.

The protest of a number of Governors,
including Governor Ray of Iowa and
Governor Hughes of New Jersey, shows
that local authorities have not been given
sufficient warning when extremely haz-
ardous CBW materials are moved
through the States. I believe that it is
a basic responsibility of the Federal
Government to make information on
transportation of CBW materials avail-
able to the Governors of the appropriate
States. We already do this for a number
of local authorities in the case of nuclear
materials; certainly we should do the
same for CBW materials.

However, although I support this
amendment it does not deal with many
of the broader public policy questions of
concern to Congress and the public. The
question of whether the United States
should ratify the Geneva Protocol of
1925, banning of first use of chemical
and biological materials is not covered
in this amendment. The highly impor-
tant question of whether we should use
anticrop and antifoliage weapons in war
is also not covered. These are the policy
questions that are currently being de-
bated by the executive branch and must
be debated by Congress.

In introducing House Joint Resolution
691 calling for an international study of
the effect of defoliants, I pointed out
that we do not know what we are doing
to the environment of Vietnam when we
engage in widespread application of her-
bicides and defoliants. We may be per-
manently altering the ecology of that
nation. One of the questions then, that
must be asked in any basic review of
CBW policy is whether all nations should
join together in a ban on defoliants. Al-
though further information is needed
before a final conclusion ean be reached
on this question, it is clear that there
can be no delay in obtaining that infor-
mation and there can be no delay in con-
sidering that question.

I urge that my colleagues vote in favor
of Mr. Nepzr's amendment relating to
chemical and biological warfare. This is
a limited but useful first step toward
better protection of the public and points
toward a more rational CBW policy.
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Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PIKE. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of the amendment of-
fered by my distinguished colleague from
Michigan to require certain safeguards
in the Pentagon chLemical and biological
warfare program and a policy of open
and honest reporting of this program.

In the last 6 months we all have wit-
nessed the lengths to which the Defense
Department has gone to conceal these
activities, showing what I must consider
a too casual disregard for both the risks
to our population and our environment.

Because of the serious interest of
Members of this body, it was learned in
late spring that the Army planned to
ship lethal gases from Rocky Mountain
Arsenal in Denver across country and
similar gases from the Edgewood Ar-
senal north of Baltimore through Phil-
adelphia. The eventual destination of
these gases was a depot on the northern
New Jersey coast from which the gases
were to be taken to sea and dumped.
The Army argued that this was the most
economical means of disposal. Members
of Congress, myself included, questioned
the feasibility of this plan, contending
that rail shipments were unsafe and
represented a needless hazard to millions
of Americans, including the 6 million
residents of the Philadelphia metropoli-
tan area. We also contended that dump-
ing the gas in the ocean raised the spec-
ter of potentially catastrophic pollution
of the ocean environment. The National
Academy of Sciences was asked to study
the problem and its report agreed essen-
tially with the objections raised in Con-
gress. It recommended that the gases be
disposed on site.

Early in the summer, congressional
vigilance disclosed that the Army was
testing lethal gases in the open air at
Edgewood, Md., a location squarely in
the middle of the crowded eastern met-
ropolitan corridor. Despite the Army's
announcement that the testing was done
close to ground level, unlike the high
altitude tests conducted at Dugway some
years ago in the West, it nevertheless,
under congressional pressure, agreed to
suspend the open air testing. More re-
cently, it was disclosed that a collision
had occurred in Buffalo, N.Y., involving
a train carrying phosgene gas sold by
the Army to a private firm. We all have
seen the reports of the gas train accident
in Mississippi, which routed Senator
EastianND from his home.

The events of the last 6 months have
made cne thing perfectly clear: the De-
fense Department and the Army, if they
could, would prefer to conduct the test-
ing and transportation of poisonous gas
secretly and without public oversight.
While I dispute the military’s contention
that a poisonous gas program is neces-
sary in the nuclear age because potential
enemies will develop the same capacity,
that is not the guestion here today.

The question this amendment raises,
gentlemen, is simply: What are the
rights of the American people living in
an open society when confronted by haz-
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ards to their life and environment over
which they seemingly have no control?

Should the public know that chemieal
and biological warfare agents are being
stored near their homes?

I think American people have the right
to know this.

Should the public know when hazard-
ous and lethal gases are being shipped
by train through their communities?

Considering that the Transportation
Safety Board reported more than 5,000
derailments in the United States in 1968,
I think the people should have this in-
formation.

Should the public know that germ and
gas weapons are being tested in the open
atmosphere?

In a time when we are increasingly
aware of the poison spilling into the air
we breathe everyday, I think the public
has the right to know this.

And finally, is it unreasonable to ask
that the Defense Department report
twice yearly what chemical and biologi-
cal warfare programs are underway and
what these programs are costing?

I think the public has the right to
know how its money is being spent and
on what programs and, since the Defense
Department has demonstrated a sedulous
reluctance to openly report its activities
in this area, I believe that Congress has
the responsibility to require the open and
full disclosure of this activity. Therefore,
I applaud the wisdom of my colleague
from Michigan in offering this amend-
ment and I urge all Members of this body
to support it.

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

Mr. PIKE. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this amendment offered by
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
Nepz1) and I want to add my words of
commendation to our colleague, the
gentleman from New York (Mr, McCAR-
THY), for the public attention he has
drawn to this very vital issue.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is an
amendment which would do no harm to
our national security, and I suggest that
the charge of demagoguery is quite out of
place in this debate.

This amendment with minor changes
recommended by the Department of De-
fense is similar to the amendment which
passed the Senate unanimously. It would
create guidelines and controls over the
procurement, storage, transportation,
disposal, maintenance, and testing of
chemical and biological warfare agents.

Not until March of 1968 did the CBW
program come to the surface. At that
time, accidental release of nerve gas at
a Utah proving grounds occurred, killing
6,000 sheep.

Since the Utah incident, other acci-
dents and injuries caused by the chem-
ical and biological warfare program have
come to light. In addition, public concern
has been increasing steadily about the
transportation of lethal gas across the
country, and the possibility that the re-
lease of these substances could cause
public contamination.

The CBW program has been going on
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with little notice for many years. It has
used $300 to $350 million a year scattered
throughout the Defense budget.

The nature and the extent of the CBEW
program has been deliberately hidden
from most Members of Congress. Several
years ago I called for a full investigation
of this program which the Department
of Defense has been allowed to carry on
for too long without proper scrutiny and
supervision.

The amendment calls for a full and
complete semiannual report by the Sec-
retary of Defense to the Congress setting
forth in detail the total CBW research,
development, test evaluation, and pro-
curement program.

This would provide Congress with the
kind of detailed information Congress
and the public need in order to under-
stand the programs and to determine fu-
ture direction.

It provides for a full range of reports
to the interested congressional commit-
tees, and will also insure consultation
with foreign nations before CBW agents
are deployed on their soil.

It requires advance notice to the Con-
gress and executive agencies of rail ship-
ments of lethal CBW agents.

Chemical and biological warfare is
alien to our concepts of the conduct of
war, and the amendment makes clear
that CBW agents should not be used as
offensive weapons and prohibits expend-
iture of funds for any device designed
to deliver these agents.

Finally, the amendment would elim-
inate open air testing except in those
instances when the Secretary of Defense,
under the direction of the President of
the United States, declares that our na-
tional security requires such testing, and
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare would give his advice as to the
hazards presented.

Furthermore, the appropriate commit-
tees of the Congress would be informed
of all proposed open air tests at least 30
days in advance.

Mr. Chairman, to dismiss as dema-
goguery serious questions relating to the
CBW program and the potential effects
of testing, storing, and transporting
CBW agents upon our environment and
our population does a disservice to the
principle of open debate and is an at-
tempt to foreclose further public discus-
sion of a matter of major public impor-
tance which can no longer be ignored.

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

Mr. PIKE. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr, ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I am
in support of this amendment.

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

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time with
the idea of seeking, or trying to seek some
information. I tried to take notes during
the discussion of the amendment. It has
been agreed that copies of the amend-
ment were not distributed. I did not
even receive the buff-colored sheet dis-
tributed by the DSG. I can find no
answers to some questions I would like
to have answered. So I am taking this
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time to try to find out some answers from
the gentleman from Michigan.

One of my questions is about reporting.
I am wondering to whom is the reporting
to be made? Then I thought I heard the
gentleman say his amendment required
suspension of further evaluation of
CB weapons? I could not tell whether
his amendment covered both testing and
evaluation. I thought I heard the gentle-
man say that testing outside of the
United States is barred, if the Secretary
of State believes such is contrary to
international law. I certainly would be
for such a provision.

Then I listened and I thought I heard
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
STRATTON) say he believed the amend-
ment might require the revelation of
some of our classified information. If
this is true of course there is reason to be
disturbed about the amendment, if it is
proposed we reveal classified material.

S0, Mr. Chairman, I want to ask the
sponsor of the amendment to respond to
some inquiries. First, can he tell us to
whom these reports are to be made? Then
how often? Then whether the reports
will include classified information?

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

Mr. RANDALL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

The first section of my amendment pro-
vides the following: The Secretary of Defense
shall transmit semiannual reports to the
Congress on or before January 31st, and on
or before July 81st of each year, setting forth
the purposes of and the amount spent during
the preceding six-month period for research
and development, test, evaluation and pro-
curement of lethal and non-lethal chemical
and biological agents. The Secretary shall in-
clude in such reports an explanation of such
expenditures, Including the necessity there-
for.

This is language that the Defense De-
partment did not see fit to amend in any
wise, and it is the identical provision that
passed the Senate 91 to nothing.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman read the section after
that?

Mr. RANDALIL. Mr. Chairman, I have
control of the time.

Mr. NEDZI. If the gentleman will yield
further, I might add that there is nothing
in this amendment which provides for the
suspension of any kind of tests of re-
search and development. The problem
is—and if I may here try to answer the
gentleman from New York con his ques-
tion—in section (b) it says that none of
the funds appropriated may be used for
the procurement of delivery systems spe-
cifically designed to disseminate lethal
chemical agents or any biological agents.

Now, when we talk about delivery sys-
tems specifically designed, we are nar-
rowing this amendment down to almost
nothing, in my judgment, because ob-
viously an airplane is not specifically de-
signed to disseminate lethal agents, nor
is an artillery shell, nor is a mortar, nor
many others delivery systems.

Mr. RANDALL. I would like to ask the
gentleman a guestion.

I am grateful to find out the Secretary
of Defense must make semiannual re-
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ports. Now I am still wondering to whom
are these reports to be directed and
delivered.

Mr. NEDZI. The reports are directed
to the Congress, as are other depart-
mental reports.

Mr. RANDALL. To the Speaker and to
the President of the Senate?

Mr. NEDZI. That is correct.

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

Mr. RANDALL. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. STRATTON. Does the gentleman
from Michigan, since he has not had the
courtesy to supply us with copies of his
amendment, maintain that section 3(e)
of the Senate bill, which is almost iden-
tical with the gentleman’'s amendment,
is not in his amendment, which section
3(e) says:

(e) None of the funds authorized by this
or any other Act shall be used for the testing,
development, transportation, storage, or dis-
posal of any chemical or biological weapon
outside of the continental limits of the
United States unless the Secretary of State
determines that such testing, development,
transportation, storage, or disposal will not
violate international law and reports such
determination to the Committee on Forelgn
Relations of the Senate and the Committee
on F‘orelgn Affairs of the House of Repre-
sentatives, and to the appropriate inter-
national organizations, or organs thereof,
whenever required by treaty or other inter-
national agreement.

Mr. RANDALL. I am grateful to both
gentlemen for their answers. I am sure
the answers have been beneficial to all
Members.

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by Mr. Nepzi, It dif-
fers from the Senate amendment and it
therefore must be considered in confer-
ence. It would certainly be better that
when going to that conference this
House go as being in favor of some meas-
ure of control and logic in the testing,
storing, and shipping of these chemical
and biological warfare agents.

There has been talk that measures
which could save lives might involve
paperwork. When you consider the tox-
icity of some of these agents and what
is involved, I do not believe we want to
oppose some lifesaving paperwork. I
want you to bear in mind that we are
not just discussing agents like ammonia
gas which are relatively mild, but agents
like the nerve gas GB. One ounce of
GB nerve gas has the potential, gentle-
men, when inhaled, to kill 14,000 people.

The VX nerve gas which was tested
at Dugway, Utah, and which was respon-
sible for the 6,000 sheep killed on ranges
outside of Dugway grounds, is also fan-
tastically toxic and far more persistent
than GB.

Biological and chemical warfare
agents are not only being tested in the
so-called open spaces where sheep seem
to be the only victims. We have Fort
Detrick in Frederick, Md., and Aberdeen
Proving Grounds in Harford County,
Md., where chemical and biological
agents are being tested—some in open
air tests.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?
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Mr. GUDE. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. McCARTHY. I thank the gentle-
man. I think what the gentleman is say-
ing is quite relevant.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
Sikes) said that the Soviets have the
capability of carrying on chemical and
biological warfare. I believe he said it
was seven to eight times that of the
United States. I believe that is false and
I would quote from the hearings the
statement of General Stone, head of
CBR and nuclear operations with the
Army:

There is no clear evidence that any foreign
country is presently testing biological weap-
ons, in the sense that an operational dellvery
means is being used to disseminate either
live microorganisms or stimulants.

I was intrigued by a report in the New
York Times recently that the United
States has no hard evidence of any
Soviet capability in offensive biological
warfare. I must say nothing I have en-
countered would dispute that statement.

I do not believe the United States has
any hard evidence of any Soviet biologi-
cal offensive capability. They have plenty
of defensive capability, but there is no
hard evidence of any Soviet capability—
much less capability seven or eight times
that of the United States.

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

Mr. GUDE. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. RIVERS. We have positive intel-
ligence that they are carrying on a very
intensive R. & D. program., We have
estimates that their stockpiles are not
seven times ours but approximately 10
or 12 times what we have.

Mr. GUDE. We have a tremendous
potential in the United States, too—
enough to kill the population of the
entire earth and then some.

I would like to give you an idea of why
we should have HEW, Interior, and other
agencies involved. In regard to the sheep
kill in Utah, at first the Army denied
that there had been any testing of the
agent which was suspect in the sheep
kill. Then when they finally did agree
that they had released the VX nervegas,
a Utah veterinarian was assured by an
Army doctor that VX nervegas would be
rendered harmless in 4 days of open-air
exposure. The subsequent investigation
which had to be carried on by the De-
partment of Agriculture showed that VX
retained its lethal toxicity in the open
air for 3 weeks, and the harmful effects
continued for 3 months.

And this is one of the reasons that I
rise in support of this amendment which
would provide guidelines and regulations
for military work with chemical and bio-
logical warfare agents.

As in the case of this amendment and
others offered, dealing with the C-5A,
ABM, advanced manned strateglc air-
eraft, the short-range attack missile, the
Cobra, and the continental air defense,
it is a serious mistake to categorize them
as pacificistic or designed to destroy ade-
quate national security for our citizens.

These amendments and the debate of
the last 3 days strike to the very heart of
the question as to whether the taxpayer
is getting his tax dollars worth in military
preparedness. There is also the important
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question whether the programs which
are established by the appropriation bill
correspond to the foreign policy of the
Executive. For example, the Manila pol-
icy recently set forth by the President,
to me, calls for a careful scrutiny of our
Military Establishment in the Orient and
whether it corresponds to our foreign
policy posture.

In the above context the program for
chemical and biological warfare needs to
be scrutinized by the Congress and by
the Executive.

This spring the Conservation and Nat-
ural Resources Subcommittee of the Gov-
ernment Operations Committeee, of
which I am a member, conducted exten-
sive hearings on the environmental dan-
gers of open-air testing of lethal chem-
icals.

As you well know open air tests of VX
nerve gas at Dugway, Utah, caused death
and injury to more than 6,000 sheep and
contaminated thousands of acres of
rangeland outside the proving grounds
for months.

Testimony offered at our hearings gave
me the strict impression that lack of
knowledge of the agents utilized and
the conditions of open air testing can
lead to catastrophies involving the lives
of American citizens as well as prolonged
or even permanent contamination of
segments of our environment.

As I stated these agents have a fan-
tastic toxicity and the Army evidently
is not cognizant of some of the crucial
qualities of some of the material being
tested in the open air.

Testimony, in part by Surgeon Gen-
eral Stewart, has brought me to the con-
clusion that open-air testing is not only
fraught with dangers but can be a real
waste of the taxpayers’ money. To the
extent that we should continue our mili-
tary work with chemical and biological
agents, closed laboratory testing would
not only yield reliable data from which
scientists could draw sound conclusions,
but would eliminate deadly dangers to
American citizens and to polluting seg-
ments of our environment.

Testimony also demonstrated that
harmless stimulants could well be used in
place of lethal materials for open-air
testing purposes.

Further testimony at our hearings
demonstrated that Army scientists did
not adequately consider the many at-
mospheric variables at Dugway. It raised
the question whether the open-air test-
ing conducted was really befitting of the
term “scientific research.”

In the above context our amendment
to establish guidelines for control of
chemical and biological warfare are
modest.

They would in no way jeopardize our
national security but would guarantee
our citizens some measure of safety and
economy in just one area of our military
operations.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last word.

I rise in support of Mr. Nepz1's amend-
ment, which I believe to be reasonable,
moderate, and responsible.

No longer can we tolerate the lack of
attention which has been the case with
our Nation's chemieal and biological war-
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fare program. We must tighten proce-
dures in this extremely sensitive and
hazardous area and, in doing so, not en-
danger our national security.

We are fortunate that no major dis-
aster has occurred, although there have
been incidents and causes for alarm
with our CBW program. Therefore, it is
time that the Congress spell out, tighten
up, and enact real safeguards. We owe
this to ourselves as a nation, and I see
no reason why this cannot be done, with
both the Nation’s health and the Nation’'s
security fully in mind.

We also need this in the interest of
our posture with other nations of the
world.

I wish to compliment the gentleman
from Michigan for bringing this amend-
ment before us at this time.

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

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. BINGHAM. I would like to as-
sociate myself with the remarks of the
gentleman in the well and to commend
the proponent of the amendment par-
ticularly, my colleague from New York
(Mr. McCarTHY) for his great work in
alerting the Nation to the dangers in-
volved.

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

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I yield
to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. NEDZI. I thank the gentleman
for yielding very much, because I want to
clarify the record and apologize to the
House and to the gentleman from New
York if I have misled him. We had an
exchange earlier in the debate with re-
spect to sending notice to appropriate
international organizations. That re-
quirement is still in the amendment.
However, the qualifying language is as
follows: “whenever required by treaty or
other international agreements.”

1, as a lawyer, believe that to mean
that all the amendment asks is that the
Secretary of State abide by international
law.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yleld?

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I yleld
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. STRATTON. I appreciate the
gentleman from Michigan acknowledg-
ing that he gave the House inaccurate
information. This is one of the prob-
lems of this amendment. It is a very
sweeping amendment. The gentleman
himself apparently is not entirely famil-
iar with all that is included in it, and
since it does contain a reporting require-
ment to the U.N. or other international
organizations, it will take a Philadelphia
lawyer to decide whether it should not
go, and I do not think this is the place
where classified information should be
disseminated.

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

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I yleld
to the gentleman from New York,

Mr. McCARTHY. I think it is im-
portant in answering my distinguished
friend from New York to point out that
so far as notification is concerned, the
Atomic Energy Commission and its con-
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tractors are required to notify a num-
ber of local authorities before they move
nuclear weapons or nuclear materials
through bridges, tunnels, and what have
you. Right where we are sitting, in the
District of Columbia, there are restric-
tions. They cannot move nuclear ma-
terials during peak hours. They have to
have escorts. The State of Maryland
has a similar restriction. The Port of
New York has, also. You cannot move
any nuclear materials through tunnels,
They must be notified.

The Massachusetts Turnpike Author-
ity: Mr. Burger of the AEC told my of-
fice that notification and escorts actu-
ally provided more protection against
sabotage than if they were not notified.

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this
amendment. Our recent experience in the
State of Hawaii on this issue prompts me
to express my deep and firm conviction
that this Congress must set policy guide-
lines to assure Members of Congress and
the American people full and complete
information on all testing of chemical
and biological warfare agents in this
country.

In 1966, the Army entered into a 5-year
lease with the State of Hawaii for 1,145
acres of land on the big island of Hawaii.
The lease provided that the purpose was
for “meteorological” and related tests.

Early in 1969, I received information
that the deadly nerve gas GB had been
tested on the big island. Inquiries began,
with no success. In July 1969, Seymour M.
Hersh in an article in the Washington
Post stated that these tests did take
place in Hawaii. Inquiries again were
made with a flat denial from the Army.

On July 19, I wrote to the Secretary
of the Army asking for a complete list of
all test sites used in the last 20 years for
testing of all CBW substances, offensive
and defensive.

On August 4, T sent a series of ques-
tions to Secretary Laird for reply. One
of these questions was “Has the Army
ever tested either chemical or biological
warfare weapons or agents in Hawaii?”

The reply dated August 11 to this ques-
tion was “No. The Army has not tested
either chemical or biological munitions
in Hawaii. The Army has conducted
limited chemical tests under strict safety
precautions to obtain defensive informa-
tlo .!i

On September 11, I received another
letter from the Army responding to my
earlier inquiry of July 19. The letter
said:

The Secretary of the Army has asked me
to reply to your Inquiry concerning the nerve
gas testing in Hawail. To the best of our
knowledge, the Army has not denied that
nerve agent tests have been conducted in
the past in Hawail. For reasons of national
security, the Army cannot release lists of all
test sites used in the past. Limited small-
scale testing of chemical nerve agent and
incapacitating agent has been conducted in
Hawali. This was done with the concurrence
and knowledge of State officials.

Four chemical tests were conducted on
the Island of Hawali at an Army jungle en-
vironment test site in the Walakea forest
reserve. Three of the tests Involved the non-
perslsbent. nerve agent GB and were con-
ducted during April-June 1966, March-April
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1967, and April-May 1967. One test involved
the non-persistent chemical incapacitating
agent BZ and was conducted during May-
June 1966. All of the testing was open-air
and was conducted In a 1.5 square mile area.

There has been no testing of biological re-
search agents in the State of Hawall in the
past nor are there any plans to do so.

I wrote to the Secretary of the Army
again on September 16 requesting in-
formation on who in the State was in-
formed and concurred. I challenge his
statement that there had been no denials.

On September 20, the Secretary re-
plied: First, yes; the Army had lied and
that the denials of these tests when they
in fact did take place was regretted;
second, that the statement that the Army
is not conducting tests of munitions is
also unfortunately inaccurate; third,
that chemical munitions were in fact ex-
ploded; fourth, that due to an admin-
istrative error Members of Congress had
been supplied misleading information;
fifth, that it was a lie that the State knew
about the tests and concurred—the Gov-
ernor of Hawail was not informed of
the mission of this test facility; and
sixth, it was not true that biological re-
search had not been done in the past be-
cause in fact biological and chemical
simulants in addition had also been
tested on Oahu as well as on the big
island of Hawaii.

The credibility of the Army has been
irrevocably damaged as a result of this
incredible series of letters. Passage of
the pending amendment will prevent a
repeat of this kind of deception which
could just as easily have occurred in
any one of your districts. I urge your
support of this amendment, for the pro-
tection of the public safety, for the sake
of a free society, and for the sake of
humanity.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chalrman, I rise
in support of this amendment. This
amendment is a very small addition to
this procurement bill, but its conse-
quences are far reaching. Although this
amendment provides no reduction in
funds, it requires the Department of De-
fense to alter its reporting and handling
of chemical and biological weapons.

This amendment is necessary as the
incidents of the last year have demon-
strated. The Dugway episode in which
numerous sheep were accidentally killed
by a shift in the wind carrying nerve
gas, incredible decisions to ship danger-
ous gases all over the country and final-
ly “dump” them off shore, and reported
inadequate safety provisions in the ship-
ment of dangerous gases suggest the
need for continual Congressional super-
vision. This is what the amendment does.
It requires the Department of Defense
to provide, semiannually, more and com-
plete information on the expenditures
and programs of Chemical Biological
Weapons. It also stipulates that there
will be adequate notice of open air test-
ing so that the Dugway experience will
not be repeated with more disastrous
consequences.

Another feature of the amendment
would prohibit secrecy in domestic and
foreign shipment and storage of CBW
agents. This provision has important im-
plications. First it enables the American
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public and more important local author-
ities to be aware of these shipments so
that adequate safety measures can be in-
stituted. It also has foreign policy impli-
cations because this provision will bring
U.S. behavior more in compliance with
international treaty commitments.

It is incredible, Mr. Chairman, that
most Members of Congress were not in-
formed of the extent of our CBW effort.
It has been through the untiring efforts
of some of my colleagues that the extent
of this program and its implications
have reached the public arena. By pass-
ing this amendment we can assist in the
efforts to keep the problems of CBW be-
fore the Congress. By insisting on full
and complete reports, Congress can over-
see an area that is necessary for national
security, but is potentially dangerous to
those same citizens it is designed to pro-
tect.

I urge support of the amendment.

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, much has been said
here today about the chemical tests out
in Utah, which is in my congressional dis-
trict, where approximately 6,000 sheep
were killed as a result of one of these
tests.

My purpose here today is not to de-
fend the Army or the military, because I
believe many mistakes were made. How-
ever, I believe it is very important in a
debate such as this pertaining to the
Nation’s preparedness and national se-
curity for the facts to be kept straight.

One of the things which has disturbed
me about the report throughout the
country concerning the sheep deaths
has been the fact that there have
been exaggerations approaching distor-
tion. For example, the Washington
Post and Newsweek Issued reports
of allegations that as a result of the Utah
tests, in addition to the deaths of the
sheep, there were also destroyed, 1,700
head of cattle; further, that 100 square
miles of pastureland were contaminated
outside of the proving ground for 2 to 3
years.

The thing which disturbed me was
that it was definitely disproved: there
were no cattle deaths. And it was defi-
nitely disproved: no 100-square-mile
area had been contaminated permanent-
ly as a result of these chemical tests. But
the media did not see fit to correct this
misinformation which had been distrib-
uted throughout the country.

I have been a little disturbed today
also to hear one of the sponsors of the
amendment state that this information
which would be reported to the various
congressional committees and their
staffs would be officially designated as
classified; in other words, the Informa-
tion would not be distributed to the gen-
eral public, But there are so many com-
mittees and so many staff members who
would receive this information it would
seem to me to be extremely difficult for
this to remain in a classified state.

I should like to say also, not so much
in defense of the military but again to

report what actually happened in Utah,
a year ago last March when this test was
made, the military was first asked, “Has

there been a test for biologicals here?”
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The answer was “no.” Of course, that is
not full disclosure. I say they should have
said there had been chemical tests, but
they did not.

The claim was made there was a
denial of chemical tests. I went out
there a few days later, as soon as I could
leave my responsibilities here in the
House. I found no effort on the part of
the military to hide anything. As a mat-
ter of fact, the land company, owners of
the sheep, employed attorneys to pre-
sent its case, and they asked me if I could
persuade the military to allow their at-
torney to go out to participate in the in-
vestigation. I did ask the military. I
expected to be denied this, but they said,
“Surely, come on."”

It seems to me there is a proper legal
distinetion between denying something
and a failure to admit. It is true the
Army failed to admit. They refused to
admit. It seems to me, however, in a
sensitive area involving national securi-
ty they very properly refused to admit
something they could not then prove
was the direct result of the chemical
test at Dugway, Utah.

I saw nothing particularly immoral
about the position that they took. I did
find great reassurance in the fact that
they did say to me, “Yes, the lawyer
representing the owner of the dead sheep
may come out and participate in our
examination.”

The chemical tests in Utah have been
going on since 1952. In all that time
there has never been a single case of a
proved fatality or casualty to a human
being.

This does not mean it cannot happen.

My own great criticism of this pro-
gram has been there has not been suffi-
cient disclosure. I believe the military
has been remiss in not having that full
disclosure. But I do consider it essential
that when we here debate matters of
sensitive national security, we keep the
facts straight and not surrender to ex-
cessive alarm not warranted by fact.

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

Mr. LLOYD. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. McCARTHY. I thank the gentle-
man from Utah.

The gentleman from Utah is aware of
the fact that there have been fatalities
from germ testing right out here at Fort
Detrick. There were at least three cases
of death in recent years, and one other
case where a lifeguard caught the
plague.

Mr. LLOYD. I say to the gentleman,
that may well be so. I am here to speak
of my own distriet, where so much of
this national publicity and advertising
has taken place. There has never been a
fatality or a case of a human casualty in
all that time of testing since 1952.

I believe that we must be very care-
ful that we do not allow exaggerations
to discolor the evenhanded attitude
which we should take in the considera-
tion of this issue.

Mr. HALL. Mr, Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman from Missouri yield?

Mr. HALL, I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.
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Mr. ARENDS. I just take this time to
inform the House that I am going to
object to any request to come in early
tomorrow.

Mr. HALL. Mr, Chairman, I would
hope that we could wind up the debate
on this particular subject and that we
might reduce it to the context in which
I presume it was presented, to the essen-
tials that should be considered by this
House.

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

Mr. HALL. I am glad to yield to the
distinguished chairman.

Mr. RIVERS. This is very
worded. Listen to this:

The provisions of this section shall not
apply during a war declared by the Congress
or the President after the date of this Act.

When can the President declare war?

Mr. HALL, Mr. Chairman, I think the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Armed Services has made a very
good point. I know this is a popular dis-
cussion topic due to mishaps that have
occurred. I have had one such mishap
in the district that I am privileged to
represent, not from CBR products being
moved under MTMSA—the Management
and Traffic Agency of the Department of
Defense of the United States—but from
dehydrated alfalfa being transported,
alonz with basics for explosives.

Mr. Chairman, I am happy to say that
we have made some improvement in our
means of transportation, including un-
dercoating and the proper shodding of
our brakes, as well as other means of
correcting transportation difficulties. I
believe more of that can be done. I do
not think because we have over 50,000
people killed per year in our highway
accidents that we are going to do away
with our highway system or do away
with automobiles. We try hard to im-
prove them, as we have indeed done in
this House,

Mr. Chairman, at this time I rise be-
cause I have had probably as much or
more experience with chemical and bio-
logical and radiological warfare agents
than anyone in this room. I had expe-
rience with them during World War II.
In fact, I staffed the teams that investi-
gated the biological warfare attacks on
the United States, especially in the
Great Northwest. I supplied the medical
personnel in my capacity during World
War II to Fort Detrick and Edgewood
Arsenal and other testing stations in
Maryland. I am basically a scientist and
physician as you know.

I am concerned about this amendment
and oppose it with all of the vigor that
I have, because it affects our ability to
act in case of a contingency and removes
our deterrent. It has a bad effect on our
further development of delivery systems.
We recognize it is a motherhood amend-
ment, but I plead with you because move-
ments are controlled and are being im-
proved by MTMSA, including the Can-
tral District, which happens to be head-
quartered in St. Louis, Mo., for the entire
United States, including these weapons
of deterrent warfare as well as explo-
sives, and all barge traffic; because it
affects storage and transportation and
because it affects the use of medically
active radioisotopes, if you please—I

poorly
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plead that we should vote it down, be-
cause we need hearings to work out lan-
guage on a bill like this. I believe it should
be voted down overwhelmingly. Finally,
I think we must have the current capa-
bility in our stockpile, as we did, to my
personal knowledge, in World War II,
and as the United Arab Republic did in
Yemen in 1967, and as the Italians did
in Ethiopia when they attacked with
“mustard” and other gases. Believe me,
noxious gases are many times worse now
in their reactions. We do not want to be
hobbled by an amendment that was not
considered and on which hearings were
not held, and on which the details have
not been worked out. I recommend for all
of these reasons and even in the interests
of humanity, based on the concept that
gas warfare may be immobilizing rather
than maiming or wounding or killing,
that we support our Nation’s capability
to deter. I wonder how many know of
our protoplasmic tests, reactions, and
studies under the various nuclear reac-
tors and accelerators, in an effort to pre-
pare humanity in the sad event of nu-
clear attack by the aggressor.

I repeat and beseech, Mr. Chairman,
that we allow this amendment to go to
conference, work out what we may, but
better still, to hold hearings so that the
Committee on Armed Services, which has
the benefit of information that is dis-
tilled into intelligence and presented reg-
ularly, can be properly utilized.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Missouri has expired.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I am in favor of the
amendment. However, I believe it repre-
hensible that a few minutes ago, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr, STRATTON)
labeled anyone who is concerned about
nerve gas in this country, about the
transportation of nerve gas and the be-
havior of the Department of Defense in
connection with the distribution and
movement of nerve gas, as indulging in
demogoguery, and in headline hunting.

I do not believe that is a fact, and 1
feel very badly that the gentleman from
New York made that statement.

It was not very long ago—that any-
one who asked anything of the Commit-
tee on Armed Services or the Defense
Department, or the Department of State,
or had any question about what they
were doing, were labeled “Communist.”
A little while later anyone who had any
objections or any differences were called
“un-American.” And the day before
vesterday, when some Members felt that
we needed more than 4 hours of debate
to handle a bill of this magnitude, the
chairman of the Committee on Armed
Services was talking about ‘“bleeding
hearts” in this Chamber.

I might remind the Chamber that most
bleeding hearts and bleeding heads, and
arms, and legs, are not in this Chamber,
but they are over in Vietnam in the
front lines, and they are bleeding Ameri-
can blood.

As to this amendment, and the dema-
goguery that may be involved, I believe
when the Department of Defense deter-
mines that it will move 27,000 tons of
poison gas across the country through
places like Elizabeth, N.J., where a train
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wreck sent seven railroad cars into
Newark Bay a few years back, just think
what might have happened if those T
railroad cars had contained nerve gas;
or in Woodbridge, N.J.,, where a tre-
mendous train wreck occurred a few
years back, with many, many deaths; to
a Member's congressional district where
they want to take these old train cars
full of poison gas and put them in World
War II ships to be hauled out through the
harbor a short way off the shore and
dumped in the ocean—without having
the faintest idea of what they are going
to do to the fish and wildlife, or the peo-
ple who live on that shore, I think that if
the Member is concerned it is not dema-
goguery. I think also——

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

Mr. HOWARD. I will yield in a minute.

I believe also that when the Governor
of the State of New Jersey, a State of 7
million people, is not informed about this
operation until he reads about it in the
paper, and -vhen he sends a telegram to
Secretary of Defense Laird, and 6 days
later, when the committee is going to
hold hearings, the Governor of New
Jersey has not even had an acknowledg-
ment of receipt of his request for infor-
mation, much less an explanation—then
I think the people who are concerned at
that time are representing their districts.
And if the gentleman from New York
wishes to call them demagogs, he may,
but I think they ought to continue what
they are doing, and concern themselves
with what happens in their congressional
areas because they are the only repre-
sentatives that the half million people
in those districts have.

I hope this amendment is agreed to.

Now, I will be happy to yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, put-
ting aside the question of demagoguery
from what we are talking about, is it not
true that the Army has been conducting
this testing and this production and stor-
age for certainly 20 or 25 years?

We have had this transportation go-
ing on for that length of time.

As the gentleman from Utah quite
properly pointed out, and made a very
down-to-earth statement, there have
been no fatalities in his area.

Who was protecting the country be-
fore the gentleman from New York hap-
pened to look at the television? I think
we are exaggerating the problem because
there happens to be an antimilitary hys-
teria sweeping the country, and this kind
of thing suddenly is front-page news.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr, Chairman, this
dumping has been done. It has been go-
ing on for quite some time. There have
been two dumpings off the New Jersey
coast and until those dumpings occurred,
we never had a case of red tide. It is very
serious and the scientists could not tell
whether this poison gas was or was not
the cause and the Department of De-
fense did not even talk to the Depart-
ment of the Interior about it before-
hand.

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

Mr. HOWARD. I yield to the gentle-
man,
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Mr. RIVERS. Sometime ago the gen-
tleman came to me with a problem con-
cerning Monmouth, N.J.

Mr. HOWARD, I hope the chairman
will not hold that against me,.

Mr. RIVERS. Did I call the gentleman
a Communist, or did I help the gentle-
man?

Mr. HOWARD. You helped the people
who work at Fort Monmouth because
they had a justifiable claim. I am certain
the Chairman would not want to give
favors to favored people. The gentleman
was very helpful and I am grateful that
he was fair in this instance.

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY
MRE. PHILBIN

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
a substitute amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. PHILBIN as a
substitute for the amendment offered by Mr
NEepzI: On page 16. after line 8, insert a new
section 410 as follows:

“(a) The Secretary of Defense shall sub-
mit semiannual reports to the Congress on
or before January 31 and on or before July
31 of each year setting forth the amounts
spent during the preceding six month period
for Research, Development, Test and Eval-
uation and procurement of all lethal and
nonlethal chemical and blological agents. The
Secretary shall include in each report a full
explanation of each expenditure, including
the purpose and the necessity therefor.

“(b) None of the funds authorized to be
appropriated by this Act or any other Act may
be used for (1) the transportation of any
lethal chemical or biological warfare agent to
or from any military installation in the
United States, or (2) the open air testing of
any such agent within the United States,
unless—

“(A) the Secretary of Defense (hereafter
referred to in this section as the ‘Secre-
tary’) considers that the transportation or
testing proposed to be made is necessary in
the interests of national security;

“(B) the Secretary advises the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare of the
particulars regarding the proposed transpor-
tation or testing.

“(C) the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare reviews such particulars with
respect to any hazards to health and safety
which such transportation or testing may
pose, and reports his findings, together with
any precautionary measures that he recom-
mends be taken to avoid or minimize such
hazards, to the Secretary;

“(D) the Secretary considers the findings
and recommendations made by the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare under
paragraph (C) and takes such action con-
sonant therewith as he deems appropriate
(including, where practical, the detaxifica-
tion of any such agent, If such agent is to
be transported to or from a military installa-
tion for disposal); and

“(E) the Secretary provides notification
that such transportation or testing will be
made to the Armed Services Committees of
the Senate and House of Representatives at
least ten days before the date on which such
transportation or testing will be commenced.

“(e) (1) None of the funds authorized to
be appropriated by this Act or any other Act
may be used for the deployment, or storage,
or both, at any place outside of the United
States of

“(A) any lethal
warfare agent, or

“(B) any delivery system specifically de-
signed to disseminate any such lethal agent,
unless the Secretary gives prior notice of
such deployment or storage to the country
exercising jurisdiction over such place. In
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the case of any place outside the United
States which is under the jurisdiction or
control of the United States Government, no
such action may be taken unless the Secre-
tary gives prior notice of such action to the
Committee on Armed Services, and the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate;
and to the Committee on Armed Services and
the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the
House of Representatives. As used in this
paragraph, the term “United States” means
the several States and the District of Colum-
bia.

“(2) None of the funds authorized by this
or any other Act shall be used for the test-
ing, development, transportation, storage, or
disposal of any lethal chemical or biological
warfare agent outside the United States if
the Secretary of State, after being notified
by the Secretary that such action is con-
templated, determines that such testing, de-
velopment, transportation, storage, or dis-
posal will violate international law. The Sec-
retary of State shall report all determinations
made by him under this paragraph to the
Committee on Foreign Relations and the
Committee on Armed Services of the Senate
and to the Committee on Foreign Affairs and
the Committee on Armed Services of the
House of Representatives, and to all appro-
priate international organizations, or organs
thereof, whenever so required by treaty or
other international agreement.

“(d) Unless otherwise indicated, as used
in this section the term "United States”
means the several States, the District of
Columbia, and the territories and possessions
of the United States.

“(e) After the effective date of this bill, the
operation of this section, or any portion
thereof, may be suspended during the period
of any war declared by Congress and during
the period of any national emergency de-
clared by Congress or by the President.”

Mr. PHILBIN (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that further reading of the amendment
be dispensed with, and that it be printed
in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

Mr, ECKHARDT. Mr, Chairman, I ob-
ject.

The Clerk continued the reading of the
amendment.

Mr. RIVERS (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
further reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with and that it be printed in the
REcoOrD, and that the gentleman from
Massachusetts be given an opportunity to
explain it. It is possible that we might
get some kind of substitute on which we
can get our teeth into, and we can arrive
at some language which we can vote on
affirmatively. I am not infallible. If you
do not know that, get in touch with me
and I will tell you later. I will try to
work out something.

Mr. NEDZI. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Mr. Chairman, may I have a copy
of the amendment?

Mr. PHILBIN. The gentleman will be
provided with a copy of the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Massachusetts will be recognized in sup-
port of his amendment.

Mr. PHILEIN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment would in essence be very
similar to the provisions on chemical
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warfare in the bill passed by the other
body. However, I think it includes some
language not in the bill of the other body,
and also some excisions of amendments
or language of the other body.

It may be very helpful in trying to
resolve this question, not only here before
this House, but also in the conference
which we are looking forward to with the
Senate on this very important bill. More-
over, I think we all are agreed that the
ruthless destruction of life by the deadly
and lethal substances involved in pos-
sible chemieal and biological warfare is
revolting and abhorrent to all of us.

I do not think there is any disagree-
ment in the House on that question. We
all have a built-in aversion and detesta-
tion of chemical and biological and lethal
warfare, and I doubt very much that we
would ever use them.

It is true that other nations do not
entirely share our humane feelings, or
our unyielding opposition to the use of
these destructive agents, the use of which
would be violative of the Geneva protocol
covering chemical and biological warfare.
These nations are known—and I say that
advisedly—they are known to be vigor-
ously and ably conducting research pro-
grams in both lethal and nonlethal areas
in this field.

They have active, and operational,
military capabilities and large stockpiles.
Make no mistake about that.

Under the circumstances it would be
foolhardy for us to ignore or overlook
these facts. Obviously, we must keep
abreast of the developments of weaponry
and the lethal substances and their acces-
sories that are in the hands of potential
enemies, who in some conceivable situa-
tions may not have the same hesitancy
and unwillingness that we would have
about using these horrible, awesome
agents of destruction.

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

Mr. PHILBIN. I yield to the very able,
distinguished gentleman from New York,
who has made such a great contribution
to the study and public exposure of this
subject in its profound and widespread
ramifications.

Mr. McCARTHY. I thank my dear
friend from Massachusetts. I wonder if
you could give us briefly an idea of how
your amendment varies from the Nedzi
amendment.

Mr. PHILBIN. Briefly, it removes the
reference to delivery systems and cuts
down somewhat the extensive reporting
requirements of the Senate bill. In my
colloquy with my good friend and valued
colleague, the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. Nepzi), I pointed out that my
amendment takes out a number of the
provisions requiring agency reports and
notifications which are contained in the
language of the other body.

Mr. McCARTHY. What report would
you leave in?

Mr. PHILBIN. We would leave in those
that we think are helpful. We would in-
clude those which would refer to advis-
ing the concerned Government agencies.
Our own Government agencies are in-
volved. The revelant committees of Con-
gress also would be advised. HEW will be
advised.
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Mr. McCARTHY. HEW would be kept
advised?

Mr. PHILBIN. Yes, and the Surgeon
General. There is very little difference
between my amendment and the gentle-
man’'s from Michigan except that mine
cuts down the rather extensive reporting
requirements of the Senate bill and also
takes out the reference made to the de-
livery systems, which would be academic
at this time for lack of funds available.

Mr. McCARTHY. Does the gentleman’s
amendment require that Governors be
notified?

Mr. PHILBIN. That provision is re-
tained in my amendment.

Mr. McCARTHY. How about Civil De-
fense? Would they be covered under the
gentleman’s amendment? Would they be
notified through the executive branch?

Mr. PHILBIN. Yes; they would be.
They are on our list of those officials and
agencies.

Mr. McCARTHY. They would?

Mr. PHILBIN. Yes; they would be.

Now, unfortunately, until the time
comes that we have clear, definite assur-
ance that other nations will not use these
terrible agents to destroy life we cannot
allow ourselves to fall behind. I want to
stress that very much. We cannot allow
ourselves to be at the mercy of ruthless,
reckless, irresponsible leaders of any
nation.

I have the greatest respect for the dis-
tinguished gentleman who offered this
amendment. He is a very able and dis-
tinguished colleague, and a very useful
member of our committee. The gentle-
man has made a great contribution to
our work, and in a sense, I am sorry in-
deed that I feel constrained at this time
to oppose the gentleman’s proposal and
substitute my own.

But I do feel that the amendment I
present would be probably more helpful,
a more viable vehicle in enabling us to
hurdle the obstacles that remain and also
give us a better opportunity and more
favorable prospects of a successful, eco-
nomical and beneficial conference with
the other body.

I ask most respectfully that the House
very carefully consider and approve the
constructive substitute amendment that
I have offered and is pending before you
now.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, in the interest of time
I am not going to use my 5 minutes.
I have been listening as attentively as I
could to the substitute offered by the
gentleman from Massachusetts. Since it
is in agreement with what probably the
Department of Defense would be willing
to live with, I would suggest we accept
the substitute amendment offered by the
gentleman, which will give us the oppor-
tunity of going into the conference com-
mittee and working out some language
which I think will be acceptable to every-
one in this House. I trust that would
be the case.

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

Mr. ARENDS. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, T dis-
cussed this in general with the gentle-
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man from Massachusetts. I must say the
substitute is not as strong as the Nedzi
amendment, but then the Nedzi amend-
ment was not as strong as I wanted. Fac-
ing the realities of the situation, I sup-
port the substitute amendment offered
by the very distinguished gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. Chairman, the amendments con-
cerning chemical and 