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VIETNAM MORATORIUM 

HON. LEN B. JORDAN 
OF IDAHO 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mr. President, 
with the Vietnam moratorium demon
strations set for today, I believe it 
is vital that all who support this protest 
reflect carefully on its validity. I invite 
the Senate's attention to a much-pub
licized column written by David S. 
Broder which discusses this demonstra
tion as a part of "The Breaking of the 
President." 

In response to the denials of this 
charge by participants in the morato
rium, Mr. Broder this week has written 
another column, which asks those partic
ipants three important questions: First, 
since President Nixon is now following 
policies recommended in 1968 by the 
antiwar faction, what is the target of this 
protest? Second, what alternative poli
cies are recommended? Third, does the 
method of the moratorium set a danger
ous precedent for other groups with 
strongly held views, who may well decide 
to force their will on the country by 
staging what is in effect a general strike? 

I ask unanimous consent that both 
columns be printed in the Extensions of 
Remarks. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
(From the Washington Post, Oct. 7, 1969) 

A RISKY NEW AMERICAN SPORT: "THE 
BREAKING OF THE PRESIDENT" 

(By David S. Broder) 
CAMBRIDGE, MASS.-If there are any smart 

literary agents around these days, one of 
them will copyright the title "The Breaking 
of the President" for the nex.t big series of 
nonfiction best-sellers. It is becoming more 
obvious with every passing day that the men 
and the movement that broke Lyndon B. 
Johnson's authority in 1968 are out to break 
Richard M. Nixon in 1969. 

The likelihood is great that they will suc
ceed again, for breaking a President is, like 
most feats, easier to accom.plish the second 
time around. Once learned, the techniques 
can readily be applied as often as desired
even when the circumstances seem less than 
propitious. No matter that this President is 
pulling troops out of Vietnam, while the last 
one was sending them in; no matter that in 
1969 the casualties and violence are declin
ing, while in 1968 they were on the rise. Men 
have learned to break a President, and, like 
any discovery that imparts power to its pos
sessors, the mere availability of this knowl
edge guarantees that it will be used. 

The essentials of the technique are now 
so well understood that they can be applied 
with little waste motion. 

First, the breakers arrogate to themselves 
a position of moral superiority. For that 
reason, a war that is unpopular, expensive 
and very probably unwise is labeled as im
moral, indecent and intolerable. Critics of 
the President who are indellcate enough to 
betray partisan motives are denounced. 
(That for you, Fred Harris .) Members of the 
President's own party who, for reasons per
haps unrelated to their own fiagglng polltica.l 
careers, catapult themselves into the front 
ranks of the opposition are greeted as heroes. 
(Hooray for Charley Goodell.) 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

The students who wowd fight in the war 
are readily mobilized against it. Their teach
ers, as is their custom, hasten to adopt the 
students' views. (News item: The Harvard de
partment of biochemistry and molecular 
biology last week called for immediate with
dra,wal from Vietnam.) 

Next, a New England election (the New 
Hampshire primary is best but the Massa
chusetts Sixth Congressional District elec
tion will do as well) surprisingly shows that 
peace is popular at the polls. The President's 
party sees defeat staring it in the face un
less it repudiates him, and the Harris poll 
promptly comes along to confirm his waning 
grip on public trust. The Chief Executive, 
clearly panicky, resorts to false bravado and 
says he will never be moved by these pro
tests and demonstrations, thus confirming 
the belief that he is too stubborn to repent 
and must be broken. 

And then, dear friends, Sen. Fulbright and 
the Foreign Relations Committee move in to 
finish off the job. 

All this 1s no fiction; it worked before and 
it is working again. Vietnam is proving to 
be what Henry Kissinger once said he sus
pected it might be-one of those tragic, 
cursed messes that destroys any President 
who touches it. 

That being the case, any President inter
ested in saving his own skin would be well
advised to resign his resopnsibility for Viet
nam and publicly transfer the assignment of 
ending the war to Congress or the Vietnam 
Moratorium Committee or anyone else who 
would like to volunteer for the job. 

But he cannot. And that is the point the 
protesters seem to overlook. Assume that 
they and the President are both right when 
they assert the time has come to end this 
war. Assume that the protesters know better 
than the President bow to do so-despite the 
conspicuous absence of specific alternatives 
to the President's policies in their current 
manifestos. 

There is st111 a vital distinction, gran tlng 
all this, to be made between the constitu
tionally protected expression of dissent, 
aimed at changing national policy, and mass 
movements aimed at breaking the President 
by destroying his capacity to lead the nation 
or to represent it at the bargaining table. 

The point is quite simple. Given the im
patience in this country to be out of that 
miserable war, there is no great trick in 
using the Vietnam issue to break another 
President. But when you have broken the 
President, you have broken the one man 
who can negotiate the peace. 

Hanoi will not sit down for secret talks 
with the Foreign Relations Committee. Nor 
can the Vietnam Moratorium's sponsors or
der home a single GI or talk turkey to Gen. 
Thieu about reshaping his government. Only 
the President can do that. 
-There is also the matter of time. It is one 
thing to break a President at the end of his 
term, as was done last year. It is quite an
other thing to break him at the beginning, 
as is being attempted now. 

The orators who remind us that Mr. Nixon 
has been in office for nine months should 
remind themselves that he will remain there 
for 39 more months-unless, of course, they 
are w1lling to put their convictions to the 
test by moving to impeach him. 

Is that not, really, the proper course? 
Rather than destroying his capacity to lead 
while leaving him in office, rather than 
leaving the nation with a broken President 
at its bead for three years, would not their 
cause and the country be better served by 
resort to the constitutional method for re
moving a President? 

And what a wonderful chapter it would 
make for Volume 2 of "The Breaking of the 
President" series. 
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[From the Washington Post, Oct. 14, 1969) 
ILL-ADVISED VIET MORATORIUM COULD SET A 

RISKY PRECEDENT 
CAMBRIDGE, MAss.-The larger the plans for 

Wednesday's Vietnam moratorium, the more 
the central message and tactic of the dem
onstration have been obscured. If the event 
is to be gauged properly, it is important to 
uncover its original premises from the debris 
of cliches and endorsements in which they 
have lately been buried. 

A number of men active in the moratorium 
have taken time to point out what they con
sider the errors of the argument in this 
column last week that it is a plan for "the 
breaking of the President." With sincerity 
and conviction, they have asserted that, far 
from breaking the President, they are out 
to save him, by persuading him to make the 
peace the nation craves and, incidentally, to 
save the political system by keeping the 
antiwar movement out of the hands of the 
radicals and in control of those with a com
mitment to peaceful forms of protest. 

Their conversations and correspondence 
have helped to define three questions which 
might be borne in mind by those planning to 
participate in the moratorium. 

First, what is the target of this protest? 
Sam Brown, the able spokesman for the 
moratorium, says it is not an anti-Nixon 
move because "we learned in 1968 that what 
we must oppose are not personalities but 
policies." 

But if the Nixon administration is follow
ing the very policies recommended in 1968 by 
the antiwar faction, as I believe, then their 
moratorium is mobillz1ng public opinion 
against its own policy recommendation to 
the President. The minority plank at the 
Democratic convention, endorsed by all the 
leading doves, called for a halt in the bomb
ing of North Vietnam. This has been done. It 
recommended a reduction in offensive opera
tions in South Vietnam. The President has 
ordered this and it is in effect. 

I.t asked for a "phased withdrawal over 
a relatively short period of time" of all for
eign troops. The Nixon administration has 
begun pu111ng Americans out of Vietnam 
without waiting for North Vietnam to agree 
to mutual withdrawals, as the doves thought 
necessary. 

Finally, it recommended that the United 
States use the leverage of troop withdrawals 
to "encourage" the Saigon government "to 
negotiate a political reconcilia.tion with the 
National Liberation Front" looking toward 
"a broadly representative government" but 
recognizing that "the specific shape of this 
reconciliation will be a matter for decision 
by the South Vietnamese." 

If this is not precisely the policy of the 
current administration, as enunciated by the 
President and the Secretary of State, then 
words have lost their meaning. And if the 
moratorium sponsors want to argue--as some 
have-that the President is lying about his 
purpose, their suspicions must be weighed 
against the facts of reduced fighting, reduced 
troop levels and reduced casualties, which 
his policies have brought about. 

Second, what is the alternative they rec
ommend? It has been described in mora
torium publicity as everything from a nego
tiated settlement to immediate, total Amer
ican withdrawal from Vietnam, but Brown 
said Sunday on "Face the Nation" that it 
is the latter that the moratorium has "con
sistently" demanded. 

If that 1s the case, then the elected of
ficials, clergymen and educators who have 
lent their prestige to the moratorium can 
properly be asked if this is the prorgam they 
endorse. Many o! these .sponsors were in
volved in the fight for the minority plank 
at the Chicago convention which specifically 
said the war "will not be ended by military 
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victory, surrender or unila.teral withdrawa-l 
by either side." 

It might be well for those men to explain 
Wednesday when and why they concluded 
that their opposition to unilateral with
drawal was wrong. It would be even more 
useful if they could explain why a one-di
mensional plan to pull out troops is any more 
likely to be wise policy than the one-dimen
sional plan that sent the troops in. Have 
we not lea.med yet to examine the political 
consequences of military decisions? 

Third, and most important, what about 
the method of the moratorium? Is it com
patible with the maintenance of representa
tive democracy or does it substitute the rule 
of the street? 

The sponsors say the name "moratorium," 
rather than "strike,'' was chosen to emphasize 
that the protest is to be peaceful and non
coercive. It is a. nice distinction. The non
coercive feature may be almost invisible to 
the thousands of students whose colleges will 
shut down Wednesday. If the moratorium 
continues, as planned, for two days in No
vember, three days in December, and so on, 
it will more and more come to resemble the 
general strike so fa.m111ar to European poli
tics. 

And if it succeeds in its aim, what is to 
prevent other majorities or sizable minori
ties in the country from using the same 
technique to force their views on agencies 
of the government? The moratorium sponsors 
say Vietnam is an extraordinary issue, but 
they must know it is not the only issue which 
agitates millions of people. 

One wonders what the moratorium sponsors 
would say if Billy Graham were to ask all 
the parents who want prayers restored to 
public schools to withdraw their children 
from school for one additional day each 
month until the Supreme Court reverses its 
school-prayer decision. 

Suppose pro-prayer teachers agreed to meet 
the pupils in private homes on moratorium 
days to discuss "the overriding significance 
of religion in human life." Would the Viet
nam moratorium sponsors cheer? What would 
they say if landlords and real estate men 
opposed to integrated housing declared a 
moratorium until Congress repeals the open
housing law? 

My view, just to be clear, is not that the 
Vietnamese moratorium is un-America.n, ille
gitimate, meanly partisan or personally vin
dictive in its motivation. My view is that it 
is an ill-timed, misdirected protest, vague in 
its purpose and quite conceivably dangerous 
in its precedent. 

As was said last week, its immediate result 
may be the breaking of the President. In the 
serious weakening of his power to negotiate 
peace or to achieve any of the other purposes 
for which he was elected, its longer term 
effects may be to subvert a system of demo
cratic government I happen to believe is 
worth preserving. 

COLUMBUS DAY 

HON. FRANK J. BRASCO 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Speaker, today we 
commemorate the discoverer and the dis
covery of America. The story and the 
achievement of Columbus, however, did 
not begin or end with the date October 
12, 1492. When we celebrate the anni
versary of that date we pay tribute to 
a man who deserves our gratitude and 
our honor in two respects. We revere Co
lumbus both for what he was and for 
what he did. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

In the first place, his character is sym
bolic for us of the spirit of exploration 
and discovery which led men of iron 
courage and inflexible will away from 
the old world and its familiar ways to 
the unknown dangers and incredible 
hardships of the new world. The spirit of 
Columl:>us---that has been the spirit of 
all the explorers and pioneers who con
quered this land and built a great Nation 
here. The name of Christopher Columbus 
heads the list of those who have fared 
forth boldly into the unknown, dreaming 
of lands and peoples yet unseen by 
Europeans, and carrying to th§')e new 
lands and people the heritage of Euro
pean civilization. 

For the timid and the cowardly, for 
the doubters and detractors, Columbus 
had just one answer, to go on, to 
conquer. The indestructible faith, the 
penetrating vision, the unalterable de
termination of Christopher Columbus 
conquered myth and mystery and solved 
the terrifying riddle of the Atlantic. The 
stains of greed and cruelty and broken 
faith that marked the career of some 
later discoverers and pioneers left un
smirched the character of Columbus. 
Generation after generation, down to our 
own time, have been inspired by his con
tagious courage and persistence, just as 
were the captains and crews of his three 
little vessels. The story of the discovery 
and exploration of America which be
gan with his great voyage across the 
Atlantic has not yet ended. It will never 
end so long as Americans continue to 
hold on to that spirit which was the 
legacy of Christopher Columbus and 
those who followed him. For Americans 
there will always be new frontiers. 

The second aspect of the magnificent 
achievement for which we revere Colum
bus began when his ship, the Santa 
Maria, ran aground of! the island of San 
Domingo. A fort was built of materials 
from the stranded hulk, and the first 
colony in the new world was established 
with 44 members of her crew. Columbus 
returned to Spain with his two remain
ing ships, but only long enough to put 
together a great new expedition to se
cure and extend the discoveries already 
made. In the fall of 1493, three huge 
galleons and 14 light frigates carrying 
1,500 men, including 12 missionaries, and 
all the animals and materials necessary 
for colonization, set out for the new 
world. On the island of Haiti, or His
paniola as he called it, Columbus 
founded the city of Isabella. 

The city of Isabella was not very suc
cessful because the colonists were more 
interested in getting rich as quickly as 
possible--by grabbing whatever gold 
and silver they could lay their hands 
on-than in building a solid and perma
nent base for the settlement of the new 
world. Yet Columbus never gave up his 
vision of a great and prosperous colony. 
His vision became a reality, though not 
in his lifetime, and Columbus was the 
father of the immigration which peo
pled a continent. 

While the memory of Columbus has a 
particularly precious significance for 
Americans, we should remember that it 
is revered as well by many other nations 
and peoples. For our Latin neighbors to 
the south, the story of the New World 
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also begins with the achievement of 
Columbus. Columbus belongs to Italy as 
the land of his birth and his parents. He 
belongs as well to Portugal, whose charts 
and navigational methods were his sole 
equipment against the unknown oceans. 
And he belongs to Spain, under whose 
flag his voyages of discovery were made. 

Columbus never reached the shores of 
our own country and, if he had not made 
any of his voyages, the Western Hemi
sphere would undoubtedly have been 
discovered by someone else; nevertheless. 
his insatiable curiosity to find out, to 
know; his unshakeable faith and cour
age and his indomitable will-these are 
the elements of the spirit shared by all 
who participated in the building of 
America. The legacy of the pioneer spirit 
and the melding on the new continent 
of contributions from the peoples of 
every land is the unique heritage of 
America, and the tremendous achieve
ment of Christopher Columbus is sym
bolic of that heritage. 

TRENDS IN PORTABILITY AND 
VESTING OF PENSIONS 

HON. JACOB K. JAVITS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 
Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, Mr. Thom
as C. Edwards, president of the Teach
ers Insurance & Annuity Co., has writ
ten for the August 1969 edition of Best's 
Review, a most perceptive article on 
trends in portability and vesting of pen
sions. Mr. Edwards examines many of the 
reasons which are usually advanced to 
defend the failure of many pension plans 
to contain reasonable vesting provisions 
protecting employees against forfeiture 
of all pension rights upon termination of 
their employment, and finds them want
ing. 

As Mr. Edwards points out, the cost 
ostensibly saved by not including vest
ing provisions in pension plans may well 
be borne in otherways by the business 
community. 

Mr. Edwards also discusses the possi
bility of purchasing insurance which 
might protect plan participants against 
the loss of accrued benefits if their em
ployment were terminated. This 1s a par
ticularly interesting idea, and I hope 
very much that it will be investigated 
further. 

Mr. President, as the author of S. 2167, 
a bill which would provide minimum 
standards for private pension plans, par
ticularly minimum standards concerning 
vesting, I read Mr. Edwards' article with 
a great deal of interest. I commend it to 
Senators who are interested in this prob
lem and ask unanimous consent that it 
be printed in the RECORD. 

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

TRENDS :lN PORTABll.ITY AND VESTING OF 
PENSIONS 

(By Thomas C. Edwards) 
Pension people on both sides of the ques

tion of early vesting are really very close to
gether on basic objectives. Both sides want 
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pension plans to continue as a strong ele
ment on the social and economic scene. Both 
want pension plans to complement Socil\1 
Security, not colllde with it. Both want pen
sion plans to retain their flexibility and in
novative capacity. Both want pensions plans 
to help management recruit and retain top
flight people. Both want employers and em
ployees to be able to part company at retire
ment on mutually satisfactory terms. And 
both consider it undesirable to pay an ex
cessive cost to do these things. 

Any disagreement, then, seems to be over 
whether early or late vesting will best ac
complish these objectives in the 1970's. Un
fortunately, this sort of disagreement is 
almost irrelevant today. The options have 
changed. The choice is no longer between 
early and Illite vesting; it's between "do-it
ourselves" early vesting and "leave-it-to
uncle" early vesting. There are real ad
vantages in doing it ourselves. 

By now some must be thinking: "Doesn't 
he know about the trustees, legislators and 
unions we'd have to fight to take vesting 
down below the 10-year level?" I do, and 
I know it's not easy; no struggle for survival 
ever is. But this one we should be able to 
win right within the family by joining forces 
for the social good, rather than seeming to 
take on the whole country against it. 

One source of worry is the impression that 
spokesmen for private pensions give when 
they say that pension plans must be allowed 
to improve at their own pace. They appear 
unreceptive to the times or, worse, en
trenched against the tide of social change, 
which of course, just isn't so. And when it 
is predicted that laws requiring early vesting 
will roll back the progress of private pensions 
and discourage their further growth, this is 
music to the ears of Social Security 
expansionists. 

Therefore, perhaps efforts on behalf of pen
sion plans will have the most beneficial re
sults if directed within the family, trying to 
speed the pace of improvements already 
under way. Fortunately, the conviction that 
early vesting from within is needed soon, 
and that it is in the best interests of em
ployers, employees and the total pension 
effort, grows in comparison to the alterna
tives and as one peels away the objections to 
early vesting. 

Those who favor early or immediate vest
ing consider pension benefits a deferred part 
of compensation earned by a person just as 
he earns his salary-by his work, not by 
passing a loyalty test. They point out that 
a man's compensation at any given point 
should be unconditioned by his future ac
tions or by the future judgments of others. 

CRrriCISMS AND OBJECTIONS 

Critics of private pensions who would ei
ther legislate early vesting or turn the whole 
job over to Social Security have been known 
to add that pension plans actually pay re
tirement benefits to only a small portion of 
the people they cover, and are therefore not 
fulfilling the broad social purpose for which 
the plans receive tax-exempt status. 

Few pension spokesmen who object to 
early vesting would say that a person does 
not earn his retirement benefits by his work, 
or that a pension plan should not pay bene
fits to most or all of its participants. Rather, 
the objections heard most frequently are: 

On Cost: "Early vesting would cost so 
much that either we can't afford it, or we'd 
have to cut way back on other plan provi
sions." 

On Holding Power: "The thought of los
ing benefits holds people in their jobs, and 
this gives us a valuable management tool." 

On Loyalty: "Management's pension ob
ligation is to those who stay, not to those 
who leave. This loyalty factor is a condition 
of employment that everyone's supposed, to 
understand when he's hired or when he's 
thinking of leaving." 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

THE QUESTION OF COST 

Whenever early vesting is discussed, the 
question of cost predominates. Obviously, 
there is a cost factor, since it takes more 
money to pay benefits than not to pay bene
fits. But whether this cost factor is large or 
small, it reinforces the social arguments in 
favor of early vesting. If the cost is large, 
should individual workers have to oarry it 
by being insecure in their old age? And if 
the cost is moderate or small, what's all the 
fuss about? Why not vest? 

Social arguments aside, however, is the 
volume of benefits now being taken from 
Peter, who leaves, to pay Paul, who stays, 
really a major factor in financing modern 
pension plans? It is doubtful. When all the 
positive aspects of early vesting are consid
ered, the cost implications are neither as 
serious nor as one-sided as they may seem, 
for several reasons. 

In the first place, a great deal of turnover 
cost can be eliminated from a pension plan 
by requiring a reasonable waiting period be
fore new employees become eligible-say one 
or two years and attainment of age 25 or 30. 
This leaves ample time to build substantial 
retirement benefits, and eliminates much of 
the cost and bother of having to preserve 
long-term benefits for short-term employees. 

ATWO-WAY STREET 

If, in add! tion, there is no vesting for the 
first three or four years of participation in 
the plan, the program will be geared largely 
to employees who have demonstrated sub
stantially more than a passing interest in 
their employer and their work. 

In the second place, mob111ty takes place 
on a two-way street. As more and more plans 
provide early or immediate vesting, accrued 
benefits will increasingly be owned by ar
riving employees, as well as by those who 
leave. Each period of a person's employment 
will contribute to his total retirement in
come, whether he works for one employer or 
for several. A company's whole working en
vironment is healthier, both economically 
and psychologically when employees in mid
career come to a new job with accrued pen
sion benefits intact and can therefore look 
forward to a more secure retirement. 

MORALE AND PRODUCTIVrrY IMPROVED 

Moreover, substantial cost reductions are 
possible when pension contributions are in
vested and accumulated for everyone over a 
35- or 40-year period, instead of relying on 
the last 20 or 25 years of employment to do 
the job. 

A third factor to be considered in discuss
ing cost is that early vesting would help to 
remove some of the morale and productivity 
problems caused by low-yield employees who 
are now held in place by pension strings. 
The pressures on both the employer and 
employee to temporize are strong enough 
without throwing in the fact that a job 
change will cost the employee the benefits 
he has accrued during the years of loyal, 
though perhaps marginal, service. Early 
vesting doesn't solve personnel problems, but 
at least it neutralizes the pension plan as a 
factor tn most job decisions, which the em
ployer and the employee can then make on 
the merits of the situation. 

And a fourth cost factor is one that is 
seldom mentioned in vesting discussions, 
probably because no one is particularly proud 
of what it does to retirement security. As 
long as the contributory pension plans of 
industry and public employment offer the 
departing employee a cash settlement of his 
own contributions in lieu of vested pension 
rights, too many people will unfortunately 
take the bait, thereby eliminating all vesting 
and all further pension costs on their behalf. 

HURTS THE WHOLE PENSION EFFORT 

This velvet trap destroys vesting for every
one but the relatively few who are willing to 
forgo some spending money today in order 
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to ~eep their retirement benefits intact for 
the future. It also hurts the whole pension 
effort in much the same way nonvesting 
does-by wiping out deferred benefits nor
mally worth many times the cash settlement, 
and by passing the blame for ultimately in
adequate benefits on to the last employer in 
line, the company willing to hire a mid
career person on his merits, regardless of his 
retirement prospects. 

For these and other reasons, it is hard to 
believe that cost is really the great deter
rent to early vesting it is often made to 
seem. But if management and pension ad
visors continue to view the cost of early vest
ing as merely a function of turnover rates, 
and if unions don't want to press for early 
vesting for fear of losing something else, then 
perhaps there are other ways to protect the 
integrity of accrued benefits, or at least to 
put the problem in better perspective. 

Suppose an insurance company offered a 
"vesting protection" rider for pension plans 
that would protect participants against the 
loss of accrued benefits if they quit or were 
fired before meeting their plan's vesting re
quirements. Or better yet, suppose the pen
sion plan itself offered this protection 
through a VP rider. Do you think partici
pants would buy it at a premium of say 0.5% 
or 1% of salary? 

The price for a VP rider under any pension 
plan could be calculated from an analysis of 
turnover rates, and coverage could start after 
the first day, the first year or the first five 
years of employment. Actuarial ingenuity 
could easily remove the tontine aspect from 
pension rights, using techniques already 
available. A VP rider would sell, the price is 
right, and no one will offer it because there 
are much simpler and more direct ways to 
accomplish the same thing. 

But if the cost of vesting really worries 
management and the unions, why not smoke 
out the risk by pricing it, and then let 
participants insure themselves against it? 
Is it because of the holding power argu
ment--that an employee's fear of losing sub
stantial benefits is a valuable management 
tool? 

Most employees with several years of serv
ice behind them have no intention of leav
ing a job anyway, for reasons having noth
ing to do with pensions. They like their work, 
they're well paid, they have some seniority, 
and they haven't had a good offer lately. 

On the other hand, every organization does 
have people who have been there a while, 
who want to make a change, and who should 
make a change, Perhaps they see greater 
opportunity elsewhere; perhaps they were 
passed over for a promotion; maybe they 
can't work well with a new boss, or with the 
people around them; or health reasons or 
domestic difficulties may suggest a change. 
Whatever the reason, some of these people 
move on, leaving part of their retirement 
security behind, while others are held in 
place by the threat of forfeiting benefits if 
they leave. Either way they lose something. 

Ironically, the threat of losing benefits 
seems to have the least holding power on the 
very people the firm wants to keep the 
most--the top producer; the gifted person; 
the highly trained physicist; the computer 
expert, engineer or actuary; the creative 
writer. These people are the ones most likely 
to get the goOd job offers, and are the ones 
least likely to march to the beat of the cor
porate drum. 

So they move when they believe they 
should even though they lose part of their 
future security, Attempting to tie such peo
ple down with strings of one kind or an
other only seems to lrritate them, to give 
them a reason for looking around. 

Conversely, the fear of losing the status 
and security of accumulated pension rights 
seems to have the most holding power on the 
very people management wouldn't mind los
ing. The gold at the _end of the rainbow, how-
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ever tarnished, gives the low-yield worker or 
the square peg a financial reason for staying 
put, as well as a convenient rationale for not 
even looking around. And if he does get a 
job offer elsewhere, it often isn't enough bet- . 
ter than his present job to make up for a 
pension loss. But if he could leave and still 
keep his pension intact, this might be of some 
help in facing up to an unproductive situa
tion and taking a chance on another job. 
And his new employer could afford to experi
ment, since he wouldn 't be taking on an 
excessive pension obligation. 

This leads to the argument that an em
ployer's pension obligation should extend 
only to those who have served him loyally 
and long. In this day of negotiated wages 
and benefits and "total compensation," it is 
surprising indeed to hear this argument at 
all. It should be heard even less in the years 
ahead, as employers look more and more to 
pension portabllity, not forfeitabllity, as the 
management tool of real value. 

The shortage of specialists and qualified 
executives is forcing employers to look in
creasingly outside their own walls for peo
ple with experience in the new technical and 
human skills required to run a modern or
ganization. Employers can't develop a suc
cessfully integrated 360 system or a success
fully integrated personnel policy today on 
loyalty or long service alone. 

ECONOMY PAYS A HIDDEN COST 
Recruiting these experienced people is ex

pensive enough without having to take on 
more than a fair share of obligation for their 
retirement years. Having to forfeit his ac
crued pension benefit where he is won't make 
a highly marketable specialist or executive 
more loyal to his employer, nor will it stop 
him from joining someone else. But it will 
up his price. And the extra paid for this often 
splashes over to raise the salaries of present 
staff. So the economy is now paying a hid
den cost for nonvesting that may exceed the 
true cost of early vesting. 

In short, there are good reasons for man
agement's increasing awareness that unim
peded mobiUty both to and from an organiza
tion is desirable in an era of rapidly chang
ing skills and technology. Indeed, the loyalty 
of most value to an organization today may 
be the intensity of the employee's devotion 
and etrort while he~s with a company rather 
than the duration of his service. 

"AT THE 'BARRICADES,' 'REVOLU
TION' DIDN'T AMOUNT TO MUCH" 

HON. WILLIAM G. BRAY 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker-
Oh wad some power the giftie gie us 
To see oursels as others see us! 

Mike Royko of the Chicago Daily News 
Service in an article "At the 'Barricades,' 
'Revolution' Didn't Amount to Much" 
which appeared in the Indianapolis News 
on October 10, 1969, bestowing on the 
"Students for a Democratic Society" the 
"honor" they so richly deserve. The ar
ticle follows: 

CHICAGo.-Never having covered a real rev
olution before, I got to Lincoln Park early 
so I wouldn't miss a thing. 

I knew that 1! the revolution was sue-
;;..__ cessful, it would be my last, since lt is cus .. 

tomary for revolutionary governments to 
shoot newsmen. I didn't want to miss any
thing that important, especially with a week
end coming up. 

The size of the SDS crowd surprised me. 
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At most, 300 people huddled around a bon
fire, or paced nervously amidst the trees. 

Now, 300 people might seize the kingdom 
of Monaco, or even a dean's office. But that 
didn't seem like enough to overwhelm 11,000 
policemen, plus 3,000,000 or so unfriendly 
citizens. 

And, frankly, the people in the park did 
not look like they could seize a geriatrics 
ward without a good tussle. 

They were talking tough, as always, using 
a lot of Negro slang, greaser jargon, mixed 
in with Marxist slogans, which is not an easy 
way to talk if you have a master's degree in 
anthropology and your father is a stock
broker. 

But like most SDS'ers, they grew up in the 
rough-and-tumble jungles of wealthy sub
urbs, where they had knock-down brawls 
with their baby sitters, which they probably 
lost. 

History tells us, of course, that most rev
olutions are started by intellectuals and 
members of the upperclasses. But they us
ually goad the peasants and workers into 
doing the fighting. 

So, while a pretty young lady led evt.ry
body in a love-chant for "Che." I looked 
around the park for any peasants or workers 
who might be hidden away. 

A middle-aged man was sitting on a bench, 
but he said he wasn't part of the revolution. 
"I'm just watching. I hope the cops kill those 
fairies." 

That's the SDS's biggest problem. Nobody 
wants to join. Most college students think 
they are noisy bores. Militant blacks think 
they are suicidal loonies, and the white work
ing man, whose alleged unhappiness the SDS 
wants to exploit, would be less unhappy if he 
could stomp on the SDS. 

This is why the SDS is the fastest-shrink
ing revolutionary force around. 

So it appeared the 300 in the park would 
have to do it alone. Being out-numbered, 
they used surprise as a tactic. 

One minute they were chanting slogans. 
The next, somebody shouted: "To the Drake." 
And they began running out of the park. 

The Chicago revolution was on. 
At first I was confused about the destina

tion. The Drake is probably the city's most 
aristocratic old hotel. I wonder if they had 
suddenly abandoned the revolution and were 
rushing to meet their parents for dinner and 
dancing in the Camelia Room. 

But no, the Drake was to be the symbol 
of wealth, luxury and all the other things 
they know, from experience, are not as good 
as work and sweat, which they have read 
about. 

As they jogged from the park, they began 
protesting the war in Vietnam by breaking 
windows in the Chicago Historical Society, a 
notorious arm of the military-industry com
plex. 

And they dealt a. blow to racial injustice, 
caving in the windows of a barber shop, an 
antique shop, and the Red Star Inn, an old 
German restaurant. 

Moving down the street, they smashed the 
windows of car after car, store after store. 
The idea seemed to be that society would col
lapse from the snlffies if you broke all its 
windows. 

For several blocks, they were unhindered. 
The police, surprised at first, were forming 
ahead. 

That would be the big moment of the revo
lution. And as they approached the police, 
the SDS'ers swaggered, just as they had seen 
the tough kids do, when they drove through 
city neighborhoods. 

When they met the police, they charged. A 
moment later they ran the other way and 
took off down side-streets, resuming their 
window breaking. 

The pollee had pulled a sneaky trick. In
stead of flailing anything that moved, as 
they did during the Democratic National 
Convention, they acted coolly, professionally, 
made quick arrests, and kept the head-bust-
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ing to a minimum. It was the most remark
able personality change since Mr. Hyde. 

The SDS found itself scattered all over the 
near Northside. And it is harder to be brave, 
and charge police lines, in groups of four or 
five. The rear rank is too near the front. 

By midnight, the student warriors were 
either in jail, an emergency ward, or strag
gling back to the pad. 

By yesterday morning, they had shameless
ly resorted to sending the SDS girls out to 
confront the police in Grant Park. 

Most Of the girls didn't wear bras, which 
is probably just as good a way to get the 
boys home from Vietnam as breaking 
windows. 

They fiung themselves at the police lines, 
so the pollee arrested Celeste and Kathie, 
Judy and Suzie, Linda and Dee, and even 
Phoebe. 

The other girls surrendered their clubs and 
lead pipes, burst into tears, and gave up for 
the day. 

Although the broadcasts and headlines have 
made it sound like the Battle of the Bulge, 
the revolution hasn't been much, by mod
em standards of urban whoopee. 

If the minirevolution proved anything, it 
is only that the SDS doesn't have many mem
bers left, and those who remain could not 
fight their way into a Polish wedding. 

By last night, they had retreated to the 
suburbs and were last reported boldly oc
.cupying some churches in Evanston. 

I think it is safe for us to come out now. 

VETERANS OF FOREIGN W AB S OP
POSE USE OF HOUSE OF REPRE
SENTATIVES BY VIETNAM MORA
TORIUM SPEAKERS 

HON. JOHN L. McMILLAN 
OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker I in
sert two telegrams I just received from 
the Veterans of Foreign Wars in my 
State. I agree with the commander of thP. 
VFW that the House of Representatives 
should not be used as a sounding board 
on such subjects as the Vietnam war, 
especially as long as our young men are 
fighting and dying for our country in 
Vietnam this very minute. I hope the 
House leadership will not tolerate a 
stampede by certain Members of the 
House in making the House of Repre
sentatives a spectacle in the eyes of the 
majority of the American people. 

The telegrams follow: 
COLUMBIA, S.C., 

October 13, 1969. 
Han. JoHN McMILLAN, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

I urge you to take every action at your 
command to prevent use of House of Rep
resentatives as a sounding board for Viet
nam moratorium speakers October 15. Con
sider it disgraceful that any elected con
gressional representatives would even at
tempt use of congressional hall for any ac
tion designed to give aid and comfort to our 
enemy, undermine our bargaining posi
tion at the peace table and further endanger 
lives of our fighting men in Vietnam. 

ARNOLD Mum, 
National Veterans of Foreign Wars. 

COLUMBIA, S.C., 

Hon. JOHN L. McMILLAN, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

October 14, tg69. 

Department of South Carolina Veterans of 
Foreign Wars adamantly oppose use of House 
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of Representatives by Vietnam moratorium 
speakers on October 15. 

Please take appropriate action to deny 
these misguided Representatives right to use 
House floor to oppose position of the Presi
dent, the majority of Americans, and the 
VFW on Vietnam in support of dissidents 
who can only give further aid and com
fort to enemy and endanger the lives of our 
fighting men in Vietnam. 

LAURIE L. LANE, 
Commander, Department of South 

Carolina Veterans of Foreign Wars of 
the U.S. 

LOBBYING EFFORTS OF CITIZENS' 
COMMITI'EE FOR POSTAL RE
FORM, INC. 

HON. ARNOLD OLSEN 
OF MONTANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Speaker, the Citizens' 
Committee for Postal Reform, Inc., a bi
partisan group, was formed last spring 
to muster financial and public support in 
behalf of converting the Post Office De
partment into a public corporation. 

The fact that two former national 
chairmen of the two major political 
parties joined hands to head this com
mittee was an interesting exercise in 
lobbying to begin with. 

The extent of their lobbying efforts 
shows that they pulled out all the stops. 

What we still do not know, for sure 
at least, is exactly what they told these 
high-powered executives to get them to 
climb on the national bandwagon in be
half of turning our postal system into a 
public corporation. 

The most intriguing information to 
come from the Citizens' Committee for 
Postal Reform are the reports on their 
revenues. 

They made one report to our House 
Post Office and Civil Service Committee 
during the postal reform hearings in 
July. Now they have prepared a supple
mental report which shows the contri
butions up to October 1. 

Mr. Speaker, I have taken the time to 
study these reports carefully and I be
lieve they warrant publishing in major 
part for the edification of the Members 
and the American public. 

The reports show that the committee 
has collected $261,083, plus three uncol
lected pledges of $5,000 each. 

Would you believe that $201,920 came 
in pledges of $5,000 each or more? 

Would you believe that $43,547 came 
in pledges of $1,000 or more, but less than 
$5,000? 

Those are pretty healthy contributions, 
come from pretty well-heeled sources, 
and make up most of the total. That full
page advertisement which the committee 
ran in major newspapers last summer 
invited contributions from everyone, 
particularly the little fellows. 

Well, my check of the list shows that 
77 persons gave a dollar each. One gave 
50 cents, another gave 25 cents, and still 
another gave 1 cent. We will not list 
those names. 
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However, Mr. Speaker, since about 
$245,000 of the total collected by the 
committee is in donations of $1,000 or 
more, I think they should be listed. I 
think we will also be interested in just 
what type of activities are conducted 
with these sums. 

Following are two lists; the first is of 
contributions of $5,000 or more, the sec
ond is of contributions between $1,000 
and $4,999: 

Donations of $5,000 or more 
Name and address Amount 

Bank of America-National Trust and 
Savings Assn., 300 Montgomery St., 
San Francisco, Calif. 94120------- $5, 000 

The Boeing Co., P .O. Box 3707, Seattle, 
VVash. 98124--------------------- 5,000 

Scott Paper Oo., Philadelphia, Pa. 

19113 --------------------------- 5,000 
Stand<ard Oil Oo. (New Jersey). 30 

Rockefeller Plaza New York, N.Y. 

10020 --------------------------- 5,000 
Geneml Foods Corp., 250 North Street, 

VVhite Plains, N.Y. 10602---------- 5, 000 
Cummins Engine Oo., Inc., 301 VVash-

ington St., Oolumbus, Ind. 4720L_ 5, 000 
Union Oarbide Oorporation, 270 Park 

Avenue, New York, New York 

10017 --------------------------- 5,000 
VVeSJtinghouse Electr:J.c Corp .• 3 Gate-

way Center, P.O. Box 2278, Pitts-
burgh, Pennsylvania 15230-------- 5, 000 

The Minneapoli!3 Star and Tribune, 
5th and Portland, Minne<apolis, 
Minnesota 55415__________________ 5, 000 

Pan American VVorld Airways, Inc., 
Pan Am Building, New York, New 
York 10017---------------------- 5,000 

The Coca.-Cola Company, P.O. Drawer 
1734, Atlanta, Georgia 30301------ 5, 000 

OWens-Oorning Fiberglas Corpora-
tion, Toledo, Ohio 4360L_________ 5, 000 

Eastman Kodak Company, 343 State 
Street, Rochester, New York 14650- 5, 000 

Southern Pacific Compa.ny, 65 Market 
Street, San Francisco, California 

94105 --------------------------- 5,000 
Montgomery VVard, 619 VVest Chicago 

Avenue, Chicago, Illinois 60607____ 5, 000 
Time, Inc., Time and Life Bldg., 

Rockefeller Center, New York, New 
York 10020---------------------- 5,000 

J. c. Penney Co., Inc., 1301 Avenue of 
the Americas, New York, New York 

10019 --------------------------- 5,000 
Boys Town of the Desert, c/o Mr. Z. R. 

Hansen, M.ack Trucks, Inc., Box M, 
Allentown, Pa. 18105-------------- 5, 000 

Pitney-Bowes, Inc., Walnut and Pa-
cific Streets, Stamford, Conn. 06904 5, 000 

McGraw-Hill, Inc., 330 VVest 42d St., 
New York, N.Y. 10036_____________ 6, 920 

E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co., VVil
mington, Del. 19898-------------- 5, 000 

R. J. Reynolds Tobacco Co., VVinston-
Salem, N.C. 27102---------------- 5,000 

Castle & Cooke, Inc., Post Office Box 
2990, Honolulu, Hawaii 96802_____ 5, 000 

Kimberly-Clark Corp., Neenah, VVis. 
54956 --------------------------- 5,000 

Bechtel Corp., 50 Beale St., San Fran-
cisco, Calif. 94119---------------- 5, 000 

Sears, Roebuck & Co., 925 South Ho-
man Ave., Chicago, Ill. 60607------ 5, 000 

Proctor & Gamble Co., Post Office 
Box 599, Cincinnati, Ohio 4520L- 5, 000 

Whirlpool Corp., Administrative Cen-
ter, Benton Harbor, Mich. 49022__ 5, 000 

Merck & Co., Inc., Rahway, N.J. 

07065 --------------------------- 5,000 
. 3M Co., 3M Center, St. Paul, Minn. 

55101 --------------------------- 6,000 
General Electric Co., 570 Lexington 

Ave., New York, N.Y. 10022------- 5, 000 
American Express Co., 65 Broadway, 

New York, N.Y. 10006------------ 6, 000 
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Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co., Akron, 

Ohio, 44316---------------------- $5,000 
Ford Motor Co., The American Rd., 

Detroit, Mich. 4812L_____________ 5, 000 
Union Carbide Corp., 270 Park Ave., 

New York, N.Y. 10017------------ 5, 000 
Westinghouse Electric Corp .• 3 Gate-

way Center, Post Office Box 2278, 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 15230------------- 5, 000 

General Foods Corp., 250 North St., 
VVhite Plains, N.Y. 10602---------- 5, 000 

Federated Department Stores, 222 
VVest Seventh St., Cincinnati, Ohio 

45202 --------------------------- 5,000 
Owens-Corning Fiberglas Corp., Post 

Office Box 901 , Toledo, Ohio 4360L 5, 000 
Standard 011 Co., 30 Rockefeller 

Plaza, New York, N.Y. 10020------ 5, 000 

The committee reported the fol-
lowing as outstanding pledges not 
paid as of September 30: 

Federated Department Stores, Inc., 
222 VVest Seventh Street, Cincin-
nati, Ohio 45202------------------ 5, 000 

Texas Instruments Inc., P.O. Box 
5474, Dallas, Tex. 75222---------- 5, 000 

Continental 011 Co., 30 Rockefeller 
Plaza, New York, N.Y. 10020______ 5, 000 

Donations of $1,000 to $4,999 
Name and address Amount 

Litton Publications, Inc., Division of 
Litton Industries, Oradell, N.J .• 
07649 --------------------------- $1,350 

Burlington Industries, Inc. , 301 North 
Eugene St. , Greensboro, N.C., 27402_ 2, 500 

VVest Point Pepperell, P.O. Box '71, 
VVest Point, Ga., 31833------------ 2, 000 

Borg-VVarner Corp., 200 South Mich-
igan Avenue, Chicago, Ill., 60004___ 2, 500 

The Quaker oats Company, Mer
chandise Mart Plaza, Chicago, Ill., 
60654 ------------------ --------- 1,000 

Allied Chemical Corporation, 61 
Broadway, New York, N.Y., 10006___ 1, 000 

Campbell Soup Company, 375 Memo-
rial Ave., Camden, N.J., 0810L____ 1, 000 

USM Corporation, Boston, Mass., 
02107 --------------------------- 2,500 

Kennecott Copper Corporation, 161 
East 42nd Street, New York, N.Y., 
10017 --------------------------- 2,000 

The Conde Nast Publications, Inc., 
420 Lexington Avenue, New York, 
N.Y., 11017 ---------------------- 2, 500 

Cowles Communications, Inc., 488 
Madison Avenue, New York, N.Y. , 

10022 --------------------------- 1,500 
Meredith Corporation, Des Moines, 

Iowa, 50303 ---------------------- 1,000 
Newsweek, 444 Madison Avenue, New 

York, N.Y., 10022_________________ 1, 000 
Reynolds Metals Company, Reynolds 

Metals Building, Richmond, Va. , 
23218 --------------------------- 1, 000 

Republic Steel Corporation, Republic 
Building, P.O. Box 6778, Cleveland, 
Ohio, 44101 - - -------------------- 2, 500 

Chilton Co. , Chestnut and 56th Sts., 
Philadelphia, Pa., 19139----------- 2, 012 

Cahners Publishing Co. , 221 Colum-
bus Ave., Boston, Mass., 02116_____ 3, 222 

Pentagn Publishing Co., 1213 VVest 
Third St., Cleveland, Ohio, 44113-- 1, 463 

Hon. C. Douglas Dillon, 767 Third 
Ave., Room 1800, New York, N.Y. , 

10017 --------------------------- 2,000 
Deering Milliken, Inc., 234 South 

Fairview Ave., Spartanburg, S.C., 
S.C., 29302 ---------------------- 1, 000 

B. F. Goodrich Oo., 500 South Main 
St .• Akron, Ohio, 44318___________ 2, 500 

Deere & Co., Moline, ru., 61265_______ 2, 500 

Allied Chemicals Corp., 61 Broadway, 
New York, N.Y., 10006____________ 1, 000 

Burlington Industries, I~c. , 301 North 
Eugene St., Greensboro, N.C., 

27402 --------------------------- 2,500 
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MARlliUANA ABUSE-ENCOURAGED 

BY PERMISSIVENESS 

HON. JOHN E. HUNT 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker, on July 14, 
1969, the President submitted his mes
sage on the drug problem to the Con
gress in which he summarized the seri
ousness of the problem of illicit drug use 
in the following words: 

Between the years 1960 and 1967, juvenile 
arrests involving the use of drugs rose by 
almost 800 percent; half of those now being 
arrested for the illicit use of narcotics are 
under 21 years of age. New York City alone 
has records of some 40,000 heroin addicts, 
and the number rises between 7,000 and 
9,000 a year. These official statistics are only 
the tip of an iceberg whose dimensions we 
can only surmise. 

The number of narcotics addicts across the 
United States is now estimated to be in the 
hundreds of thousands. Another estimate is 
that several million American college stu
dents have at least experimented with mari
huana, hashish, LSD, amphetamines, or bar
biturates. 

It is against this background that I 
view with considerable alarm the fact 
that the debate over marihuana penal
ties has been given the limelight at the 
expense, I fear, of the psychological im
pact of the President's own admission 
that: 

A new urgency and concerted national 
policy are needed at the Federal level to 
begin to cope with this growing menace 
(abuse of drugs) to the general welfare of 
the United States. 

Consider these headlines: "HEW Ege
berg Hits 'Pot' Penalties"; "Egeberg 
Criticizes Marihuana Laws"; "Adminis
tration Flexible on Penalties in Drug 
Bill"; "Mitchell Favors a Flexible Drug 
Law." I am sure that such reading gives 
our younger citizens much encourage
ment to think that our predecessors were 
all wet on the harmful effects of mari
huana, despite the fact it is still ad
mitted that comparatively little is known 
about the long-term physical effects of 
marihuana. The advocates of lesser pen
alties for the use and possession of mari
huana are quick to say that they are 
not encouraging the use of marihuana 
over other dangerous drugs, but merely 
want the penalties to be more reflective 
of the actual dangers of the use of mari
huana. Of course, they do not distinguish 
between the dangers to the individual 
and the dangers to society, and I believe 
it is the latter to which we should be 
directing our attention. In this connec
tion, I would point out the findings of 
the Health Subcommittee of the Special 
Presidential Task Force Relating to Nar
cotics, Marihuana, and Dangerous 
Drugs: 

Marihuana contains a number of po
tent compounds called tetrahydrocan
nabinols-THC-which affect the mind 
and body in various ways. 

While marihuana contains many in
gredients, THC is believed to be the prin
cipal psychoactive ingredient. 

Since marihuana products produce ef
fects similar to other hallucinogens like 
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LSD, and their reactions are often in
distinguishable from those produced by 
other psychedelics, they are pharma
cologically classified in that category. 

THC in sufficiently high doses can in
duce psychotic reactions in almost any 
individual. 

It has also been demonstrated-in con
nection with studies on the effects of 
marihuana-that THC, when admin
istered in sufficiently high dosage, will 
cause a psychotic-like state, similar to 
that induced by LSD. 

There have also been reports of adverse 
psychological effects of marihuana both in 
this country and abroad. Recently a group 
of some 1500 psychiatrists, psychiatric resi
dents, internists, general practitioners and 
psychologists in the Los Angeles area reported 
that they had seen almost 1900 "adverse reac
tions" to marihuana. It is difficult to inter
pret this finding since "adverse reaction" was 
poorly defined, and there has been no 
follow-up to define just what the reactions 
to the drug were. However, there have been 
reports of an increased number of hospital
izations following the usage of marihuana. 

I suggest that while the dangers to the 
individual users of marihuana may be of 
minimal consequence, although the re
ported findings would tend toward a con
trary view, the dangers posed by the 
widespread use of marihuana, in the con
text of the general public, reach signif
icantly greater proportions whose conse
quences, adverse to the general welfare, 
are potentially disastrous. 

Another bit of information came 
across my desk within the past few days. 
In a recent issue of the Journal of the 
American Medical Association, two doc
tors report mental disturbances among 
American servicemen in Vietnam after 
using marihuana which were made po
tentially more dangerous because of the 
combat zone environment. I feel that an 
environment of belligerency, not unlike 
that in the combat zone, exists on col
lege campuses and in the streets across 
the Nation whose impact on the minds 
of the marihuana users may pose an in
determinable threat to the public safety. 
We can only surmise how many of those 
involved in these now common violent 
outbursts are under the influence of 
marihuana or some other mind-altering 
drug. However, the large number of ar
rests for narcotics use in connection with 
these disturbances should disturb even 
the most liberal and permissive minds 
among us, not because the arrests were 
made in the first instance, but because of 
the violence with which drug abuse has 
clearly come to be related. 

What does all of this suggest? In my 
estimation, Mr. Speaker, the misplaced 
emphasis on making the penalties for 
the use and possession of marihuana less 
severe tends not only to give tacit li
cense to an admitted evil, but to suggest 
that some useful social purpose will be 
served behind the mask of justice. I fall 
to see what justice there is in permissive
ness, justified on the basis of an alarm
ing increase in drug abuse among young 
persons. If, as is claimed, justice would 
be served by making the penalties fit the 
proven dangers to individuals who use 
marihuana, the argument disappears 
with the admission that such proof can
not be found in the scant records of re-
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search. The dangers, not as to individ
uals, but as to the general public, are to 
be inferred from what is known of the 
drug, and I contend the evidence is suf
ficient to establish that the dangers to 
the public safety and general welfare are 
real. 

NEW LIGHT ON WHY THE UNITED 
STATES IS IN VIETNAM 

HON. ALBERT W. JOHNSON 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. JOHNSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, various weekly publications 
have published a poll which shows that 
58 percent of the people in the United 
States think it was a mistake to have 
ever become engaged in a war in Viet
nam. Various reasons have been ad
vanced as to why we are fighting in 
Vietnam, and I am submitting the fol
lowing explanation which appeared in 
U.S. News & World Report, on January 
31, 1966: 

NEW LIGHT ON WHY UNITED STATES Is IN 
VIETNAM 

A fresh version of how-and why-the U.S. 
became so deeply involved in Vietnam has 
now come to view. 

This footnote to history revolves around 
three world figures of 1961: President Ken
nedy, Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara, 
and Premier Nikita Khrushchev of Russia. 

The story is told by James Reston, associ
ate editor of "The New York Times" and a. 
syndicated Washington columnist. On a tel
evision program, Mr. Reston was asked this 
about Vietnam: 

Was there any point at which a President 
should have seen what was coming-and ei
ther have backed out before it was too late 
or have refused to take steps which escalated 
the war? 

A TALK WITH J. F. K. 

Mr. Reston, in answer, told of a talk he 
had had with President Kennedy a few min
utes after the Kennedy-Khrushchev meet
ings in Vienna in the spring of 1961. 

"At that time we really had a hard time 
with Khrushchev," Mr. Reston recalled. 
"Khrushchev tried to bully him through the 
four meetings, and Kennedy said to me at 
that time that he thought he understood 
why Khrushchev had taken this position. 

"He said-looking back at the Bay of Pigs 
fiasco--that Khrushchev had decided that 
anybody who was stupid enough to get in
volved in that situation was immature, and 
anybody who didn't see it all the way through 
was timid and therefore could be bullied. 

"And Kennedy said to me then: We will 
never do anything with these people now, un
less we make our power . . . credible. Other
wise, we'll get nowhere on anything." 

Mr. Reston then listed steps President 
Kennedy took: "He increased the military 
budget by 6 billion dollars. He sent the Rain
bow Division to Germany. And, most impor
tant, he escalated in Vietnam-not because 
the situation on the ground demanded it in 
Vietnam, but he wanted the 12,000 men 1n 
Vietnam at that time because he wanted to 
prove a diplomatic point, not a military 
point. 

"And that, I think, is where we began to 
get off the track in my view." 

M'NAMARA'S ROLE 

Did Mr. Kennedy's advisers agree? 
"No," said Mr. Reston. "There was a big 

battle about that [and) one of his advisers 
said: Don't go down that track, because once 
you get 12,000 men committed, you'll get 
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into a situation in which you will keep on 
developing it. 

"And one of his other advisers said: If 
you go that way, it may take 300,000 men. 

"And at that time Bob McNamara took 
the position: Whatever is necessary, I think 
we ought to put in there. 

"Then there was a real battle, because the 
State Department-or at least part of the 
State Department--said: You must never ask 
the President of the United States to go 
all the way through in circumstances he 
can't foresee, because you don't know what's 
going to happen in the world. Therefore, 
don't commit yourself that much. 

"And this was, in my view, one of the 
critical historic debates that went on. And 
from that I think we made one step after 
another until now we have almost 200,000 
men." 

Mr. Reston's remarks were made on a 
broadcast January 17 by National Educa
tional Television. 

BIG Offi: THE TAXLESS 
Bn.LIONAIRES 

HON. RAY J. MADDEN 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, the fol
lowing editorial from the October 9 edi
tion of the Hammond, Ind., Times re
veals only a minute picture of the tax 
exemptions credits and depletions the 
Congress continues to give "big oil": 

BOTH WAYS FOR OIL 
It's an interesting rationale of Sen. Rus

sell B. Long's that a senator or congress
man has no conflict of interest problem when 
his financial interests "completely parallel" 
those of his state. 

The senator's reasoning developed in re
sponse to disclosures that he had received 
nearly $330,000 since 1964 in tax-free oil 
royalties from holdings in his home ground 
of Louisiana, which he claims produces more 
oil and gas per acre than any other state. 

"If I didn't represent the oil and gas in
dustry, I wouldn't represent the state of 
Louisiana," he argues. 

But as chairman of the Senate Finance 
Oommittee, Long wields considerable in
fluence on tax reform legislation pending in 
Congress. And nearly every citizen is dunned 
for taxes. A major reform of the tax bill 
is a reduction in the oil industry's coveted 
27Y:z per cent depletion allowance, the 
"loophole" that gave the senator his nearly 
$330,000 tax-free. 

The industry opposes lowering the allow
ance to the proposed 20 per cent. Naturally 
Senator Long more than agrees. And at least 
one must respect his frankness; he is pro
tecting his own pocketbook. 

The industry. however. is being more 
subtle. It is directing a nationwide scare 
campaign at the gasoline consumer who 
is being warned that unless the allowance 
remains intact, fuel prices will rise. And 
with prices rising all around him, that kind 
of talk makes a fellow think. 

The industry says absolutely nothing 
about the effect of oil import quotas on fuel 
prices. These controls stem the tide of cheap, 
foreign on that could drive prices down, 
could make them competitive. 

A fresh Interior Department analysis dis
covers that retention of the controls could 
cost the driving public anywhere from $2.2 
bllllon to more than $8 billion a year by 
1980. Not only does the industry enjoy tax 
favoritism, it has price favoritism too. 
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ROTH STUDY DRAWS PRAISE 

HON. JOHN P. HAMMERSCHMIDT 
OF ARKANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speak
er, our colleague from Delaware, BILL 
ROTH, continues to receive highly favor
able and much deserved acknowledgment 
in the national press for his independent 
inquiry into the size and complexity of 
the Federal Government. 

A year ago he announced the results 
of a study which he personally directed 
from his own congressional office. It re
vealed that the Federal Government ad
ministered more than a thousand grant
in-aid programs. He continued that in
quiry and recently announced that hun
dreds of additional assistance programs 
have been identified and should be added 
to the 1968 figures. 

Among the many newspaper accounts 
of BILL RoTH's disclosures are articles 
by Jerome Cahill of the Philadelphia 
Inquirer Washington Bureau, and syndi
cated Columnists Roscoe and Geoffrey 
Drummond. I commend to the attention 
of all Members the reports which follow 
in the RECORD: 

[From the Philadelphia Inquirer, 
Sept. 18, 1969] 

U.S. GRANTS-IN-AID HARD To DECIPHER 
(By Jerome S. Cahill) 

WASHINGTON, September 17.-Representa
tive William V. Roth, Delaware's congress
man-at-large, had some unsettling news this 
week for American taxpayers who are per
plexed at the growth and complexity of the 
federal bureaucracy. He has found that big 
government is even bigger than he first re
ported 15 months ago. 

The 48-year-old lawyer from Wilmington, 
who is in his second term in the House, 
gained nationwide attention in June, 1968, 
when he disclosed the results of an in-depth 
study by his office of Federal grant-in-aid 
programs. The study found Uncle Sam was 
operating 1090 grant-in-aid programs. 

Now Roth has surfaced from another 
plunge into Washington's sea of red tape 
with word that there are 225 more Federal 
assistance programs that should be added 
to his 1968 list. And, he told the Senate Sub-· 
committee on Intergovernmental Relations 
Wednesday, "there is evidence that an addi
tional 100 to 200 programs may stlll be unre
ported." 

So labyrinthian are the ways of the Federal 
establishment, apparently, that some high
level department officials even have difficulty 
in keeping tabs on grant programs in their 
own departments. When Roth's office re
cently asked an assistant secretary at the 
Department of Transportation for a listing 
of DOT programs, for example, the number 
totaled 16. 

But a check of individual operating agen
cies within the department boosted the 
total to 41. 

Maintaining a maze of assistance programs 
with widely varying eligibllity standards in 
a state of semi-secrecy is advantageous to 
the bureaucrat, of course, because it en
hances his influence over the channels grant 
monies take in leaving Washington. On the 
other side of the coin, it does Uttle to smooth 
the way of local instrumentalities not adept 
at the game of Federal grantsm.anshlp. 

Roth sought to ellmlnate some o:f the mys
tery by publishing as House Documelllt No. 
399 the fruits of his 1968 research-the 1090 
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program titles, together with 541 program 
descriptions. 

Now the congressman is ready with his 
updated 1969 handbook, and 1s pushing a bill 
that would require the President to publish 
an annual catalogue of Federal aid programs 
and to update the catalogue each month. His 
appearance before the Senate panel was to 
promote that legislation. 

According to his study education is the 
most widely splintered of the Federal aid 
programs. Roth found in existence today 165 
programs of educational aid in 14 different 
Federal agencies. Close behind were 163 
health and safety programs in six agencies, 
and 112 housing programs in five agencies. 

A businessman shopping around for Fed
eral help, according to Roth, would have to 
do a lot of agency-hopping. The congressman 
found 14 different agencies active in the 
business and economic development field. 
Those 14 agencies administer 51 separate 
programs. 

The latest Roth listing includes 45 titles 
from the Department of Defense, but the 
congressman suspects there are a lot more 
that the Pentagon isn't talking about for 
security reasons. He hasn't made an issue of 
such security classifications, but the con
gressman is a bit impatient when secrecy 
extends to programs not involved in national 
security. 

"No one in the Federal Government at any 
level," he said Wednesday, "has full knowl
edge available today as to what Federal as
sistance programs do in f-act exist. Further
more, employees in various agencies have ad
vised me that they, in turn, are unable to 
direct applicants to the best source of as
sistance because they have too little or no 
knowledge about other programs." 

[From the St. Louis Globe Democrat, Sept. 
26, 1969] 

BIG GOVERNMENT FALTER 
(By Roscoe and Geoffrey Drummond) 

WASHINGTON.-Daniel P. Moynihan, the 
liberal Democrat who is serving President 
Nixon so ably as urban affairs aide, long 
tried to persuade his fellow Democrats that 
the federal bureaucracy 1s so big, so lethargic, 
so inefficient, because of the thicket of over
lapping programs that Lt simply can't do 
its job. 

He put his view arrestingly in these words: 
"The federal government has proved itself 
good at collecting money and bad at dis
pensing public services." 

So far very little has changed. Moynihan's 
view was rejected by the Democrats and 
never effectively taken up by the Republi
cans. The President is making a beginning in 
his welfare proposals, in his advocacy of rev
enue-sharing and in his plan to finance the 
job-training program at the state level. 

But even this beginning is only In the talk 
stage. These steps face a rough road when 
they come before Congress next year. If these 
moves-and others equally needed-to de
centralize Big Government somewhat are to 
be approved, an alert and aroused public 
opinion will be necessary. 

Do the facts justify an aroused public 
opinion? Do they justify Moynihan's harsh 
verdict? We'll lay out the facts-you decide. 

The source of these facts is the best-in
formed, perhaps the only fully informed and 
objective authority on federal assistance pro
grams in Washington. He is a second-term 
Republican member of Congress, Rep. Wil
liam V. Roth Jr. of Delaware. For two years 
he has been conducting a one-man canvass 
of the maze of far-flung federal assistance 
programs, much to the annoyance of the 
agencies themselves and often encountering 
their resistance. 

He also encountered widespread ignorance. 
Some agencies really didn't know what pro
grams they were administering. 
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His study is not complete. It may never 

be, because this year he found 225 more pro
grams than he was able to discover last year. 
He expects there are 100 to 200 programs still 
unreported. 

As of today, there's what Congressman 
Roth has found: 

1. There are at least 1,315 federal assist
ance programs !or all of which Congress ap
propriated more than $25 b1llion last year. 

2. These overlapping programs constitute 
such a maze that those who are intended to 
benefit often don't know they exist, where to 
apply, whether they qualify or how much 
money is available. 

3. There is no centralized planning or 
management of federal assistance programs 
in the government's executive branch. 

4. Here Is how the federal assistance pro
grams overlap and duplicate themselves. 
There are 51 business and economic develop
ment programs In 14 agencies; 23 civil defense 
and disaster-relief programs In four agencies; 
19 civil rights programs In six agencies; 165 
education programs In 14 agencies; 62 en
vironmental and natural resource programs 
in nine agencies; 48 rehab111tation programs 
for the handicapped in 11 agencies; 163 health 
and safety programs In six agencies; 112 
housing programs In five agencies; 27 law
enforcement and pollee-assistance programs 
In four agencies; 41 maritime, fishing and 
waterways programs in eight agencies; 32 pro
grams for state, local government facilities 
and public works assistance in nine agencies; 
28 transportation (excluding sea) programs 
In five agencies, and 33 water resources and 
conservation programs in eight agencies. 

Congressman Roth proposes a useful first 
step. He has 184 cosponsors in the House and 
11 cosponsors In the Senate for his Program 
Information Act which would require the 
President to publish an annual catalog of all 
federal aid programs and update It monthly. 

But Rep. Roth and others know this Is 
just a start, that much more needs to be 
done. 

This brings us back to Moynihan's pro-
vocative verdict that the federal government 
ought to make more tax money available 
to state and local governments to administer 
aid programs nearer to their beneficiaries. 

Some argue that state and local govern
ments aren't good enough to do it. But who 
knows until we try? Certainly the federal 
government hasn't been so good at It. 

CORPORATE FARMING: A STEP 
TOWARD SOCIALISM 

HON. JOHN M. ZWACH 
OF :MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 
Mr. ZWACH. Mr. Speaker. the eco

nomic future of the family farm is a 
matter of continuing discussion in our 
Minnesota Sixth Congressional District, 
where, probably, there are more of these 
units than can be found in any other 
congressional district in America. 

One of the most authoritative voices 
in behalf of the family farm is that of 
editor Don Olson of the Marshall, Minn., 
Messenger. 

With your permission, I would like to 
insert in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at 
this time, Editor Olson's latest editorial 
of this matter. 

Soon Congress wlll be called upon to 
consider a new farm bill. I urge my col
leagues to keep Mr. Olson's editorial in 
mind when the time arrives for that vote. 
The editorial follows: 
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CORPORATE FARMING: A STEP TOWARD 

SOCIALISM 

(By Don Olson) 
Farm programs. as we've known them for 

the past generation, probably wm die with 
this or the next session of OoLgress. Opposi
tion to farm subsidies, the desire for lower 
food prices and the belief that farm pro
grams cause high prices are the prevailing 
sentiments in Washington today. 

Agriculture always has been the most 
fragmented of American Industries. It never 
has developed a voice, so it hasn't been able 
to express its point of view. 

After 1952, when farm prices started down 
a long, general slope to disaster, most Ameri
cans still looked at the farmer as an ex
tremely wealthy, selfish dolt. As things got 
worse, no amount of fact could persuade 
the average American that the profit had 
been taken out of agriculture. 

Those who cared at all echoed the CED's 
recommendation: "Let the Inefficient farmers 
get out of agriculture." Most of the rest said 
simply that they were Interested only in 
lower food prices . . . . which already were 
the lowest in the world. 

Last week the Nixon administration sent 
to Congress recommendations for a new look 
at agriculture. The recommendations en
compass virtuous-appearing goals such as 
increased income for farmers, fewer govern
ment controls over farmers and more ex
ports of food products. 

The increased income supposedly will come 
from the fewer controls and larger exports. 
The America,.n consumer presumably Will buy 
foOd cheaper because only the most efficient 
farmers will remain in agriculture. 

It is an altogether appealing package ... 
at least on the surface. 

But It overlooks the fact that family farm
Ing has been, by all odds, the most efficient 
form of food prOduction the world ever has 
seen. Within the past few months a Mid
western extension economist said that the 
most recent studies prove conclusively that 
the family farm still can produce more eco
nomically than the large, corporate farm. 

Corporate agriculture has it over the fam
Ily farm In only a few areas, such as the abil
Ity to get more credit, the abillty to ride out 
tough times and, in some cases, the abillty 
to purchase more economically. 

Corporate agriculture is at a disadvantage 
when it comes to farm labor. While the farm 
family donates much of its labor to the fam
Ily enterprise, corporate farms have no such 
pool of loyal, dil1gent and generally-efficient 
labor. 

A few years ago farm labor came under the 
minimum wage law, and in a few years farm 
workers will be organized In labor unions. 
Farm labor costs will skyrocket. 

They will try to offset higher labor costs by 
mechanization, but buying more machines 
isn't a cure-all. Machinery purchases will 
require a larger input of capital and money 
these days is expensive. It also takes high 
quality labor to operate sophisticated ma
chines, so the labor-saving machines may not 
save much In payroll. 

But the most telling argument against 
corporate agriculture is the one that will 
cause the consumer the most grief. Corpora
tions, over the short haul, may be willing to 
lose money on their farm operations. They 
may have profits from other enterprises 
ag.ainst which they can charge the losses 
from farming. 

But sooner or later the farm corporations 
will have to make money. If they are operat
ing as economically as they believe possible, 
they will raise their prices to make the de
sired profits. 

No amount of threatening by the govern
ment and no buyers' strikes will deter them 
from their goal. They will sell wheat and milk 
the same way that steel oompanles sell steel 
and automobile companies sell cars ... at a 
profit. 

This Is bound to mean higher food prices 
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for the consumer, and a dwindling ... not 
expanding . . . export market. 

All of this very likely will result in a social
ized form of agriculture. The step in owner
ship from big corporation to federal govern
ment Is, after all, a small one. 

THE ELECTORAL REFORM Bn.L 

HON. JAMES B. UTT 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. UTI'. Mr. Speaker, due to illness 
in the family, I was forced to miss the 
final vote on the electoral reform blll, 
which passed the House by an over
whelming majority of 339 to 70. Had I 
been present, I would have voted against 
it. It was another one of those bills 
where emotion carries more weight than 
judgment. 

There has been much "hoopla" about 
the dangers of the existing electoral 
college system, and what dire results 
would happen if it were not reformed. 
Bear in mind that this Republic had been 
operating under this ·system for some 
180 years, since 1789, when such a system 
was provided for in the Constitution. 

My position. I am certain, is contrary 
to the wishes of 70 or 80 percent of the 
people in my district, according to the 
polls, but the polls can be very mislead
ing. A simple question "Should there 
be electoral reform?" would generally be 
answered in the affirmative. The public 
feels that something is askew and that 
reform will, ipso facto, remedy it. Few 
people who were questioned had time to 
consider the historic and constitutional 
background of this system. The electoral 
college was a part of the checks and bal
ances provided for in order to form the 
Union. At that time there were 13 States, 
ranging in size from Delaware to the 
Commonwealth of Virginia. Where was 
the power to reside? 

The little States were afraid to sur
render their sovereignty for fear of dom
ination by the larger States. By com
promise and agreement, each State, re
gardless of size, was to have two Sena
tors and a proportionate number of 
Members in the House of Representa
tives, based on population. There was to 
be a head of State called the President 
of the 13 States. Again, to protect the 
rights of the smaller States, this Presi
dent was to be selected by the States, 
with each State voting its prescribed 
number of electors as a unit. We now 
have 50 States and the President, though 
he may be President of all of the people, 
is technically the President of the 50 
States. Election of the President by pop
ular vote will deprive the smaller States 
of any voice in selecting the President 
and the campaign will be conducted in 
a dozen of the most populous States. and 
small attention will be paid to the little 
States. 

If th!s constitutional amendment 
should be adopted by three-fourths of 
the States and become law, the next 
thing will be to dissolve the States them
selves, for there will be little reason for 
the existence of the States. They will 
become provinces controlled by bureau-
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crats in Washington, D.C., eliminating 
local control. We would cease to be are
public as conceived by the Founding Fa
thers, and would become a democracy as 
in France. Who would want that? 

The strength of this Republic is in the 
fact that there are 50 sovereign States, 
each with its own constitution, its own 
Governor, its own legislature, and its own 
constabulary. Under our present system, 
if the District of Columbia were captured 
by a foreign nation, it would not be 
capturing the United States, as there are 
still 50 separate States that would have 
to be conquered, and this is a great source 
of military strength. 

During debate, it was proposed that the 
President be selected by congressional 
districts, with two bonus votes for each 
State, representing the Senators. That is, 
California, with 38 congressional dis
tricts, would cast the number of votes 
for President according to the number 
of congressional districts carried by each 
candidate. If there were 19 congressional 
districts for one candidate and 19 car
ried by another candidate, there would 
be 19 votes cast in the electoral college 
for each, and two additional votes, for 
the Senators, would be cast according to 
the way that the total State went. That 
proposal lost on a rollcall vote by 245 to 
162. I do not feel that this district plan 
would be any more representative than 
the system we now have. 

To argue that the States should divide 
their vote according to congressional dis
tricts for the electoral college, is not 
more feasible than to elect the Governor 
of the State in accordance with the num
ber of congressional districts that he car
ried. It was argued that it was wrong 
for the winner to take all, that is, if a 
candidate carried the State of California 
by 1,000 votes, it was wr..ong that he 
should control the entire electoral vote 
of California. You might as well argue 
that, if Governor Reagan were elected 
by 1,000 votes that he should not be
come the Governor for the 4-year term, 
but that the other candidate should be 
Governor for half the time. Nobody 1s 
silly enough to argue this. No one has 
suggested that because I carry only 65 
or 70 percent of the vote in my district 
that my opponent should be Congress
man for 30 or 35 percent of a 2-year 
term. 

A system that has not failed us in 180 
years should not be discounted just be
cause somebody wants to play tiddly
winks-a nice pastime, but not produc
tive. 

BIG TRUCK BILL 

HON. FRED SCHWENGEL 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, my 
editorials for today are from the Daven
port Times-Democrat and the Oelwein 
Daily Register, in the State of Iowa. The 
editorials follow: 
(From the Davenport (Iowa) Times-Demo

crat, Aug. 3, 1969] 
BIGGER TRUCKS, MORE DIE? 

Rep. Fred Schwengel of Davenport Is step
ping up the force of a battle which deserves 
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the support of this eastern Iowa and western 
Illtnois area-and every other across the 
country. 

In his battle against a bill which would 
permit bigger trucks on the federal inter
state highway system, he said this last week: 
"I'll take it to the people of the United States 
(if he cannot stop it in the House Publlc 
Works COmmittee). I'll make a speech on 
the floor of the House every day. They won't 
get it through a roll call vote." 

That's fighting language. It springs from 
his deep-felt conviction that safety of the 
traveler on the highway is more important 
than the profits of the truckers and those 
who use their services. 

Efforts to legalize wider, heavier and in 
some cases longer trucks and busses on inter
state highways represent a skillfully orga
nized campaign of the American Trucking 
Association and its associated groups. If suc
cess crowns the campaign in COngress, it will 
become increasingly dlffi.cult for individual 
states to resist similar authorizations. 

As Representative Schwengel points out, 
the United States has the best truck trans
portation system in the world. He cites fig
ures to show that in 1968 it traveled more 
ton miles in the continental U.S. than that 
totaled by operations in all of the rest of 
the world combined. 

This is due, of course, in large part to the 
fact that this country has more than $70 
b1llion committed to the construction of a 
42,000-mile interstate system which now is 
two-thirds finished. 

Opponents of the drive to authorize larger 
trucks and busses argue that the trucking 
industry is attempting to take undue advan
tage of the benefits conferred by this system 
which has cost the American taxpayer so 
many billlons. 

Already they enjoy tremendous reductions 
in maintenance and operations costs because 
of access to superhighways cleared of inter
sections and stop-and-go situations. With 
the need to leave the interstate routes only 
for gasoline, food and rest, they increase the 
mileage which can be covered by a driver 
during his work period, and they cut down 
on costs for gas and brake service. They un
doubtedly have effected savings also because 
of a system which reduces accidents. 

If the bigger trucks would have improved 
braking systems, as proponents contend, that 
would be only a step toward overcoming a 
lack of control which has worried safety au
thorities. Evidence has been introduced to 
back arguments that the huge trucks, weigh
ing up to 35 tons, do not have the braking 
effi.ciency of the average passenger car. 

Contentions that the wider, heavier and in 
some cases longer trucks would effect econ
omies in shipping are not impressive. While 
this very well could be true, it is open to 
challenge whether in the long run the sav
ings might not be overmatched by the added 
cost of highway and bridge maintenance. 

In any event, that is not the main point. 
What worries the Representative Schwengels, 
the American Automobile Association, the 
American Association of State IDghway Otn
cials, the county engineers' groups and the 
Federation of Women's Clubs is the records 
show that in truck-car colllsions, there are 
38 deaths in the private vehicles for every 
trucker killed. 

There is no sense in lengthening the odds. 
Residents along the interstate routes, like 
those in the Quad-City area and every other 
where life is held important, should be in 
this fight. 

[From the Oelwein (Iowa) Dally Register, 
July 10, 1969] 

DAVENPORT'S SCHWENGEL'S RESISTANCE 

As we recall, Rep. Fred Schwengel of Iowa 
was assailed from the floor of the House by a 
fiery little legislator from Michigan several 
months ago because Schwengel exposed some 
nasty and true information about the truck 
lobby's stranglehold on national legislators. 
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You've read in these columns about how its 
ruthless power was felt in the state General 
Assembly. 

Congressman Schwengel is leaving nothing 
undone to defeat efforts by the truck and 
bus lobby to endanger our highways and 
secure new legislation opening the door for 
bigger and bigger buses and trucks. 

As has been reported in the newspapers, 
Rep. Schwengel made his position quite con
vincing when he stepped outside the capLtal 
and interviewed bus drivers. He then took 
some seat and rear vision mirror measure
ments proving statements made by the lobby 
weren't true. 

We only wish more congressmen had 
Schwengel's courage. 

Most significant in the testimony were the 
statements by drivers who happened to be in 
buses parked outside declaring even the 
present lengths are hazardous to safety and 
diffi.cult to drive in towns and cities. "Don't 
vote in favor of making them bigger," they 
appealed to Schwengel. 

The discussion involved legislation which 
would authorize states to increase width, 
weight and length of buses on the interstate 
highway system. If Iowa's was a tollway, it 
might not be such a bitter pill to swallow. 
Perhaps Rep. Schwengel can get the job done. 
We hope so. 

Mr. Speaker, it should be stated that at 
no time have I implied directly or in
directly the motives of any Member of 
the House in connection with this 
controversy. 

VIOLENT CRIMES DROP IN TOLEDO 
AFTER IT GETS LAW CONTROL
LING GUNS 

HON. ROBERT 0. TIERNAN 
OF RHODE ISLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 
Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Speaker, in August 

of 1968, the city of Toledo, Ohio, enacted 
an ordinance which prohibits anybody 
in the city from keeping or obtaining a 
pistol, revolver, or other handgun with
out a license from the police. Since that 
time, the violent crimes of rape, murder, 
robbery, and aggravated assault have 
dropped 31.5 percent in Toledo. While 
it might be inaccurate to credit only the 
gun ordinance for such a drastic drop, 
the mayor of that city strongly believes 
that the unavailability of guns is a big 
factor. 

Mr. Speaker, I concur with this judg
ment and I hope that all of my colleagues 
will take a moment to read this article 
from the October 7 Wall Street Journal. 
I believe it upholds my support of the 
Gun Control Act of 1968. The article 
follows: 
CURBING FIREARMS: VIOLENT CRIMES DROP IN 

TOLEDO AFTER IT GE.'TS LAW CONTROLLING 

GUNS 
(By Jerry Landauer) 

ToLEDO.-This city of 400,000 on the west
ern tip of Lake Erie was once known as the 
gun capital of the Midwest. Firearms of all 
kinds could be bought at jewelry stores, gaso
line stations and pawn shops. Gun dealers 
hawking pistols for as little as $4.95 vied 
for choice locations along roads leading in 
from Detroit, where controls were stricter. 
The crime rate soared. 

The state legislature declined to restrict the 
traffi.cking in lethal weapons despite repeated 
appeals from Toledo officials. So 1n August 
1968, the city councn enacted an ordinance 
aimed especially at the sale o! "Saturday-
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night specia.ls"-cllea.p guns toted by holdup 
men to terrorize merchants on busy week
ends. The ordinance prohibits anybody in 
the city from keeping or obtaining a. pistol, 
revolver or other handgun without a. license 
from the pollee. 

At the time, few law officers believed the 
ordinance would reverse the city's mounting 
crime rate; unlicensed residents can still buy 
guns outside the city limits. But whether 
because of the gun-control law or because of 
other anticrime measures or even mere 
chance, crime is abating here while still 
surging higher in most cities. 

DRAMATIC STATISTICS 

This development shows up most dra
matically in statistics released late last 
month by the FBI. For the nation, the violent 
crimes of rape, murder, robbery and aggra
vated assault-armed or otherwise--rose 9% 
in the first six months of 1969 from the like 
period last year. But in Toledo these violent 
crimes dropped 31.5% from the first half of 
1968. "We're the only major city which shows 
such a. dramatic decrease," exults John J. 
Burkhart, the city's chief counsel. 

Indeed, crime in most other cdties that have 
adopted gun controls, such as Washington, 
D.C., continues to move up pretty much in 
step with the national pattern. ..Even if 
firearms were totally eliminated," contends a 
gun-control foe, "other weapons would be 
substituted." 

However, crimes committed with a gun in 
Philadelphia have dropped since that city 
adopted a licensing law in 1965, even though 
the law exempts firearms owned at the time. 
In New York, Mayor John Lindsay credits 
gun laws with keeping murder rates low; 
despite its rising crime, New York often ranks 
lowest among the 10 largest U.S. cities in 
number of hOinicides per 100,000 population. 

But Toledo's experience is unique. It may 
be traceable in part to special restrictions on 
gun dealers as well as owners, to a tough, 
well publicized court crackdown on violators 
of the control law and to other city efforts 
against crime. 

CRIME CATEGORIES ANALYZED 

Whatever other factors may enter in, gun
control advocates insist that a close look at 
developments in major crime categories here 
supports their case: 

In the year before the ordinance was 
adopted, Toledo's police counted 422 aggra
vated assaults, with guns and without; these 
include shootings, stabbings and other at
tacks intended to maim or kill. In the year 
after enactment, the number of such attacks 
dipped 9% to 385. But the assaults with guns 
dropped much more steeply-from 152 to 83, 
or45%. 

In the year before the ordina.nce, 36 peo
ple were murdered, 22 by handguns; in the 
following year, murders totaled 14, of which 
eight were by gun. (Because murders with 
other weapons dropped at roughly the same 
rate as murders with guns, it's possible that 
some factor other than the control law may 
be at work.) 

Robberies both armed and unarmed 
dropped from 1,188 in the year before gun 
control to 798 in the next year, a decline of 
33%. But gun robberies dropped even more 
sharply-from 350 to 160, or 54%. 

RIFLE GROUP'S VIEW 

Statistics can be tricky, of course. WOOd
son D. Scott, a New York attorney who 1s 
president of the National Rifle Association, 
an opponent of most gun control, says: "The 
statistics only prove that the statistics are 
down. In terms of cause and effect, it doesn't 
prove a thing." 

The unexpected crime statistics have sent 
city counsel Burkhart scrambling to recheck 
them. "I've gone over every possible angle to 
see whether there might have been a. mistake. 
I can't find any," he reports. 

"I'm as much puzzled as anybody," Mr. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Burkhart adds, noting that Toledo enacted its 
ordinance primarily to persuade the legisla
ture tha gun controls can be imposed with 
little inconvenience and minimum intrusion 
on citizens' rights. "It was really an effort to 
sell the General Assembly," says the city 
counsel. "1 didn't think we'd be able to make 
an impact on crime in less than three or four 
years." 

His ooution in checking and interpreting 
the statistics arises partly from the gun law's 
relatively lenient licensing standards. Unlike 
New York's Sullivan Law, the Toledo plan 
doesn't require residents to show good cause 
for possessing a gun. Instead, the police must 
issue a numbered "handgun owner's identlfl
cation card" costing $3 and good for three 
years to all applicants except fugitives, 
minors under 21, certified mental cases, nar
cotics addicts, habitual drunks or people who 
have been convicted twice in the past year 
of crimes involving the use or threat of 
force. 

So far the police have issued 16,000 ID 
cards; roughly 100 applic.a,nts have been re
jected. It also seeins likely that some peo
ple have been deterred from buying guns 
because, for various reasons, they did not 
want to a.pply to the police for a. license. 

Police Chief Anthony Bosch reports the 
law has had a harsh effect on gun dealers who 
formerly sold to almost any cash customer. 
One such dealer ran Toledo's biggest gun 
store in a. seedy neighborhood on Jackson 
Street just five minutes from Interstate 
Route 75 linking Toledo and Detroit. In one 
nine-month period, his register rang up sales 
of 16,000 guns, including 5,500 to residents of 
MLchiga.n who couldn't legally buy at home 
without a. police permit (the revolver used 
in the highly publicized 1966 synagog slaying 
of Detroit Rabbi Morris Adler came from 
Toledo) . But now, along with perhaps half 
the other gun outlets in town, the big store 
stands abandoned. 

Besides the Toledo gun law's licensing pro
vision, it requires detailed monthly gun sales 
reports to the Toledo police. It also prohibits 
selling to out-of-towners who aren't armed 
with authorization from their local pollee 
chief or sheriff. 

SEVERE SENTENCES 

"The sale of cheap guns is down to noth
ing," Chief Bosch says. "The punk who walks 
down the street, buys a gun and knocks off 
a gas station-that's all been eliminated." 

In municipal court, Judge George M. 
Glasser says severe sentencing of violators 
may be another reason for the gun law's 
apparent effectiveness. Already, court records 
show, city judges have packed 37 people off to 
jail (the average is 90 days), mainly for pos
sessing a. gun without a. license. In addition, 
judges have imposed 27 fines ranging from 
$25 to $1,000. 

"The word is out that you can't just carry 
a. gun around here without doing days in the 
workhouse," says Chief Counsel Burkhart, 
praising newspapers, radio and television for 
publicizing the court crackdown. 

(In contrast to Toledo, crime-ridden Wash
ington can impose penalties no harsher than 
10 days in jail or a. $30 fine--the maximum 
allowed by Congress. So far there have been 
no prosecutions.) 

In the mayor's office here, square-jawed 
ex-Marine William J. Ensign cites other 
measures that may have helped bring crime 
down. He points to improved street lighting; 
an expanded, improved police department; 
an active program to prevent juvenile crime; 
an ordinance making it a crime to harass 
or abuse school children or newsboys; more 
effective probation and parole procedures, 
and a 4,000-member citizens group that dis
tributes cards pledging people to cooperate 
with the police whenever possible. 

INQUIRIES FROM OTHER CITIES 

Mayor ·Ensign also feels sure that the 
gun law helps a lot. "You just know that the 
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unavailablllty of guns has got to be a big 
factor," he observes. Officials in other cities 
think so, too. The drop in crime here is draw
ing inquiries about the Toledo ordinance 
from Wichita, Los Angeles, Dayton, Cleve
land, Baltimore and Cincinnati. 

As these inquiries suggest, the gun-control 
controversy may be shifting to the cities, 
while antigun agitation in Washington and 
in state capitals is losing steam. Last year, of 
course, Congress banned mall-order sales of 
all firearms across state lines except to li
censed dealers and prohibited dealers from 
selling handguns over the counter to out
of-state customers. One hope was to en
courage state and local governments to enact 
stricter controls. 

One Federal official who has urged local 
authorities to act is FBI Director J. Edgar 
Hoover. He has said: "I see no great prob
lem to the individual in requiring all guns 
to be registered, if the owner has nothing 
to hide and if he is a law-abiding citizen." 

But some local policemen oppose munici
pal gun controls. Deputy Chief Lloyd Forbus 
of the Columbus, Ohio, police force, for ex
ample, asserts that the possible crime-curb
ing effects of local gun-control laws don't 
justify violating a cardinal principle of the 
National Rifle Association-that restrictions 
should be aimed only at those who misuse 
firearins. Mr. Forbus is an NRA member and 
serves as a sale manager for a gun whole
saler in his spare time. 

Many hunters, marksmen and gun collec
tors remain convinced that ordinances such 
as Toledo's will eventually disarm the law
abiding citizenry. Insists Walter W. Schu
macher, speaking for the League of Ohio 
Sportsmen: "This is the first step toward 
total disarmament." 

But for the foreseeable future the civlllan 
populSJtion will surely remain heavily armed. 
According to the National Commission on 
the Causes and Prevention of Violence, 
headed by Milton Eisenhower, probably 30 
million guns were added to the civilian stock
pile during the last decade, bringing the total 
to 90 mill1on-35 million rifies, 31 million 
shotguns and 24 million handguns. 

HOW ABOUT TRAITORS' DAY? 

HON. RICHARD L. ROUDEBUSH 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Speaker, Indi
ana's largest newspaper, the Indianapolis 
Star, has made some interesting editorial 
comments concerning events unfolding 
October 15. 

The article follows : 
HOW .ABOUT TRAITORS' DAY? 

It is odd that so many supposedly pure, 
irreproachable protests against the United 
States role in Vietnam happen to coincide 
with Communist demonstrations in the same 
cause. 

It strikes Senator Paul Fannin (R-Ariz.) 
as odd, too. He says that an Oct. 15 college 
"moratorium" to protest continuation of the 
Vietnam War looks like a Communist anti-
American gambit. 

Fannin received a poster and publicity ma
terial mailed from Cuba boosting an Oct. 15-
21 demonstration to be called "Days of Sup
port for Vietnam." 

He asked, "Is it a coincidence that an or
ganization of Latin American students, mail
ing their literature from Communist-con
trolled Cuba., happened to pick Oct. 15, the 
same day that is being advocated as a day 
of protest in this country?" 

Plans for observance of the "moratorium" 
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are being made at colleges throughout the 
nation. Fannin noted preparations are under 
way for the Oct. 15 event at Indiana., Purdue 
and Indiana State universities, the Univer
sity of Notre Dame, and at Earlham, Goshen, 
Hanover and Marion colleges in Indiana.. 

Fannin asked in the Senate: "Are those 
who are aiding these groups prepared to 
accept the anarchy and chaos which these 
people are proposing to unleash among us? 

"Far more important, are those who delib
erately undercut the President on these mat· 
ters willing to accept and be responsible for 
the cost in lives of additional American serv
icemen who are killed by an enemy finding 
strength in the irresponsible dissent being 
voiced here? 

"Are they aware that this strategy was 
formed during an East Berlin peace confer
ence held on June 25?" 

We wish to answer Senator Fannin's ques
tions and make a proposal. 

We think some of the supporters of the 
Oct. 15 protest are patriotic and sincere and 
are prompted by the purest motives. others, 
we think, are muddle-headed and easily led 
dupes of the Communists and their front 
organizations. 

Some, we are confident, are out and out 
traitors dedicated not only to working in 
every way they can for Communist victory in 
Vietnam but for Communist control of the 
entire planet and all of its inhabitants. Their 
true colors have emerged in their many 
phony "peace" demonstrations in which they 
have spit and trampled upon the American 
flag while flying the Viet Cong flag and in 
their gushy idolatry of Red heroes and bosses. 

So we propose that Oct. 15, along with 
being the day of a. "moratorium," also be 
set aside as Communist Dupes' Day, in behalf 
of the muddleheaded but unwitting followers 
of the Red line, and that, in addition, it be 
set aside as Traitors' Day for the Juda.ses and 
turncoats whose thoughts and actions are 
plain old-fashioned treason. 

RESULTS OF QUESTIONNAIRE 

HON. RICHARDSON PREYER 
OF NORTH CABOL~A 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. PREYER of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, this summer I distributed a 
questionnaire to my constituents asking 
them a number of questions about cur
rent issues of national importance. I was 
very pleased to receive a return of al
most 12 percent or more than 17,000 
cards. Since most of these were signed 
by two people they would represent the 
opinion of about 30,000 residents of the 
Sixth Congressional District of North 
Carolina. It is obvious to me that many 
of our fellow Americans feel that there 
is a great distance between them and 
their Government and that they respond 
so well to this kind of an inquiry be
cause it offers them an opportunity to 
make their voice heard in Washington. 
About a third of the returned cards had 
messages written on them and between 
300 and 400 were accompanied by let
ters-some as long as six typed pages
in which the writers spoke with great 
conviction about their concern for their 
country's welfare, their loyalty to the 
United States and their determination 
that we must make it a better place to 
live. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

I believe it appropriate to snare with 
my colleagues the results of this ques
tionnaire, and for that purpose I am en
tering in the RECORD a summary of the 
answers to the questions included: 

Question and answer 
[In percent] 

Vietnam: 
Favor withdrawal gradually ________ 54 
Favor immediate withdrawaL ______ 20 
Favor escalation ____________________ 14 
Favor continued peace talks________ 5 
Undecided, no answer-------------- 6 

Draft: 
Favor volunteer arnny ______________ 35 
Favor continuation present draft ___ 32¥2 
Favor lottery at 19----------------- 25¥2 
Undecided or no answer____________ 7 

ABMSystem: 
Favor ----------------------------- 507'2 
~pose ---------------------------- 257'2 Undecided or no answer ____________ 247'2 

Election of President: 
Favor direct election _______________ 75 
Favor present electoral college ______ 14 
Favor electoral college by district__ 7 
Undecided or no answer____________ 4 

Con trolling campus disorders: 
Deny funds to students involved ____ 67 
Leave to adllll.inistrators, etc ________ 20 
Deny funds to colleges disrupted____ 8 
Undecided or no answer____________ 5 

Lowering vote to 18 years: 
Opposed -------------------------- 52 
Favor ----------------------------- 44 
Undecided or no answer____________ 4 

Farm program: 
Add limitations on single farm sup-

port ---------------------------- 39 
Do away with all farm support_ _____ 22 
Corutinue present program __________ 18 
Undecided or no answer ____________ 21 

Cigarette advertising: 
Favor warnings but allow advertising_ 62 
Favor warnings and forbid advertis-

ing ----------------------------- 29 
Undecided and no answer___________ 9 

Three top priorities after war: 
Crime controL _____________________ 66 
Tax cut ___________________________ 59 
Pollution oontroL __________________ 53 
Education ------------------------ 36 
Low income housing ________________ 28 

Defense --------------------------- 16 
Urban transponta.tion -------------- 8 
Space e1Dplooation_________________ 8 
Undecided or no answer __________ _ 
1 Less than 1 :Percent. 

MAINE'S TIME TO FIGHT FOR 
TRADE ZONE IS NOW 

HON. WILLIAM D. HATHAWAY 
OF MAINE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Speaker, 15 
months ago the State of Maine made an 
application for a foreign trade zone. The 
approval of this zone would open up new 
industry for Maine. The oil refinery to be 
constructed after the zone has been 
established would provide substantially 
lower prices on heating fuel and gasoline 
for all of New England. The importance 
of the trade zone is reflected in the -fol
lowing article which appeared in the 
October 5 issue of the Maine Sunday 
Telegram. I call the article to the atten
tion of my colleagues in the House. 
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MA~E'S TIME To FIGHT FOR TRADE ZONE 

Is Now 
If Maine wants to get the Foreign Trade 

Zone, which Maine merits and long ago ap
plied for, now is the critical time for Maine 
citizens to make their voices heard clear and 
loud in the White House and the Commerce 
Department. 

Unless Maine's million citizens speak up 
now to insist upon getting what is rightfully 
theirs, Maine may get shafted while our back 
is turned; and we may wake up eight weeks 
hence to find, too late, that the Oil Lobby 
has killed Maine's claim to a Foreign Trade 
Zone and thereby has done lasting damage 
and injustice to Maine people. 

It has been months since the words "For
eign Trade Zone" have been up in the head
lines of Maine newspapers and radio and 
television news. 

Remember how these words were a burn
ing issue last year, when heated hearings 
on the subject were held in Washington and 
Portland? When a battle royal was raging 
between Big Oil and little Maine? When the 
hassle involved Lyndon Johnson's White 
House, Secretary of Interior Stuart Udall, 
and Secretary of Commerce C. R. Smith? 

When Maine served a. "writ of mandamus" 
upon Secretary Smith, requiring him to carry 
out the statutory duties of his cabinet office, 
and render a decision? Remember how the 
Big Oil lobby then, with it's influential 
friends in and out of Congress, got the vital 
question of a foreign trade zone for Maine 
postponed and postponeu. until finally it was 
a hot potato handed over to the new Nixon 
Administration? 

Since then, Maine has been lulled sweetly 
to sleep over this once-burning, still vital, 
issue. 

But the Washington-based opponents to 
Maine's still-pending application for a de
served foreign trade zone have been busy 
at work backstage. 

Those opponents to this ingredient in 
Maine's commercial health are today praying 
that Maine citizens will go on snoozing for 
a couple of months more. For if Maine rests 
quiescent, while they are actively lobbying 
around the White House and the Commerce 
Department, their chances of killing Maine's 
foreign trade zone application will get better, 
and Maine's chances of getting what is right
fully ours will get worse. 

Hence the need now for Maine's citizens, 
and Maine state representatives and sena
tors to speak up and voice their concern, 
through letters to the White House and 
the Commerce Department. 

Reason for prompt action now is that dur
ing November President Nixon's cabinet
level report on the United States oil import 
policy will be issued. And Nixon's Secretary 
of Commerce, Maurice Stans, has said he will 
issue his decision upon Maine's application 
for a foreign trade zone only after that re
port is completed. In itself, this shows that 
the question of oil import quotas is wrong
fully dictating a. decision on Maine's applica
tion for a. foreign Trade Zone. 

Certainly, the background to Maine's ap
plication for a. foreign trade zone in the Port
land area and a sub zone in Machiasport, is 
related to the oil import and quota policy, 
but is not by any means umbilically tied to 
it. 

Oil import policy decisions are lodged with 
the President. They are a matter for Execu
tive decision. 

But the law and the regulations governing 
foreign trade zones are a matter of statute, 
passed by the Congress. 

The statute and it's surrounding regula
tions spell out precisely the conditions under 
which an application for a foreign trade zone 
shall be granted. 

Maine's e.pplica.tton, submitted 15 months 
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ago, has met all the requirements. But it has 
not been granted. 

Maine's application was studied harder and 
longer at more hearings than any previous 
application by any other state. 

After months of hearings and testimony, 
the Foreign Trade Board of Alternates de
cided last November, almost one year ago, 
that Maine met all the statutory require
ments. The way was clear, a favorable de
cision for Maine was imminent. But an oil 
slick got in the way. 

In December, Secretary of Commerce C. R. 
Smith, a man with close links to the oil in
dustry, chose to break with precedent. He 
announced he would not act upon the recom
mendations of the Board. 

The State of Maine, in response, broke 
precedent. Maine slapped a writ of man
damus upon the Secretary of Commerce. 
This writ is a court order which can enforce 
a public officer to perform the public duties 
assigned to him by law. By law, Smith was 
charged with acting upon Foreign Trade 
Zone applications. 

But Smith and the Johnson administra
tion were out of office before the writ had to 
be answered. So they handed the hot potato 
to the incoming Nixon Administration. The 
decision now was up to the new Secretary of 
Commerce, Maurice Stans. 

What then? 
This past February, a month after taking 

office, Stans made it known that he would 
decide in a matter of days upon Maine's ap
plication. His announcement was hailed in 
Maine, because it implied that, in keeping 
with established procedure, the new Secre
tary would accept the favorable findings, 
already on record, made by the Board which 
had studied Maine's application. Maine, it 
seemed, was about to get its merited Foreign 
Trade Zone. 

Then, suddenly, in an off the cuff interview 
with a foreign correspondent, Stans said he 
would not make his promised decision upon 
Maine's long standing, much studied appli
cation. 

Instead, Stans revealed, he would wait 
until a newly appointed Cabinet-level group 
appointed by Nixon, had completed an over
all review of American oil import and quota 
policies. 

This is the review due for completion in 
November. 

Certainly its conclusions will likely af
fect the prospects of Occidental Petroleum 
establishing a refinery at Machiasport. But 
Occidental could retailor it's plans, and, fur
thermore, other oil companies are standing 
in line for Machiasport. 

But Machiasport is included in Maine's 
application only as a sub zone. The principal 
foreign trade zone is for the Portland area. 

And, whatever decisions in regard to oil 
imports which the Executive branch makes, 
the fact remains that Maine's application for 
a foreign trade zone fulfills all the require
ments set down in the statute passed by 
Congress. And therefore should be granted. 

This application, so long kicked around in 
Washington due to opposition from Big Oil 
interests, should be granted on its own 
merits, according to existing law. 

Maine people's economic future is at stake 
here. The commercial health of Maine is at 
stake here. Future jobs for Maine youngsters, 
which a foreign trade zone will generate, are 
at stake here. Maine has met the legal re
quirements for getting a foreign trade zone 
in the state. Under laws, we deserve to get it. 

The rights and well being of Maine citi
zens, under the law of the land, must not 
be further negated nor made a catspaw to 
the political pressure exerted in Washington 
by a single industry. 

Now therefore is the moment for Maine 
citizens to safeguard their rights, and their 
children's economic future, by writing to the 
White House and the Commerce Department 
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and urging that Maine be promptly issued 
its merited license for establishing a foreign 
trade zone in Maine. 

IS A RECESSION INEVITABLE? 

HON. FLOYD V. HICKS 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. InCKS. Mr. Speaker, the Depart
ment of Labor has announced that the 
unemployment rate for the month of 
September jumped to 4 percent, highest 
in over 2 years. Coming on the heels of 
August's increase to 3.6 percent, these 
seemingly small figures actually trans
late to more than a quarter of a million 
jobs gone in jilst 1 month and about 
600,000 since the first of the year. 

Reports are that the administration 
has welcomed the news as strong evi
dence that its anti-inflation campaign is 
"taking hold." The administration's hap
piness, based on the old rule of thumb 
that a rise in unemployment also means 
a decline in inflation, ignores one impor
tant fact--inflation is continuing to rise 
right along with unemployment. 

There is an uneasy awareness among 
the American people, Mr. Speaker, that 
thus far attempts by President Nixon to 
"seed the eye of the inflationary hurri
cane," as some have put it, have proven 
unsuccessful. A Harris poll published last 
month showed that the man on the 
street voted 61 to 25 that the President 
has done a "bad job controlling infta
tion." 

As we all know, the administration's 
strategy to bring us down safely from 
the summit of high prices consists pri
marily of tightening up the Nation's 
money belt. The "soft landing" envi
sioned by the President's economic advis
ers would squeeze only the "excesses" 
out of our overheated economy, or, as the 
administration has been quoted so often, 
"disinflate the economy without deflating 
it." 

But for some reason the inflationary 
balloon continues to drift steadily up
ward. In fact, since President Nixon's 
inauguration the consumer price index 
has been rising at a rate of 7 percent, 
nearly twice the rate for last year. 

In 10 months interest rates have sky
rocketed a staggering 26 percent; the 
prime interest rate has been increased 

:e~;:est~~~m 1~otoy=t~s:e~~~·a~~~~~ 
especially for our senior citizens, are up 
as much as 44 percent over a year ago. 

History has taught us that rampant 
inflation such as that we are experienc
ing now leads to recession-the classic 
"boom-bust" cycle. 

If this is allowed to continue, there 
will be an even greater loss of jobs. The 
noted economist Milton Friedman, a 
close Nixon adviser during the pres
idential campaign, told Senator PRox
MIRE'S Subcommittee on Economy in 
Government that he fears our Nation 
is facing "an unnecessarily severe reces
sion next year," with unemployment 
ranging above 7 percent. 

In my own State of Washington that 
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specter is already nearing reality. You 
may have read that the Boeing Co., long 
the economic backbone of the Puget 
Sound region, has laid off some 11,000 
workers so far this year and plans to 
cut back at least an additional 1,000 jobs 
per month well into 1970. And, as I com
mented before this body 2 weeks ago, sev
eral homebuilders in the congressional 
district which I represent already have 
been forced to lay off employees because 
of the shortage of mortgage money. 

Although regional unemployment sta
tistics for September are not yet avail
able, August's figures showed unemploy
ment in the Seattle metropolitan area 
among the highest in the Nation: at 4.5 
percent, a full percentage point above the 
national average at that time. 

Last December, national unemploy
ment was down to 3.3 percent, lowest 
since 1953. During the 8 Kennedy-John
son years literally millions of Americans 
worked their way out of poverty. They 
were willing to work and 8 years of un
precedented economic prosperity pro
vided the jobs. Last year alone, some 2 
million people were removed from the 
official Federal poverty rolls. 

These are the people-the poor, the 
newly employed, the unskilled-who are 
first and hardest hit by a recession. They 
are the first to go out the door when an 
employer must cut down his work force. 

To put them out of work again is not 
only to stop their contribution to the 
economy and society, it is to put them 
again in the role of "takers" who will 
have to be supported by the people who 
are employed. 

To do so because an administration i~, 
either incapable of handling the prob
lem or too stubborn to admit that it has 
failed and then go on to a real solution, 
is not only tragic; it could be dangerous. 

With the summit of inflation already 
too high and the President willing to 
offer the working man as a sacrificial 
lamb to his faltering economic policy, an 
easy descent from inflation seems more 
and more uncertain and a major reces
sion more and more likely. 

There is still the time a-nd the means, 
however, for the President to change his 
tactics and successfully fight inflation 
without destroying jobs in the process. 
Several Members of this House have 
urged the President to withdraw his op
position to pending legislation which 
would establish effective wage-price 
guideposts. In brief, these bills would 
give the President authority to announce 
acceptable wage-price increases follow
ing full consultation with management 
and labor. They also would allow him to 
focus the spotlight of public opinion on 
specific wage and price proposals which 
threaten national economic stability. In 
addition, the administration must now 
give serious considerrution to wage and 
price controls. With inflation and unem
ployment both rising at rapid rates, wage 
and price controls may prove the only 
way to reflect the national interest in 
price stability. 

Time is running out swiftly for the 
President in this war against a reces
sion. More importaJnt, it is running out 
for thousands and perhaps millions of 



October 15, 1969 

American workers who stand to lose 
their jobs if he persists in his failure to 
act. 

NIXON SILENCE ON RHODESIA 
COSTLY 

HON. AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS 
OJ' CALD'ORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Speaker, in the 
face of right wing pressure to recognize 
Rhodesia and to lift sanctions, I believe 
it is time to speak out against racism 1n 
our foreign policy. More exactly, I feel 
that we must seek to stem a reversal of 
American policy against racism in 
southern Africa. Americans of con
science, both black and white, urge that 
the U.S. Consulate in Rhodesia be with
drawn so that de facto recognition to a 
white, minority government is not ex
tended by the United States. The at
tached article by Carl T. Rowan from the 
September 27, 1969, edition of the Eve
ning Star thoroughly explains the cur
rent impasse. The article follows: 

NIXON Sn.ENCE ON RHODESIA COSTLY 

(By Carl T. Rowan) 
President Nixon went to the United Na

tions with a forlorn plea. to the 126 nations 
represented there to pressure Hanoi into 
peaceful settlement of the Vietnam war. 

Nixon will get no help, no sympathy, no 
consolation from most of these 126 nations. 
The reason is that, in the eyes of much of 
the world, whatever moral justification we 
once had in Vietnam is rapidly disappearing. 

If the President wonders why, all he need 
do is look at White House policy-or lack of 
policy-where the racist, outlaw regime in 
Rhodesia. is concerned. 

There has been a. not-so-subtle shift of at
titude in the White House from the Johnson 
administration to the Nixon administration, 
with the latter showing a lot more sympathy 
for the tiny white minority that has seized 
Rhodesia. under conditions where, barring 
ultimate violent overthrow, that minority 
will forever rule and suppress the black ma
jority. 

For two months, the White House has sat 
on a. State Department recommendation that 
the United States pull its consulate out of 
Rhodesia, but the White House has declined 
to do so. Thus, the U.S. consul general, Paul 
O'NeUl, recently returned to Salisbury, an 
act that the ruling regime called the best 
possible boost to the morale of the white 
minority. 

A U.S. that pursues this kind of policy 
cannot possibly have good relations with 
black Africa.. So whatever little help the 
African countries might give in extricating 
the U.S. from a grievous dilemma in Asia is 
not going to be forthcoming. 

A country that ignores basic principles of 
human worth and decency, that overlooks 
a. brazen trampling of the rights of self
determination in Rhodesia., will never be 
convincing when it says it is in Vietnam only 
to guarantee to the South Vietnamese the 
right to decide their own destiny. 

White Rhodesians are in the process o! ap
proving a. new "constitution that w111 make 
that land an even more pernicious police 
state than it has been these last several 
years." 

That constitution wlll make it impossible 
for Rhodesia's 4,800,000 Africans ever to 
wrest power legally from the 228,000 whites. 

In theory, Africans ml.ght someday achieve 
"parity"-that is, an equal number of seats 
in parliament. But there is a neat little 
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stipulation that this can occur only after 
Africans pay an equal share of income taxes. 

The hooker here is that Africans now pay 
only about one percent of the taxes. One 
reason is that while the average wage for a 
European is about $4,000, it is only $400 for 
an African. 

Not in a millenium w1ll Africans reach 
the economic level where they can meet the 
tax qualification. Nevertheless, the Ian 
Smith regime has raised other qualifica
tions for voters, an act designed to exclude 
thousands of blacks from elections. 

Finally, the whites have put in another 
hooker providing that even after "parity," 
half the black seats in parliament would be 
named by the chiefs, who are mostly Uncle 
Tom servants of the whites, and thus under 
effective control of the minority regime. 

Another outrage is the way the Smith 
regime has divided up the land. It has set 
aside 45 million acres for 4,800,000 Africans 
and 45 million acres for 228,000 whites. 

The regime is now in the procesS of chas
ing Africans out of "islands" within the 
areas reserved for whites. The courts ruled 
that the Africans had the right to remain, 
but parliament got around this simply by 
passing a new law. 

The new constitution extends to the gov
ernment the right to censor the press and 
other publications, a right already exercised 
on radio and TV. Enshrined in the new 
constitution is the right of "preventive de
tention," without ball or speedy trial, of any
one arrested on charges of trying to over
throw the white dictatorship. 

This is the kind of regime the White House 
can't make up its mind about--despite the 
existence of a United Nations resolution 
calllng upon member states to withdraw 
their consulates. 

The rationale coming out of the White 
House is that there are 1,100 Americans 
in Rhodesia, about 850 of whom are mis
sionaries, and that we need a consulate 
to look after their interests. 

We didn't even have a consulate in 
Southern Rhodesia until 1949 and the 
American missionaries there prior to that 
time managed to get along fairly well. 

The other argument is that we need eyes 
and ears in Rhodesia to send back reports 
on what is going on in the southern end 
of Africa. We could post observers 10,000 
miles away and the odor wafting out of 
Rhodesia would make it clear what is go
ing on. 

Someone in the White House apparently 
scoffs at the notion that morality-racial, 
social, or otherwise-ought to be a big in
gredient in foreign policy. They assume 
that you go with power, and obviously the 
whites in Rhodesia have the power. They say 
you go with strength, and obviously the 
economic interests who want U.S. relations 
with Rhodesia to continue have more 
strength in Washington than do th~ weak, 
divided African countries that look with so 
much anger and disquiet on what is hap
pening in the southern end of their con
tinent. 

But it was precisely this disdain for the 
moral elements in foreign pollcy, it was this 
notion that might ultimately makes right, 
that got the United States in the Vietnam 
dilemma that becomes a tighter, stronger 
web around Nixon every week. 

ABDICATION OF RESPONSIBILITY 

HON. GEORGE A. GOODLING 
OF PENNSYLVAN:lA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, various 
views have been expressed on the stands 
being taken by different Members of 
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Congress with respect to the Vietnam 
moratorium scheduled for October 15. 
The Evening Sun-a prominent daily 
newspaper in Hanover, Pa., of my con
gressional district-carried an editorial 
on this subject 1n its issue of October 6. 
Because of the timely nature of this edi
torial, I insert it into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD: 

ABDICATION OF RESPONSmn.ITY 

The two dozen members of Congress who 
are planning to ally themselves with students 
who are to stage an Oct. 15 boycott of classes 
in protest of the Vietnam Warr are not exer
cising the kind of judgment expectect from 
men of their office and influence. 

First there is the question of the desirabil
ity of supporting the principle of boycotting. 

Those Americans who are tired of paying 
taxes, taking a tip from the 12 senators and 
12 representatives who obviously believe a 
boycott an effective and legal weapon, may 
decide to boycott the paying of taxes. Then 
how wlll the government function? 

Just how far are the federal lawmakers 
willing to go in their support of boycotting? 

The second consideration involved here is 
the stwmp of approval by some members of 
Congress on an endeavor that may turn into 
a prolonged period of chaos in partnership 
with violence. 

The faot that 24 duly elected members of 
the U.S. Congress are planning to lend sup
port to the campaign is an encouragement 
for other action on the part of youthful or
ganizers that may wen shock the two dozen 
congressional dissenters. 

We believe in the principle of dissent. We 
also believe it can be carried out by our gov
ernment leaders in a responsible manner. 

Just as firmly as we support the principles 
of free speech and dissent we support the 
functioning of a responsive government 
througm normal Constitutional processes. 

We will not endorse government action 
that is dictated from behind street barri
cades nor members of Congress who abdicate 
responsib111ty. 

ANOTHER OUTRAGE BY THE 
HOODLUM LEFT 

HON. JOHN C. KLUCZYNSKI 
OF n.LINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Speaker, every 
Member of this House is devoted to the 
preservation of individual Uberty, but 
every Member is also well aware that ab
solute individual liberty results in an
archy. Events 1n the last few days 1n my 
own city of Chicago have proven once 
again that violent "dissent" is not gen
uine dissent at all, but a deliberate at
tempt, not to change, but to destroy. 
The feelings of a majority of the people 
of this country are expressed, I think, 
1n the editorial which appeared 1n the 
Chicago Tribune on Monday, October 13 
and I include it in the RECORD: ' 

ANOTHER OUTRAGE BY THE HOODLUM LEFr 
Richard J. Elrod, assistant corporation 

counsel of the city of Chicago, lies in the 
hospital paralyzed from the neck down after 
being hit by a young revolutionary mobster 
during another outbreak of violence 1n the 
Loop Saturday. This 1s the latest outrage 
during a carnival of m1ndless terror orga
nized by far-out elements of Students for a 
Democratic Society. 

Arrested as Mr. Elrod's assailant 1s a 22-
year-old student at Columbia university, 
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which a year ago was converted into a pilot 
plant for revolutionary disruption. He was 
being held in $100,000 bail on a charge of 
attempted murder. The prisoner, Brian 
Flanagan, a superior student from a well-to
do Long Island family, has been alienated 
from his widowed mother since the start of 
the current school term. 

His parent, Mrs. Elise Flanagan, told the 
Tribune she did not comprehend his con
version into a revolutionist and apostle of 
violent action. She said of her son and his 
mobster political associates: "I don't blame 
the Chicago pollee. They should knock the 
head off every one of them. I don't under
stand these kids at all. The world I knew 
is much different from the one they live in 
now. I just don't understand." 

This mother's bafilement is shared by most 
Chicagoans who have seen or read of the 
senseless assaults on pollee and citizens and 
the vandalism which inflicted thousands of 
dollars in property damage on the city in 
organized forays during four days of last 
week. This criminal activity was supposed to 
be in support of eight revolutionary leaders 
on trial before Judge Julius J. Hoffman in 
federal District court on charges of crossing 
state 11nes to incite a riot in committing il
legal acts toward that end. 

The terror in the streets is hardly condu
cive to building sympathy for the defend
ants and the revolutionary movement. The 
hoodlum fringe took to the streets armed 
with chains, pipes, bludgeons, and other 
lethal weapons. Scores of police and civilians 
were injured in hand-to-hand combat; and 
Mr. Elrod, who had distinguished himself by 
his patience and restraint in trying to con
tain the violence, may be permanently in
capacitated. Broken windows and damaged 
automobiles marked the course of these in
sane efforts to organize a pUitsch. 

It seems to u.s that the time has arrived 
for the law-abiding community to invoke 
the laws of criminal syndicalism or what
ever other legal protections the law affords 
against the New Barbarians. These people 
are attempting to mount an all-out attack 
on society, and their tactics are patently 
criminal. It sickens us to hear them de
scribed as "kids" who are merely expressing 
"dissent" and to hear bleeding hearts say 
they should be treated with all the respect 
given a pet snake. 

Their behavior puts into perspective the 
disorders last year at the Democratic na
tional convention, for which the eight de
fendants are on trial in federal court. The 
riots at that time provided a field day for 
persons eager to tear down the reputation 
of Chicago and its government and pollee. 
Anybody who still clings to the myth that 
these were expressions of legitimate pro
test deserves a session on the analyst's 
couch. 

THE LATE HONORABLE JOSEPH 
Y. RESNICK 

HON. JOHN J. ROONEY 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 7, 1969 
Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. Speak

er, it was a profound shock to learn 
of the unexpected passing of the Honor
able Joseph Y. Resnick who represented 
New York's 28th Congressional District 
in the 89th and 90th Congresses. It is 
always a shock when one loses a col
league, or former colleague, but much 
more so when he is truly in the prtme 
of life. Such a man was Joe Resnick 
who, at 45, was a vital leader of the 
community whose drtve and determina-
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tion will be sorely missed. In the 4 years 
he served here Joe Resnick left his mark, 
as he did in the business world before 
coming here to the House of Represent
atives. He was a hard working and hard 
fighting man who knew no sacred cows; 
he never hesitated to espouse a cause he 
felt light, popular or unpopular. He was 
indeed a man of integrtty and courage. 
His talents were well recognized here and 
his frtends were many. 

Mr. Speaker, I join my colleagues in 
saluting a gallant man and I extend 
to his wife Ruth, his children, his broth
ers and sisters my deepest sympathy in 
their great loss. 

INDIANA LABOR LEADER VISITS 
BEHIND IRON CURTAIN 

HON. RAY J. MADDEN 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 
Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, Joe Je

neske of Hammond, Ind., and one of In
diana's leaders of organized labor, visited 
his parents' native Lithuania recently 
and in an interview with the Hammond, 
Ind., Times records some interesting 
comments and factual experiences which 
he had during his visit to Lithuania and 
the Soviet Union. The interview follows: 
JENESKE: !RON CURTAIN PEOPLE LACK BASIC 

NEEDS 

EAsT CHICAGO.-Joe Jeneske's found a new 
way to lose weight. 

Jeneske dropped 16 pounds in 15 days on a 
visit behind the Iron Curtain. 

Jeneske's parents were born in Lithuania. 
His dad died when Joe was very young. The 
only father he ever knew was Adolph Wet
kus, 75, of 3724 Deodar St. 

When Jeneske and Wetkus landed in Vil
nus, the capital of Lithuania, it was the first 
time the older man had stepped on his native 
soil in 55 years. For Jeneske, it was a first
ever visit. 

It was a gruelling trip. 
Jeneske has been a steelworker most of his 

life. Yet he shunned official labor contact 
during his visit which included Moscow and 
Riga, Latvia, in addition to Vilnus. 

"I wanted to get as real a look at the coun
try and people as I could," Jeneske says. "I 
wanted a true reflection." 

Jeneske and his step-father took the 
guided tours in the Iron Curtain cities but 
they got closer to the truth through visits 
with about 50 relatives. 

"I asked them how things were," Jeneske 
says, "and I got the same answer usually: 
'They're better than they were.'" 

In an attempt at self-analysis on the visit, 
Jeneske would cite two dominant feelings: 

1. The Lithuanian, Latvian and Russian 
families are closer-knit than those in Amer
ica; the people are healthier and less spoiled. 

2. The people behind the Iron Curtain do 
not have the basic necessities which Ameri
cans take for granted; foodstuffs are bought 
daily because of no refrigeration; there is 
little clothing variety. 

"I wouldn't want to live here under those 
conditions," Jeneske says. "And they have no 
freedom of expression. They all want to listen 
to the Voice of America. 

"But they seem happy. Man is adaptable." 
Jeneske made these other observations 

about the visit: 
Tourists are restricted in their movements. 
The language barrier in Russia is terrific; 

almost nobody speaks English. 
Most Russian churches have been con-
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verted into museums; Roman Catholicism 
is practiced in Lithuania. 

Goods in what Russian officials claim to 
be the world's largest department store-
Gooms in Moscow-were depleted in a 2 Y2-
hour buyer's rush. 

Most consumer items are more expensive 
than in the United States. 

Cars are at a premium; new car buyers 
must wait often several years for delivery. 

Traffic laws are more strict than in the 
U.S.; fines are ordered for dented fenders 
which go unrepaired, missing accessories 
such as hubcaps and for dirty vehicles. 

Moscow's subway is modern, elaborate and 
efficient. 

Most building construction is of prefabri
cated cement; there is little steel usage in 
buildings. 

Sanitary conditions are relatively good. 
Drinking water is excellent. 
The diet includes vegetables, soups, fish 

and bread; meats do not compare with those 
to which Americans are accustomed. 

It's not uncommon to have warm beer 
with breakfast. 

Mineral water, sold in vending machines 
which utilize a "common" drinking cup, is 
the equivalent of American soft drinks. 

Coffee is most bad; milk is available if one 
seekiS it. 

Russian shoes, wi·th the exception of mlli
~ary footwear, are among the world's worst; 
nylon and rayon is heavily used in clothing 
materials; cotton is seldom used. 

Television sets are common; there is no 
air condi·tioning. 

Contemporary Western clothing (mini 
skirts, etc.) is common in Lithuania. 

Russians are generally better versed in 
matters such as space shots. 

Tavern patrons often stand in line waiting 
for a seat. 

Tourist hotels are adequate. 
No tipping is allowed; Kennedy half

dollars are highly treasured. 
One of the mementos Jeneske has from the 

trip is a telegram sent from Moscow to the 
Calumet Region. It took 14 days to arrive. 

Jeneske beat it home. 

SUBCO~TTEEPRAmEDFOR 
MIRV REPORT 

HON. JOHN B. ANDERSON 
OF U.LINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. ANDERSON of Dlinois. Mr. 
Speaker, last week a 10-page subcom
mittee report was issued which deserves 
the close attention of the Congress the 
administration, and the American 'peo
ple. The report is entitled, "Diplomatic 
and Strategic Impact of Multiple War
head Missiles," and was prepared by the 
House Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on 
National Security Policy and Scientific 
Development, chaired by the distin
guished gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
ZABLOCKI). 

The report is the outgTowth of hear
ings held on various resolutions relating 
to a proposed mutual moratortum with 
the Soviet Union on the :flight testing of 
multiple warhead missiles. The subcom
mittee heard 15 witnesses including rep-
resentatives from the Congress, the ad
ministration, and the scientific and aca
demic communities. These hearings are 
published in a 302-page volume entitled, 
"Diplomatic and Strategic Impact of 
Multiple Warhead Missiles." 

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the 
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subcommittee and its distinguished 
chairman on the outstanding service it 
has rendered by both holding these hear
ings and by presenting this Congress 
with such a well-balanced and penetrat
ing report. I think the widespread con
gressional support for these resolutions-
113 cosponsors--coupled with the work 
of this subcommittee, has helped to focus 
the attention of the administration and 
the public on the crucial issues posed by 
MffiV. Although the subcommittee has 
recommended against sending a resolu
tion to the House floor, it has recognized 
the usefulness of this type of expression. 
In the words of the subcommittee report: 

We reaffirm the right and necessity of ex
pressions from the legislative branch-House 
as well as SenaJte--on issues affecting 
America's security and stra.teglc posture. 
Through the resolutions on a. MIRV moratori
um and the hearings which they occasioned, 
offi.cia.ls of the executive branch have been 
apprised of the thoughtful views and deep 
concerns about MIRV held by a substantial 
number of Members of Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, the conclusions drawn by 
the subcommittee in its report substan
tiate the fears and concern expressed by 
those of us who offered the moratorium 
resolutions. The subcommittee states 
that MIRV may increase the temptation 
for a preemptive first strike and therefore 
poses a substantial threat to the present 
nuclear balance; that the deployment of 
MIRV by either the United States or 
Russia will jeopardize the chances for a 
meaningful arms control agreement and 
could touch off a costly escalation in the 
arms race; and that it is still possible to 
halt the deployment of MIRV by a 
mutual test moratorium. 

The subcommittee has consequently 
urged the administration to give high 
priority to a MIRV freeze when the 
strategic arms talks begin. In the words 
of the subcommittee: 

Because both sides have a stake in main
taining the nuclear balance, it is natural that 
they should enter into negotiations to discuss 
the control of technological advances in 
weaponry which might threaten the stability 
of the balance. That is, at least in part, the 
rationale behind the SALT talks. Because 
MIRV'ing by either or both sides threatens 
the balance, therefore, it deserves early con
sideration within the bilateral discussions. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope the Soviet Union is 
just as mindful of the dangers posed by 
MIRV and that it will soon announce its 
decision to accept President Nixon's pro
posal to begin arms talks. Time is of the 
essence on the MffiV issue since, but next 
summer, we may have passed the point of 
no return and thereby foreclosed the pos
sibility of a meaningful agreement to halt 
the deployment of this dangerous new 
member of the nuclear arms family. 

POLLUTION KILLING OUR FISH 

HON. LOUIS C. WYMAN 
OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 
Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, Associated 

Press reports indicate millions of fish are 
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being needlessly kllled in our national 
waters by the incessant march of pollut
ants. It is a tragic waste of natural re
sources to allow this continuing fish loss 
from elements being discharged into our 
waters that need not be. 

Every reasonable effort must be made 
to check water pollution throughout the 
Nation. The Congress has recently tripled 
the budget requests for the Department 
of the Interior's Water Pollution Agency. 
Next year it is hoped we can do even 
better. 

Let us resolve to bury our wastes or 
burn our wastes or convert them to fer
tilizer where possible but to stop dis
charging them into our rivers and lakes. 
It is a continuing obligation of the Fed
eral Government to give financial aid to 
the clean waters program. 

Associated Press item follows: 
15 MILLION FisH HELD 1968 PoLLUTION ToLL 

More than 15 million fish were killed by 
water pollution last year, "a. macabre re
minder that our rivers, lakes and streams 
are being poisoned by many highly toxic and 
dangerous substances," the Interior Depart
ment said today. 

The number of dead fish, set at 15,236,000 
on the basis of reports from 42 states, is up 
31 percent from 1967. It is the highest since 
1964 when municipal sewage, industrial 
wastes and other pollutants killed 18,387,000 
fish. 

HONORS AND AWARDS CONFERRED 
ON GENERAL LEWIS B. HER
SHEY 

HON. WILLIAM G. BRAY. 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker, a newspaper 
that pompously boasts it carries "All the 
News That's Fit to Print" has rather 
strange ideas at times over what is and 
is not "fit." I refer today, in particular, 
to an article in the New York Times of 
Saturday, October 11, 1969, about Gen
eral Hershey; the phrases in question 
are as follows: 

Along the way he ha.s collooted ma.ny 
medals, among them the Distinguished Serv
ice Medal, conferred on him by President 
Truman for administrative excellence during 
World war II and the Magnolia. Cross of 
the State of Mississippi. 

In 1964, Governor George C. Wallace of 
Alabama added an Oak Lea.! Cluster to the 
general's Distinguished Service Medal from 
that state. 

This is all there is to say about Gen
eral Hershey's admitted "many medals." 
This is all that is "fit to print?" The im
plications are pretty clear in this, but 
let us set the record straight. Follow
ing is a list of the ·General's decorations 
and awards that have come to him over 
the years: 

Distinguished Service Medal, Army. 
Distinguished Service Medal, Navy. 
American Legion Distinguished Service 

Medal. 
Distinguished Service Medal, National 

Guard Association, U.S. 
Distinguished and Meritorious Service 

Certlfl.ca.te, Regular Veterans Association, 
u.s. 
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Citation for 1953 from HAM-PARNES, 

Post 151, Jewish War Veterans. 
Distinguished Service A ward, Military 

Chaplains Association, u.s. 
Special Award, Freedoms Foundation. 
Medal of Merit, North Dakota. 
Medal and Citation, State of Louisiana. 
Magnolia Cross, State of Mississippi. 
Distinguished Service Medal and Oak Leaf, 

State of Alabama.. 
Minuteman of 1964, Reserve Officers Asso

ciation. 
Boy Scouts of America., Silver Beaver, Sil

ver Antelope, Silver Buffalo. 
Association of United States Army Pres

ident's GQld Medal tor Outstanding Service 
to the United States Army. 

Distinguished Service Medal of Indiana. 
Bernard Baruch Award, Veterans of For

eil?n Wars, the Distinguished Service Award, 
Military Order of World Wars. 

Golden Good City Medal, Sons of American 
Revolution, Washington, D.C. Chapter. 

Caleb Smith, Masonic Award, State of In
diana. 

Award, National Rifle Association. 
Golden Pin, Northeastern Lodge 210, Fre

mont, Indiana.. 
General Benedict Crowell GQld Medal, 

American Ordinance Association, Cleveland, 
Ohio. 

Silver Helmet Defense Award, AMVETS, 
1968 "Service to Mankind Award." 

Sertoma. Club of Washington, Loyalty 
Day Award, Washington, D.C., Department of 
Veterans of Foreign Wars. 

CONGRESSMAN GILBERT OPPOSES 
CUT IN MODEL CI~S BUDGET 

HON. JACOB H. GILBERT 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, as Repre
sentative of a district that counted heav
ily on a model cities project to get a new 
start, I protest vehemently the admin
istration's decision to cut 42 percent 
from the budget of this hopeful program. 

I am as determined to fight inflation 
as any Member of this body, Mr. 
Speaker, but I am appalled at the short
sightedness of a decision which reduces 
expenditures precisely where they are 
most desperately needed, in our decaying 
inner cities. 

This decision stands in particular con
trast to the President's announcement 
that he would subsidize research on the 
supersonic transport, a project of dubi
ous social value which will run into the 
hundreds of millions of dollars. 

The model cities program was one of 
the finest to emerge from the social 
thinking of recent years, and the dedica
tion of .recent administrations to making 
our cittes livable again. To strangle it 
now repr~sents a betrayal, in my view, of 
the promise extended to urban America. 

My own district 1n the Bronx is the 
site of one of the first pilot model cities 
projects. We have not yet received the 
official figures on how much expenditures 
must be cut back. But when one realizes 
that the strength of model e1t1es idea 
was to be its attention to the totality of 
the problems in a given urban area, then 
a 42 percent cutback can only mean 
disaster. 
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POINT REYES NATIONAL 

SEASHORE 

HON. JEFFERY COHELAN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
pleasure that I call to the attention of 
my colleagues the following series of ar
ticles on Point Reyes National Seashore 
by Leo Rennert of the Sacramento Bee. 

The articles are a precise and reliable 
accounting of the status of the Point 
Reyes project by an able and skilled 
journalist. Mr. Rennert is to be com
mended for his keen sense of integrity 
and for his strict adherence to the high
est principles of journalism. 

Conservationists throughout the coun
try will agree that they are fortunate to 
have a man with his great insight and 
ability reporting not only on conserva
tion matters but also on the entire 
Washington scene. The articles follow: 

POINT REYES SUPPORTERS PLACE FATE ON 
SHOULDERS OF PRESIDENT, MURPHY 

(By Leo Rennert) 
WASHINGTON .-Congressional and conser

vationist supporters of the Point Reyes Na
tional Seashore, which faces imminent dea.1ih 
without further infusion of federal funds, 
have concluded its !ate now rests squarely 
with two men-President Nixon and Sen. 
George Murphy, R-Oa.li!. 

So !·ar, the White House has not lifted a 
:Onger to help complete a federal takeover 
o! the scenic peninsula north of San Fran
cisco in the f.a.oe of strong threats posed by 
land speculators and subdivision builders. 

While Murphy has agreed to cosponsor leg
islation to permit the National Park Service 
to ooqulre sufficient holdings and has prom
ised to intercede with Nixon to obtain the 
necessary cash, he has yet to display an all
out susta.tned interest. 

RETAIN HOPE 
But conservationists believe there still 1s 

a poss1b1Uty the logjam will be broken in 
time. 

They are looking forward with particular 
interest to Wednesday's visit by the Presi
dent to the Redwood National Park for clues 
as to whether Nixon is inclined to pick up 
the conserva.tionist banner of his predecessor. 

The chief executive and Mrs. Nixon wlll be 
accompanied by former President Lyndon B. 
Johnson and Mrs. Johnson for the dedication 
of the Lady Bird Johnson Grove in the new 
park. 

IN AWKWARD SPOT? 
Oonservationtsts think the event--which 

will receive extensive nationwide publicity
may put Nixon in the awkward position of 
calling attention to a magnificent achieve
ment bearing 1ihe LBJ brand. 

Unless, of course, this very con tra.st prods 
the White House to get moving on Point 
Reyes '8.Ild other national parks a.cross the 
country which st1ll are on the drawing 
boards or barely under way. 

Congress authorized a 53,850-acre national 
seashore a.t Point Reyes in 1962 and provided 
$14 million for land a.cqulsLtion. 

At the time, it was thought much of the 
land would remain in private ownership with 
provisions for com.pa.t1ble uses, suCh as 
fa.rming or da.lry1ng. 

CHANGE PICTURE 

But pressures exerted by speculators and 
subd1v1ders soon changed that pastoraJ. pic
ture and forced the National Park Service to 
revise its land purchase and scenic easement 
plans. 
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In 1966 Congress boosted the authoriza
tion ceiling to $19 m1llion, a level which since 
has remained unchanged. 

The real estate situation, however, did not 
remain static. With the funds provided by 
Congress, the governm.ent was able to ac
quire only 19,453 acres 1n scattered parcels
less than 40 per cent of the seashore. 

To complete the job and make the sea
shore a ma.nagewble unit would take another 
$30 to $40 million. 

F1a.ced with rising costs at Point Reyes and 
other proposed sites for national parks, Con
gress last year voted to double the annual 
income of the land and water conservation 
fund from $100 to $200 milllon for a five
year period by tapping offshore oil receipts. 

The special fund, established in 1965, fi
nances federal park acquisitions as well a-s 
grants to state and local agencies to help 
them develop outdoor recreation projects. 

Former Senator Thomas H. Kuchel, R
Calif., a prime mover in gaining approval of 
the legislation, predicted it would guarantee 
completion of Point Reyes and assure orderly 
expansion of the national park system. 

Bolstered by these developments, Rep. Jef
fery Cohelan, D-Berkeley, the leading conser
vationist in California's House delegation, 
introduced a bill at the start of the 91st Con
gress to raise the payment ce111ng for Point 
Reyes from $19 to $57 m1111on. 

OVER HALF JOIN 
More than half the members of the state's 

congressional delegation, including Sens. 
Murphy and Alan Cranston, joined as 
cosponsors. 

But when the House Interior Committee 
opened hearings May 13, the roof fell ln. 

George Hartzog Jr., director of the park 
service, said the Interior Department would 
support a more modest $47 million plan. 

But he was unable to assure the commit
tee this was in fact the administration's po
sition and had full White House support. 

NEED LETTER 

Under Washington rules such assurance 
can be provided only by a letter from the 
Budget Bureau, which acts as legislative 
spokesman for the President. 

The Interior Department's Point Reyes re
port carried a notation the Budget Bureau 
would express "its concern with the implica
tion" of the Point Reyes b111 in another let
ter to the committee. 

With the White House remaining aloof, the 
committee chairman, Wayne N. Aspinall, D
Oolo., exploded in anger. He told Hartzog the 
Interior Department's position was "mean
ingless" without White House back-up. 

"DOES NOT SPEAK WELL" 
"To have a report with qualifications come 

before us on a project as important as this, 
115 days after the administration has taken 
over, just does not speak well," he declared. 

Hartzog immediately got on the telephone 
and called Ph1111p S. Hughes, the No. 2 man 
in the Budget Bureau. 

When he returned, he assured Aspinall 
there would be no delay in spelling out the 
administration's views. 

"I think you are going to get it expedi
tiously," he told Aspinall. "I talked to Mr. 
Hughes and the lettet- is now being drafted. 
They are at work on it." 

MORE TIME PASSES 
As of Friday, another 101 days had passed. 

And Aspinall's office still had not received a 
signal from the White House. 

To make matters worse, the President re
fused to include the entire $200 m1111on 
available 1n the special conservation fund 
when he submitted his budget to Congress. 

Nixon recommended that local, state and 
federal development of outdoor projects be 
Umited to $124 million in 1969-70-although 
the remaining $76 m1111on was clearly avall
able in the special fund and cannot be 
used for any other purpose. 
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Aspinall threw up his a.rms. Without as

surance of adequate financing, he said, there 
was no sense in Congress' approving more 
park authorization b1lls, including comple
tion of Point Reyes. 

MAKES IT CLEAR 
On July 22, during House debate on the 

budget bill for the Interior Department, the 
Appropriations Committee made it clear it 
was prepared to provide additional money 
for Point Reyes and other projects once the 
adminlstra tion lifted its freeze. 

"I am going to be very frank and say that 
we would be happy to appropriate the full 
$200 m1llion if we receive proper guidelines 
on how and where it is to be expended in a. 
practical manner," said Rep. Julia Butler 
Hansen, D-Wash., chairman of the Interior 
appropriations subcommittee. 

"With regard to Point Reyes, when the 
authorization is approved for additional ex
penditure, additional appropriations wm un
doubtedly follow." 

ADMINISTRATION PROBLEM 
This tossed the ball directly into the ad

ministration's court. Would it be prepared 
to change its position and agree to spend 
the full $200 million in the special con
servation fund? 

A Budget Bureau spokesman said Congress 
will receive an answer next week. 

In the meantime, conservationists have 
become increasingly restive. 

"The trail leads right to the White House,'• 
said a Sierra. Club official. "They just aren't 
showing any leadership on natural re
sources." 

EQUALLY DISAPPOINTED 
The Sierra Club has been equally disap

pointed by Murphy's attitude. It assumed 
that since he Is up for re-election next year, 
he would want to battle openly for a. major 
conservation project such as Point Reyes. 

Club officials invited him to join a planned 
"walk-in" at the Lake Ranch on the penin
sula to dramatize the seashore crisis. 

The ranch, st111 in private hands, Is the 
key link to tie together several parcels ac
quired by the Park Service. Its owner has 
been waiting for Uncle Sam to buy him out. 
But faced with rising property taxes, he ls 
on the verge of turning it over to developers. 
The property is valued at about $6 milllon. 

PLANNED EVENT 
The Sierra Club had planned a picnic 

lunch to draw attention to the importance 
of the ranch and the urgency of a quick move 
by the federal government. 

But Murphy so far as turned a cold shoul
der to the invitation. Some club officials 
speculate he may have inside information 
that the White House w111 turn thumbs down 
on more money for Point Reyes and does 
not want to be associated with a. lost cause. 

On the other hand, some conservationists 
stm are hopeful that Murphy will respond 
favorably if he becomes convinced that a 
fight for Point Reyes only can improve his 
re-election chances in 1970. 

MORE INFLUENCE 

As California's senior senator and a vet
eran GOP campaigner, Murphy is consid
ered to have more influence at the White 
House than any other member of the state's 
congressional delegation. 

"It really bolls down to just how many 
political chips he's willing to cash in with 
Nixon," said one Capitol Hill source. 

In a lesser sense, the outcome of the bat
tle to save Point Reyes also may hinge on 
how much influence can be exerted at the 
White House by two other men-Interior 
Secretary Walter Hickel and California Gov. 
Ronald Reagan. 

On June 22, Hickel instructed the Park 
Service 1n a. long memorandum to put new 
emphasis on bringing "parks to people." 
The secretary sa.ld special priority should 
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be given to development of parks close to 
major cities. 

EXPANDED PROGR~ 
Henceforth, he said, consideration should 

be given to "an expanded program of fed
eral acquisition . . . of park and recreation 
lands in the large urban centers of our 
nation." 

Point Reyes fits this criterion perfectly. 
It is 30 miles from San Francisco and less 
than two hours driving distance from a 
metropolitan area of 5 million. By the end of 
this century, the region's population is ex
pected to reach 10 mlllion. 

The Park Service has described Point 
Reyes as a "combination of scenic, recrea
tion and biologic interests which can be 
found nowhere else in the country near a 
large center of population." 

Hickel, however, has been increasingly 
ignored by the White House--particularly 
when he pushes ideas which cost money. 

HAS TAKEN OFFENSIVE 
As for Reagan, he often has taken the 

offensive when the federal government has 
frozen special funds reserved for highway 
construction. Conservationists are hopeful 
he wm take the same attitude in pushing 
the White House to order a thaw in its 
freeze of conservation money. 

It is against this background that Nixon 
and Johnson will meet in the serene and 
inspiring setting of the Redwood Park on 
Wednesday. 

Conservationists are hopeful the occasion 
may stimulate Nixon to set in motion his 
own program for expansion of national 
parks. 

INCLUDES BOTH 
The district of the host congressman Re

publican Rep. Don H. Clausen of Crescent 
City, includes both the Redwood Park and 
Point Reyes. Dedication of the Lady Bird 
Johnson Grove is expected to give Clausen 
an opportunity to put in a plug for Point 
Reyes. 

Other prominent conservationists who 
have been invited to the ceremony may have 
the same idea. 

MURPHY, CRANSTON URGE NIXON To ACT 
QUICKLY ON POINT REYES 

WASHINGTON.-Callfornia's two senators to
day appealed directly to President Richa.rd 
M. Nixon for immediate action to save the 
Point Reyes National Seashore. 

In separate letters to the President, Sens. 
George Murphy, R-Callf., and Alan Cranston, 
D-Ca.l1!., urged the White House to en
dorse legislation to l'l8J.se the spending ceiling 
for land acquisition from $19 to $57 mUllan. 

Without quick infusion of additional 
funds, ·they warned, efforts to establish a 
natural preserve on the scenic peninsula 
north of San FranCiisoo may be doomed. 

Murphy suggested that Nixon meet with 
ORlifornia omcials to discuss ways of com
pleting the project. 

"The need cannot be questioned," he told 
Nixon. "Time is truly of essence. I urge you 
to act favorably and without delay. 

"The efforts and hopes of all of us who rec
ognize the importance of developing Point 
Reyes as a national seashore will have been 
in vain unless your a.dm1nlstration acts 
promptly and favorably in this matter." 

Budget Director Robert Mayo said yes
terday the White House plans to announce 
its position this week. So far, the administra
tion has balked at providing additional fUIIlds. 

Since Congress authorized the project in 
1962, less than hal! the acreage has been ac
quired by the National Pa.rk Service. Much 
of it is 1n scattered parcels which could not 
be turned into a manageable unit 1f owners 
of adjacent property decide to sell out to 
subdivision developers. 

Murphy told Nixon there 1s a.n urgent need 
for the government to acquire the Lake 
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Ranch, which occupies a strategic position on 
the peninsula. Owners of the ranch have in
dicated they are anxious to sell but cannot 
wait much longer for the Park Service to 
come up with the necessary cash. 

Cranston also empha.sized that time has 
become a critical fa.otor. Subdivision develop
ment, he said, represents an imminent threat 
to Point Reyes. 

"As a native Californian," he told the Pres
ident, "you must be well acquainted with the 
urgent need to set aside in its native state at 
least part o! the magnificent sweep of our 
California coa&tline. 

"The promontory, the beaches and the in
land lakes and hills of Point Reyes have a 
unique status among our natural resources 
of beauty and grandeur." 

BIPARTISAN BACKING 
Cranston noted legislation to authorize 

more funds for Point Reyes has bipartisan 
support from the California delegation but is 
being held up on Ca.pitol Hill as long as the 
administration shows no predisposition to 
spend additicnal money. 

He rejected arguments now popular within 
the administration that expenditures for 
parks must be reduced as part of an overall 
effort to keep the budget in the black and 
stem infiation. 

Cranston, a former state controller, said 
it is "ridiculous" to consider investment in 
parks on a par with expenditures for other 
purposes. 

CAPITAL ASSET 

"When the United States buys a park, it 
acquires a capital asset which not only does 
not depreciate over the years, but actually 
and inevitably appreciates. 

"In no other area. of government do we in
vest the taxpayers' money in something 
which continually increases in value. 

"Thus to decrease our federal investment 
in park and recreation lands in obeisance to 
budgetary demands is a false economy which 
simply makes no sense." 

Cranston said completion of the seashore 
project also would be "fa.r less infiatlona.ry 
than the speculative and lnfiaJted values 
which would accompany private develop
ment of Point Reyes." 

Further delays he told Nixon, would in
vite commercial interests to Shape one of 
the most scenic stretches of California's 
coastline. 

"If our nation is to preserve for public use 
by present and future generations of Amer
icans the best of our beaches and coastal 
scenes, we must act now--during your ad
ministration," he said. 

NIXON Vows ACTION ON SEASHORE 
PROJECTS 

(By Leo Rennert) 
WASHINGTON.-Breaking a long silence, the 

White House today promised to forward in a 
few days suggestions to Congress on ways 
to complete acquisition of the Point Reyes 
national seashore. 

"We certainly are not going to drop Point 
Reyes," said budget Director Robert Mayo. 

As President Nixon's chief legislative 
spokesman, Mayo is drafting a letter to the 
House Interior Committee to spell out the 
administration's post tion. 

The letter, he said, also wlll tackle the 
problem of the Cape Cod national seashore-
llke Point Reyes a far-from-finished project 
plagued by rising land costs. 

Establishment of a scenic preserve on 
Point Reyes, located 30 miles north of Sa.n 
Francisco, was authorized by Congress in 
1962. 

So far, however, less than half the acreage 
has been acquired by the National Park Serv
ice. Several key parcels still in private hands 
may be sold to subdivision developers if the 
government stops its purchase. 

Rep. Don Clausen, R-Crescent City, whose 
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district encompasses Point Reyes, called 
May's remarks "very encouraging." 

Along with many other members of the 
California congressional delegation, Clausen 
is sponsoring legislation to increase the ex
penditure ce1ling for Point Reyes from $19 
to $57 million. 

The Interior Department is backing a 
more modest $47 mlllion plan. But so far its 
position ha.s lacked White House backing. 

Mayo indicated that the Budget Bureau, 
in presenting Nixon's official recommenda
tions, may offer only some general proposals 
without specifying an exact dollar amount. 

This would toss the problem back in the 
lap of Congress. So far, Chairman Wayne 
N. Aspinall, D-Colo., of the House Interior 
Committee has refused to act on Point Reyes 
legislation because of an absence of funds 
for the project in Nixon's budget. 

Under legislation approved last year, in
come from offshore oil drilling and other 
sources is pumping $200 million a year into 
a special conservation fund which can be 
tapped for acquisition of additional parks 
and seashores. 

Nixon, however, has clamped a. $124 mil
lion celling on expenditures from the fund 
this year-with no earmarked allocations for 
Point Reyes. 

Washington interest in Point Reyes rose 
after the President's recent visit to Redwood 
National Park which called attention to the 
Nixon administration's lack of a comprehen
sive conservation program. 

Sen. George Murphy, R-Calif., discussed 
the problems confronting completion of the 
seashore with the President aboard Air Force 
One en route to the redwoods. 

SENATOR BIBLE FORESEES No EARLY ACTION IN 
UPPER HOUSE ON POINT REYES FuND 

(By Leo Rennert) 
WASHINGTON.--8en. Alan Bible, D-Nev., 

who holds the key to national parks legisla
tion in the upper house, today announced 
he has no plans to act on bills to complete 
the Point Reyes National Seashore. 

Bible said he sees no prospect for any move 
by the Senate until the House acts 

House action appears equally r~mote in 
view of the refusal by Interior Committee 
Chairman Wayne N. Aspinall, D-Colo., to 
authorize additional funds for Point Reyes 
as long a.s the administration shows no in
clination to spend the money. 

The Bible-Aspinall position thus has the 
effect of tossing the Point Reyes controversy 
back into the lap of the White House, which 
only last week declined to assume any re
sponsibility. 

Caught in the stalemate are efforts by 
conservationists to boost the Point Reyes 
spending ce111ng by $38 million to save the 
seashore from strangulation by land devel
opers. 

Bible's attitude is considered highly sig
nificant since he heads the Senate interior 
subcommittee on national parks, which has 
jurisdiction over all parks and seashore au
thorization bills. 

Sen. Henry M. Jackson, D-Wash., chairman 
of the parent interior committee, was de
scribed by an aide as being in full agree
ment with Bible's position to defer action 
pending developments in the House. 

Bible also heads the Senate interior appro
priations subcommittee, which would have 
to approve any followup funds once the au
thorized spending ce111ng for Point Reyes 
were lifted. 

Like Aspinall, Bible expressed strong criti
cism of the administration's decision to 
freeze funds earmarked for development of 
natural resources. 

As long as the Wh1 te House refuses to 
spend avallable money on parks and public 
works, he said, there is no point in having 
Congress add to the growing backlog of proj
ects awaiting adequate funding. 
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"You can't force the administration to 

spend money," he observed. 

MURPHY SEEKS DEMO Am ON POINT REYES 
(By Leo Rennert) 

WASHINGTON.-Rebuffed by the White 
House, Sen. George Murphy, R-Calif., has 
turned to one of the Senate's most powerful 
Democrats for help in California's effort to 
save the Point Reyes National Seashore. 

Murphy sent a letter to Interior Commit
tee Chairman Henry M. Jackson, D.-Wash., 
urging prompt approval of legislation which 
would increase the spending ce111ng for land 
acquisition from $19 to $57 million. 

An aide to Jackson, however, said he is 
pessimistic about chances for quick action 
in view of the administration's refusal to lend 
its full support. 

Murphy dispatched his letter to Jackson 
yesterday afternoon-less than 24 hours after 
the White House announced it will not op
pose his Point Reyes bill but views its spend
ing implications with considerable concern. 

VAIN APPEAL 
The White House position was spelled out 

by Budget Director Robert Mayo a few hours 
after Murphy and Sen. Alan Cranston, D
Calif. appealed in vain to President Nixon for 
allout backing to obtain sufficient funds to 
complete land acquisition. 

Without additional outlays, conservation
ists have warned that key parcels stm in 
private hands soon may be sold to sub
dividers. 

The administration's cool response ap
peared to have created a stalemate between 
the executive and legislative branches-with 
each inviting the other to move first. 

House Interior Committee Chairman Wayne 
N. Aspinall, D-Colo., said the Budget Bureau's 
response falls to meet his oft-expressed stip
ulation that congressional authorization of 
additional outlays hinges on administration 
willingness to spend the money. 

"Somebody's going to have to get them off 
dead center," he remarked. "I'm not going 
to waste my time." 

NOT COMPLETELY LOST 
Point Reyes supporters said their cause is 

not entirely lost. They agreed that consider
able pressure on both the White House and 
Congress w111 be required in the next few 
weeks to keep the project alive. 

While Murphy told Jackson he is "ex
tremely pleased" that the Budget Bureau 
did not express flat opposition to his legisla
tion to raise the authorization ceiUng, he 
conceded the bureau's stress on budgetary 
constraints. 

"However," he added, "I am confident that 
the urgency for completion of land acquisi
tion at Point Reyes is so great that once the 
authorization ce111ng is increased, adequate 
funding wm also be approved by the admin
istration and Congress." 

Murphy said congressional action would 
emphasize to landowners and would-be de
velopers that the government is committed 
to completion of the seashore at the earliest 
possible date. 

WHITE HOUSE WrLL NOT BAR 
POINT REYES CASH 
(By Leo Rennert) 

WASHINGTON.-The White House has in
formed Congress it will not seek to olock 
legislation to authorize additional :funds to 
complete land acquisition for the Point Reyes 
National Seashore. 

But it cautioned such action would result 
in "extensive curtailment" of land purchases 
already approved for other proposed parks. 

The long-awaited decision diS81ppointed 
conservationists who had hoped for more 
forceful support from the administration. 

It fell fa:r short of an outright endorsement 
of pending Point Reyes Bills as requested 
only yesterday by Sens. George Murphy, 
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R-Calif., and Alan Cranston, D-Oalif., in last
minute appeals to President Nixon. 

The White House position also turned out 
to be considerably less enthusiastic than the 
stance of the Interior Department, which 
earlier this yea:r suggested a boost in the 
spending ceiling for Point Reyes from $19 to 
$47 mllllon. 

Reaction from the Oallfornta congressional 
delegation, which has rallied behind legisla
tion to lift the celling up to $57 million, was 
mixed. 

MURPHY IS PLEASED 

Murphy said he was "highly pleased" that 
the administration decided not to oppose 
legislation to complete the seashore. He an
nounced he would press for immediate con
gressiona.l. action to provide addi tiona! 
funding. 

Rep. Don H. Clausen, R-Crescent City, 
whose district includes Point Reyes, said the 
White House announcement gives Congress 
an opportunity to consider various methods 
of completing the seven-year-old campaign 
to preserve the scenic peninsula north of San 
Francisco. 

"I'm thankful for any little thing," he 
remarked. 

Rep. Jeffery Cohelan, D-Berkeley, a leader 
in the fight to save Point Reyes, said Con
gress will have to assume a conservationist 
task shirked by the administration. 

"We'll just have to do it by ourselves," he 
remarked. "It's a cop-out.'· 

Rep. John E. · Moss, D-3rd, Sacramento 
County, district said the administration has 
failed to develop priorities for urgent na
tional park and seashore projects and thus 
finds itself unable to cope with the urgent 
problems confronting Point Reyes. 

Since the seashore was authorized in 1962, 
the National Park Service has acquired less 
than half the acreage. Owners of other par
cels have Indicated they soon may sell out to 
subdivision developers. 

Moss said the administration's position 
threatens preservation of important natural 
resources such as Point Reyes. He also warned 
that the ultimate acquisition cost "will be 
many times what it would be today.'' 

Chairman Wayne N. Aspinall, D-Colo., of 
the House Interior Committee remains the 
key figure in any evaluation of prospects for 
further congressional action. 

Earlier this year, he served notice hd.s 
panel would not authorize additional funds 
for any project which the administration is 
not prepared to finance. 

The White House position was spelled out 
in a four-page letter from Budget Director 
Robert Mayo 1x> Aspinall. 

Mayo sadd the Park Service, at the ra.te of 
present budgetary outlays, will not be able 
to complete acquisitions for another four 
years of park lands already approved by 
Congress-let alone additional properties 
such as the remaining parcels at Point Reyes 
which st111 await a green light on Capitol 
Hill. 

The Budget Bureau, he said, has given a 
"great deal of thought" to development of 
priority criteria to determine which projects 
deserve urgent action. 

Among key factors which would govern 
a final decision, he listed the "threat" of 
conflicting or adverse development and price 
escalation-both considered critical at Point 
Reyes. 

But Mayo emphasized the Budget Bureau 
st111 is studying th~ approach and will need 
additional time 1x> draft a priority rating 
system which can be applied in "suffi.ciently 
precise fashion." 

Lloyn Tupling, Washington representative 
of the Sierra Club, termed the White House 
reponse a blow to the campaign to save 
Point Reyes. 

"I don't think we've g&ned a thing," he 
remarked. "They're backing away from any 
commltmenrt on new parks and recrea.t.4on 
areas.'' 
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TU!pllng said conservatlonls~ now wUI 

have to exert greater pressure on the White 
Rouse to 11ft its partl811 freeze on land ac
quisition money avrulable in a special $200 
million-a-year conservation fund approved 
by Oongress last year. 

NIXON HOLDS THE KEY TO POINT REYES 
The one man who can and should insure 

that the Point Reyes National Seashore will 
be developed to its full potential will be 
standing in the shadow of a monument to 
California conserva-tion credited to his prede
cessor, former President Lyndon B. Johnson 
and his wife, Lady Bird. 

The man is native son Richard Nixon, who 
as President has the real power to preserve 
Point Reyes and its splendid shoreline or let 
it fall into the hands of land speculators and 
subdividers, as is now threatened. 

As the President and Mrs. Nixon attend 
the dedication of Lady Bird Johnson Grove 
in the Redwood National Park in Humboldt 
County the thought cannot help but rise 1n 
many minds as to the Nixon administration's 
commitment to preserving the state's natural 
beauties for present and future generations. 

All evidence indicates a lack of a support
ing recommendation from the White House's 
fiscal arm, the Budget Bureau, has held up 
necessary further appropriations by Congress 
for finishing the Point Reyes development. 

The President need but give his affirmative 
nod and fund approval would be forthcom
ing. Delay in the matter already has proven 
costly as land values escalate. 

What Nixon does in this matter could be 
the signal for keeping up the momentum 
for conservation of the country's natural 
beauty sanctuaries. What better monument 
to his commitment than completion ot the 
Point Reyes National Seashore in Nixon's 
own state? 

Another key figure also to be on hand for 
the dedication of Lady Bird Grove is Call· 
fornia's senior senator, George Murphy, who 
is up for re-election next year. 

Murphy should make every effort to per
suade Nixon to give Point Reyes favorable 
consideration. It is a matter of far-reaching 
import to influential conservationist groups 
and Murphy has promised he wlli try. 

It should be plain to the President him
self, at any rate, that Point Reyes will be 
seen as a symbol of his concern for the nat• 
ural beauties of America. 

SOLON ASKS NIXON Am IN SAVING POINT REYES 
FROM SUBDIVIDERS 
(By Leo Rennert) 

WASHINGTON.-Rep. Jeffery Cohelan, D
Calif., today called on President Nixon to sup
port efforts to save the Point Reyes National 
Seashore from strangulation by land de
velopers. 

"The question of saving Point Reyes from 
the very real and impending threat of bull
dozing and subdividing is entirely dependent 
on the administration's willingness to sup
port the expenditure of more funds for ac
quisition of park land," he said. 

The Berkeley congressman is chief au
thor of a house measure to authorize an 
additional $38 million to permit the Na
tional Park Service to complete its seven
year-old attempt to create a national preserve 
on the scenic peninsula north of San Fran
cisco. 

The blll has picked up support from moot 
members of the state's congressional delega
tion. But the House Interior Committee has 
refused to take action pending a White House 
deelsion that the money actually would be 
spent. 

So far Congress has made available $19 
million. But more than half of Point Reyes 
stm remains in private ownership. Key par
cels, which bave been in agricultural use, are 
planned for sale to developers if the gov
ernment falls to act. 

Cohelan, who played a leading role 1n last 
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year's successful uphlll struggle to establish 
the Redwood National Park, said Congress 
coupled this action With leg;lslation creat
ing an annual $200-milllon fund for federal, 
state and local outdoor recreation projects. 

But the administration, he added, re
quested only $124 million for the current 
fiscal year. 

"Only $17 million of this amount was ap
propriated for land acquisition for the en
tire national park system, an amount equal 
to less than 12 cents for each person in the 
country, and less than half of what is needed 
for Point Reyes alone," he said. 

"None of this money was designated for 
Point Reyes. 

"I have on several occasions urged the Con
gress to take the necessary steps to assure ac
quisition of the entire acreage of Point Reyes, 
as originally dictated by Congress in 1962. 

"Now, seven years lateT, the Poi.Il!t Reyes 
peninsula faces an irreparable splintering 
that, if allowed to happen, Will spoil much of 
this unique and beautiful natural preserve. 

"The burden of action in this instance 
lies with the Nixon administration. 

"As soon as Congress convenes after Labor 
Day, we intend to resume our efforts to en
list the administration's support for the 
Point Reyes project. 

"The legislation which I have introduced is 
bipartisan in nature and has the support of 
most of the California delegation. 

"Many more of my colleagues in the House 
share my interest and enthusiasm in con
servation projects and my sincere belief in 
the need to preserve the small bit of this 
country that remains natural, beautifUl and 
free. 

"Point Reyes is an excellent example of 
this type of terrain, a wild, unfetered ex
panse, an embodiment of the soul of this 
country. 

"Point Reyes can be acquired during this 
Congress, if only the administration Will act 
responsively now. I intend to work actively 
to encourage the president to take such 
action." 

FIGHT TO SAVE POINT REYES NARROWS To 
Focus ON ONE MAN-THE PRESIDENT 

The fight to save the Point Reyes National 
Seashore has narrowed down to a sharp 
focus on one man-President Richard Nixon. 

The President need but give the word and 
the additional $40 million necessary to com
plete acquisition of the remainder of the 
site will be released, thus preserving this 
scenic jewel of California's coastline for 
now and generations to come. 

All the other elements in the struggle to 
save Point Reyes from land speculators and 
subdividers have fallen into place. The state's 
congressional delegation has given it solid 
bipartisan support. It is viewed favorably 
by Congress. Owners of the remaining land 
are W1111ng to sell but warn they Will not 
hold out indefinitely. The state's two United 
States senators, Alan Cranston, Democrat, 
and George Murphy, Republican, whole
heartedly endorse the plan. 

And Cranston and Murphy have spelled 
it out plainly to the White House: Further 
dallying may mean the death of the Point 
Reyes Project. 

Nixon, a native son, should be first among 
those determined to preserve this heritage 
of natural beauty whose rarity is enhanced 
by the rapidly dWindling number of such 
sites still preservable for the future. 

Cranston scorned the excuse of economiz
ing, said to be argued by some of Nixon's 
advisers. Investment in a park such as Point 
Reyes, he said, is not in the same order as 
expenditures for other aspects· of government. 

Said Cranston: "When the United States 
buys a park, it acquireR a capital asset which 
not only does not depreciate over the years 
but actually and inevitably appreciates. In 
no other area of government expenditure do 
we invest the taxpayers' money in something 
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which continually increases in value. Thus to 
decrease our federal investment in park and 
recreation lands in obeisance to budgetary 
demands 1s a false economy which simply 
makes no economic sense." 

The fate of' Point Reyes rests squarely on 
the doorstep of the White House. Nixon is 
the one man who can-and should-give 
Point Reyes the victory it deserves. 

LADY BIRD'S GROVE Is FITTING, POINTS UP NEW 
0PPORTUNrrY FOR Pr. REYES 

Lady Bird Johnson Grove it Will be called, 
and the cluster of magnificent trees in the 
Redwoods National Park in Humbolt County 
Will perpetuate the grace note of beautifica
tion the former First Lady fostered the length 
and breath of the land. 

Appropriately, Californian Richard Nixon 
and Mrs. Nixon will join With former Presi
dent Lyndon B. Johnson and his Wife at the 
grove's dedication Wednesday and hopefully 
the awareness of all Will compass not only 
the redwoods monument, but another area 
of cherished natural beauty to the south
the Ft. Reyes National Seashore project. 

For it was at the dedication of Ft. Reyes 
in 1966 Mrs. Johnson directed attention to 
the priceless heritage of the Humbolt red
woods and urged a program for their pres
ervation. She was an active supporter of the 
campaign to create the Redwoods National 
Park. 

Mrs. Johnson was an equally effective cam
paigner for beautification of America from 
the national capital to scenic highways and 
local parks. Her "keep America beautiful" 
fight, viewed at first with bemused skepti
cism by some, burgeoned into a successful 
drive which heightened the consciousness of 
all Americans to the preservation of their 
natural beauties. 

A modest, gracious woman who tackled her 
task with energy and efficiency, Lady Bird 
in a quiet way left a mark on this land which 
will be long enduring. 

Lady Bird Grove in California is but one 
of the many benefices accruing from her 
efforts. She was also influential in starting 
the Ft. Reyes development. 

That wonderful opportunity to preserve 
the coastal beauties along Ft. Reyes got off to 
a good start but has faltered for lack of 
funds to acquire a major portion of the land 
comprising it. Now its future is threatened 
by the sale of that land to private developers 
and speculators. 

The example of Mrs. Johnson's efforts 
should inspire President Nixon to strive for 
congressional authorization of funds to com
plete Pt. Reyes. The President is the key 
figure in the future of the seashore develop
ment. 

It would be appropriate should the day 
come when a Pat Nixon Beach would take its 
place with Lady Bird Johnson Grove as an
other important monument of California 
conservation. 

OUR FLAG WILL SYMBOLIZE THE 
RESPONSIDLE MAJORITY ON 
MORATORIUM DAY 

HON. W. E. (BILL) BROCK 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. Speaker, for every 
one negative critic in our country, there 
are dozens of proud, unashamed Ameri
cans. With massive demonstrations 
threatened in many of our major cities 
tomorrow, it is important that people 
around the world, friends and enemies 
alike, know that the demonstrators who 
take to the streets Wednesday do not 
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speak for millions of concerned, respon
sible Americans who want peace, but 
who know that the way to achieve it is 
not to demoralize our men in Vietnam or 
weaken President Nixon's efforts to 
reach an honorable settlement and pre
pare the South Vietnamese to defend 
themselves. 

For this reason, I have publicly urged 
every patriotic Tennessean to :fly his 
country's :flag on Wednesday as a symbol 
of national unity and as a message to 
those who think the street protests of a 
noisy minority have undermined the 
faith of Americans in their leaders and 
themselves. 

DEMAND INCREASE FOR OIL 
IMPORT REFORM 

HON. SILVIO 0. CONTE 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 
to announce that New York City Mayor 
John V. Lindsay has joined the grow
ing chorus of those who have urged the 
abolition of the inequitable mandatory 
oil import control program which has 
been so costly to the consumers of his 
city and the entire Northeast. 

Mayor Lindsay has expressed his views 
in a letter to Secretary of Labor George 
P. Shultz, Chairman of the Cabinet 
Task Force on Oil Import Control. I am 
honored that the mayor has endorsed 
my bill, H.R. 10799, which would gradu
ally eliminate the quota system over a 
10-year period. 

Mr. Speaker, I want also to mention 
that the entire New England House dele
gation has once again expressed its 
unanimous position that the time has 
come to change drastically, if not elimi
nate completely, the oil quota system. 
Following a recent luncheon meeting 
with 100 representatives of the New Eng
land Fuel Institute, our delegation sent 
a letter to President Nixon urging his 
serious and prompt consideration of 
measures to relieve the burdens which the 
inequitable quota system has imposed on 
our region. 

For the information of my colleagues, 
Mr. Speaker; I include copies of both 
the Lindsay letter and the letter sent 
by our New England delegation: 

OCTOBER 6, 1969. 
Hon. GEORGE P. SHULTZ, 
Secretary, U.S. Department of Labar, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I understand that in 
the very near future the President's Task 
Force of Oil Import Controls, of which you 
are Chairman, will be making recommen
dations on the nation's future oil policies. 

In this connection, New York City's Mayor's 
Commission on Inflation and Economic Wel
fare, which is studying the causes and effects 
of the current inflation and steps to combat 
it, has just completed a report indicating 
that mandatory federal oil import controls 
cost New York City residents alone more 
than $95 million annually. Enclosed is a copy 
of that report. 

The $95 mill1on cost figure for New York 
City is, I am sure you wlll agree, a very con
servative one. Indeed there is evidence that 
the cost to New York City residents of oil 
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import controls may well exceed $250 mtl
Uon each year. And the cost to Americans 

across the nation Is equally staggering. The 
Inflation Comm.lssion's report places the na
tional cost at up to $6 blllion per year. Dr. 
John Blair, Chief economis·t of Senator Phlllp 
A. Hart's Antitrust Sub-committee of the 
Senate Judiciary Committee, which has held 
extensive hearings on the oil import controls, 
estimates the cost of the program to Ameri
can consumers at $7.2 b11lion annually. And 
a. recent report prepared for your Task Force 

by the U.S. Department of Interior estimated 
this cost at betWeen $7 and $8 b111ion an
nually over the last decade. 

Whatever the exact figure, it is amply clear 
that the average car owner in this country 
pays more for gasoline and private home 
owners pay more to heat homes with oil be
cause of the higher prices on domestic oil. 

The people of New York City, Uke people 
across the nation, are suffering the grip 
of acute current inflation. They are deeply 
troubled. Higher and higher prices are caus
ing countless strains and hardships to the 
average family. Goods and services that were 
once a matter of course for most house
holds are now considered luxuries by many. 

We should not allow these conditions to 
continue while fair and practical means ex
ist to eliminate them. I urge strongly that our 
present oil import pollcies be revised so that 
consumers in New York and throughout the 
nation may obtain relief from the enormous 
burden imposed on them by current policies. 

We know that the original justification 
for the oil import restrictions was a deter
mination more than ten years ago that un
limited imports of oil threatened our na
tional security. The purpose of the program 
was to encourage domestic exploration. It 
seems clear now, in the light of the ten-year 
history of the program, that all that the re
strictions have accomplished is to place a 
price umbrella over the entire domestic in
dustry. This pollcy has injured the oil in
dustry's competitive posture; indeed it has 
practically destroyed competition, as reported 
to you by the Antitrust Division of the De
partment of Justice. And it has resulted in 
crude oil prices at home that are far higher 
than anywhere else in the free world. Com
bined with the myriad tax advantages which 
the oil industry has access to, the otl im
port quotas have produced record profits for 
all the major oil companies year after year at 
a steep cost to American consumers. It is 
the consumer who has to pay the blll for the 
extravagant benefit accorded the oil indus
try by our existing otl import policy. 

I am not convinced by the oil industry's 
claim that allowing a. free flow of ollinto this 
country would ruin the entire industry. The 
American oil industry is the largest and 
most profitable industry in the world. It 
competes successfully in virtually every coun
try in the free world. There is no reason what
soever to suspect that this industry could 
not compete just as successfully here at home 
if the mantle of protection now surrounding 
it were withdrawn. 

The six New England states, three of which 
border on New York, have been fighting vig
orously to relieve their citizens from the on
erous burden imposed by Federal oil import 
policies. All six New England governors, all 
12 senators, and all 25 congressmen from 
that region have urged that oil controls be 
lifted. A b111 introduced by Congressman Sil
vio 0 . Conte of Massachusetts would accom
plish this by phasing out the import restric
tions. I favor this proposal, and am per
sonally urging the entire New York Congres
sional Delegation including our two Sena
tors, Jacob J. Ja.vits and Charles E. Goodell, 
to stand with our sister states in the struggle 
to win relief for our consumers by support
ing Congressman Conte's legislation. 

Enormous pressure will be applied by the 
oil Industry to preserve the present system. 
It is time legitimate needs and concerns of 
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America's consumers be given the priority 
deserved in formulating national oil policies. 

Sincerely, 

The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

JOHN V. LINDSAY, 
Mayor. 

OCTOBER 1, 1969. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: When the revieW 
which you assigned to the Cabinet Task 
Force on Oil Import Control is concluded in 
the neal" future, you Will be called upon to 
decide oil import questions of critical im
portance to New England-and to the nation. 

We are writing, as a united delegation 
representing the six New England states, to 
request that you give careful consideration 
of the special problems of our area and take 
effective action to solve these problems. 

Perhaps the best brief statement of these 
problems is found in the presentation of the 
6 New England Governors to the Task Force: 

"The New England region has no indige
nous sources of crude oil, and no operating 
oil refineries. The only crude pipellne in New 
England delivers to Montreal foreign oil 
landed in Portland. It Is ironic that the oil 
flowing through this pipeline benefits not 
New England, but Montreal, which enjoys 
distillate heating oil at a price more than 
3 cents/gallon lower than in Boston. 

"The structure of demand for petroleum 
in New England is significantly different 
from that of the national average. Whereas 
New England consumption of all types of 
petroleum products represents close to 9 per
cent of the national total, the demand for 
distlllate heating oil by the six-state region 
is closer to 21 percent. The harshness of the 
winter climate in the New England area. is 
such that the assurance of an adequate and 
reliable fuel supply is not a matter of mere 
comfort. It can be a matter of survival. The 
region is remote from other energy sources, 
and therefore particularly sensitive to the 
cost and reliability of its oil supplies." 

The people of our region would be willing, 
we believe, to accept their special situation
and bear the burden of the highest heating 
oil prices in the country-if these were the 
result of the natural adjustments and ex
pected regional imbalance of a. free economy. 
But they are not. New England is bearing a 
disproportionate burden only because of the 
inequities in our present Oil Import Program. 

Knowing of your commitment to a. free 
economy, your desire to reduce the role of 
the Federal Government in our society, and 
your pledge to fight inflation, we are con
fident that you will approve changes In the 
Import Program to strengthen competition 
and bring the benefits of lower-priced petro
leum products to the American consumer. 

Most of us are co-sponsors of legislation 
introduced by our Colleague Silvio 0. Conte 
(H.R. 10799, 10800, 10801) to eliminate the 
Mandatory Oil Import Program, gradually 
over a 10 year period. 

Several agencies of the Federal Govern
ment have pointed out that elimination of 
the Program would mean substantial · sav
ings to consumers and involve no risk to our 
national security. Our own review of Sub
missions to the Task Force confirms these 
fa.ots. 

However, even if you decide that some 
system of controls is required under the au
thority of the National Security Clause 
(Title 19 U.S.C. Section 1862) we urge rec
ognition of the special position of New Eng
land. We strongly urge that any control sys
tem be designed to: 

(a) bring relief from high fuel oil prices 
paid by New Englanders; 

(b) provide assured supplies to avoid the 
tight, dangerous stock crises similar to those 
of the Winters of 1967, 1968 and 1969; 

(c) provide sufficient low sulfur oil to aid 
in the fight against air pollution in our area.; 

(d) establish an equitable balance be-
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tween the oil-consuming and oil-producing 
areas of the nation; 

(e) assure competitive equity for inde
pendent fuel oil dealers, marketers and 
deepwater terminal operators vis-a-vis the 
major, integrated oil companies. 

In order to achieve these objectives, we 
strongly endorse proposals to: 

( 1) establish a petroleum refinery in a. 
foreign trade zone at Machiasport, Maine, 
which will provide lower priced fuel oil 
through independent marketers in New Eng
land; 

(2) allocate substantial import quotas for 
home heating oil for independent deepwater 
terminal operators. 

In reaching your decisions, we know that 
you will recognize that, in a. free economy, 
the burden of proof rests on those who seek 
to maintain import controls. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, we should 
like to commend you for your efforts to seek 
a. thorough, incisive review of U.S. oil import 
policy. All of us are anxious, we might add, 
that the Task Force Report be made public 
as soon as it is completed sometime in 
November. 

We appreciate the difficulty involved in 
dealing with this program. However, we are 
confident that you will make the decisions-
and approve the changes--necessary to re
lieve the excessive economic burdens and 
correct the market distortions forced upon 
our nation, and particularly the New Eng
land region, by the Oil Import Control Pro
gram. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
Respectfully yours, 

Silvio 0. Conte, Edward P. Boland, 
Harold D. Donohue, Philip J. Philbin, 
F. Bradford Morse, Torbert H. Mac
donald, Margaret M. Heckler, James 
A. Burke, Fernand J. St Germain, 
Peter N. Kyros, Louis C. Wyman, Rob
ert T. Stafford, Robert N. Giaimo, 
John S. Mona.gan, William L. St. Onge, 
Thomas P. O'Ne111, Jr., John W. Mc
Cormack, Hastings Keith, Robert 0. 
Tiernan, William D. Hathaway, James 
C. Cleveland, Em111o Q. Daddario, 
Lowell P. Weicker, Jr., Thomas J. 
Meskill. 

SUPPORTING THE PRESIDENT 

HON. DEL CLAWSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, the 
Washington Evening Star of October 13 
contained an editorial which speaks for 
itself. At this point in the RECORD, I 
insert the editorial for the attention of 
my colleagues: 

SUPPORTING THE PRESIDENT 
Two prominent Democrats have rallied to 

the support of the President as Mr. Nixon 
prepares to face Wednesday's Vietnam Mora
torium, b1lled as a. protest against the war 
but in reality a demonstration against the 
President. 

Following a Friday White House confer
ence, Hubert Humhprey told reporters that 
Mr. Nixon is "proceeding along the right 
path" in Vietnam, has made some progress, 
and that "the worst thing we can do is to try 
to undermine the efforts of the President." 

The second assist also came on Friday in a 
speech by Dean Acheson, former Secretary of 
State, who was accepting an award for distin
guished service in foreign affairs. 

Mr. Acheson spoke out against those who 
would have us believe that "we elect to pub
lic office the most zealous imbeciles bent 
upon every imaginable folly, extravagance, 
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and disastrous adventure, determined to 
blight the hopes of the young, poor, and dis
advantaged, and probably venal into the 
bargain." He said that even from the vantage 
point of the opposition, this strikes him as 
an extreme view, and also a damaging and 
foolish one. Speaking as one who has had 
broad experience in what the Supreme Court 
has called the "vast external realm," the 
former Secretary of State said that the 
choices open to any responsible government 
in dealing with foreign affairs are narrow 
ones. In his Vilew, however, "as an attitude 
for the informed private citizen anxious to 
play a oonstructive role in policy making, 
support of the responsible leader is a sound 
role." 

It is too much, perhaps, to expect that the 
wise counsel of these two men will exert any 
restraining influence on the Fulbrights, the 
Kennedys, the Churches and the Goodells. 
No doubt they wm persist in their reckless 
effort to destroy confidence in the President 
and his efforts to end the war. But it may not 
be too much to hope that the voices of 
men like Messrs. Humphrey and Acheson will 
be heard by the American people in spite of 
the sound and the fury of the wrecking crew. 

LETTER FROM A CONSTITUENT 

HON. DON EDWARDS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, each day each of us in Congress 
receive dozens if not hundreds of letters. 
On some occasions we all echo the old 
statement, "The public has spoken, but 
did it have to speak so loud," but on 
other occasions we learn directly what 
are the concerns of our people. 

Recently I received such a letter, one 
that expresses better than I can, the 
depth of thoughtful and intelligent con
cern of one of my constituents. Mrs. 
Edwina M. Norton of Santa Clara, Calif., 
outlined the kind of decisions we must 
make, decisions which we have failed to 
make. Mr. Speaker I insert her letter in 
the RECORD so all of us may share her 
thoughts: 

SANTA CLARA, CALIF., 

Congressman DON EDWARDS, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

October 9, 1969. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN EDWARDS: I haVe long 
intended to write this letter but have put 
it off because it must necessarily be a long 
and complex one: the list of needs in this 
country is long and complex. I hardly know 
where to begin, there are so many things I 
feel must be done, so I won't attempt to list 
what I consider priorities in an order of 
importance. As a starter, however, let me 
comment on the current issue of the super
sonic transport that the President recom
mends we develop in order that we maintain 
our leadership in air transportation. Perhaps 
it will reveal my mood. Spending govern
ment funds on such a project seems to me 
exasperatingly absurd, especially at a time 
when so many other problems need atten
tion desperately. I don't think our taxes 
should go to develop something that will 
profit private industry; I don't think we can 
handle the sonic boom problem, let alone 
what such a plane would add to the already 
serious air pollution problem; finally I can't 
see that going a couple of hours faster than 
we can already will benefit most people, 
especially when our airports and air lanes 
are already overcrowded. 
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We seem, as a. country, or as a. govern
ment, still to be ignoring the real problems 
we have. Not only are we spending great 
sums o! money on essentially destructive 
programs-the war, the ABM, the supersonic 
plane proposal-but we are pretending that 
we don't yet have to plan for the very near 
future when overpopulation will klll us, if 
air and water pollution don't get us first. 
From the reports I have read about these 
severe problems, I would say we haven't 
much time left to deal with pollution and 
population. Perhaps it's already too late to 
prevent the disaster; we may only be able 
to reduce the problems, if we start now. If 
this is the case, why are we stm ignoring 
these problems? 

My exasperation is turning to desperation. 
As an American, proud of our ability to grow, 
to progress, I feel on the one hand that we 
are able to do anything we want and need to 
do, but on the other hand I am profoundly 
disillusioned by the apparent inabillty or 
unwillingness to do what 1s so obviously 
necessary. It 1s time-long past--that we 
turn our energies away from the status quo, 
from the pressures of private interest 
groups and their lobbies, and look to the 
needs of the people of this country. In short, 
it is time we de-emphasized our technology 
and emphasized programs that will make 
ours a humane environment, one in which 
people can live with a minimum, not a 
maximum, as we now have, of frustration, 
danger, and distress. 

What are the things that would humanize 
our environment? Here are just a few: 

1. A comprehensive program for reducing 
present, and controlling future, pollution
pollution of all kinds, that from gasoline 
engine exhaust, from jet exhaust, from in
dustrial and domestic waste dumped in 
lakes, bays, and oceans, from DDT and other 
harmful sprays, from sound pollution such 
as from factories, sonic booms, and jet air
ports located close to cities and people's 
homes; also pollution in the form of ruina
tion of our natural resources, our parks, our 
wildlife. 

2 . Intelligent controls over our technology 
which has, it seems to me, already run away 
with itself: Why can't we stop the trend to
ward even more supercars which cause, at 
their high speeds, more and more accidents, 
more exhaust, more repairs which have be
come impossibly expensive for most of us? 
Why can't we direct our monies away from 
space research, as thrilling as the moon 
landing was, and into plans and programs 
for discovering · and improving our own 
planet? Why can't we trim that Pentagon 
budget so that we can spend money on our 
domestic problems? 

3. Tax reform: The polls seem to be correct 
in saying that people are most concerned 
about intlation and taxes. Everyone I talk to 
is angry about these problems. Very many o! 
them are also feeling helpless and hopeless 
and cynical about these problems ever being 
solved. 

4. Draft reform and educational reform: 
The young, being one half the population, 
are now a definite political force that can no 
longer be ignored, but why can't the older 
generation begin these reforms? Make the 
draft equitable or better yet, extricate our
selves from unfeasable commitments abroad, 
and eliminate the draft. As for education, 
federal support and leadership of the right 
sort could help enormously in making edu
cation relevant and valuable . It has t o 
c~1ange. Instead of educating children to fit 
the technology, we must help them to be 
human beings perhaps 1n spite o! that 
technology. 

5. Racial equality: Certainly we have 
gained some ground here, notably in the last 
two years, often, unfortunately, through vio
lence. We must do much more, however; the 
more we can direct our energies and monies 
to a more humane environment !or all peo
ple, by way of jobs, housing, medical care, 

30245 
education, the faster we can heal our 
divisiveness. 

6. Wormble programs to overcome poverty 
and to make welfia.re workia.ble are needed. 
The guaranteed minimum income, if ad
ministered humanely-i.e., without demea.n
lng people-might be the answer. 

All of these problems are, of course, inter
related. All need to be tolved; each is de
pendent on at least one other, if not several 
others. If we can turn OU\t' spending awa.y 
!rom destructive and irrelevant pursutta, we 
can spend money on these much needed do
mestic ptlonties. If we can improve the Hves 
of the poor, we can heal some social wounds; 
if we oon provide releva.nt education for the 
young, we can tap a rtch resource for fur
ther improving our society, etc. And if we 
can prowde and cultivate a humane way of 
life for all, we can reduce our alarming crime 
rate. (I have not llsted crime separately, for 
it 1s to directly the result of our failure to 
attend to people's needs in other areas. If 
we can ellmll.nate the inradequacies and 
abrasiveness of our society, crime is bound 
to be reduced. We also need a thorough
going revision of our legal system and penal 
codes; they seem to be working less and 
less.) 

I realize tha.t the~e problems are not sim
ple ones, but I do feel that the key to solving 
them 1s in forming a new attitude toward 
our country and what we want it to be. We 
must take the chance and turn away from 
our technologfical orientation-in a sense 
turn away from some ptlv8ite interests-and 
turn toward humane and public needs. Our 
country is not yet 200 years old. It is shock
ing to think that it may never reach its 
20oth anniversary, yet I sometimes feel that. 
because we stHl ~eem to igiWre our crucial 
prOblems, we may be dooming ourse1ves, if 
not as a oiv'iliza"tion, perhaps as a democ
racy. 

I think that tlhe time has come for the 
Congress, the representatives of the people, 
to speak to the problems we h!ave and to 
see to it th!at they are solved. We despera-tely 
need your moot earnest and rational concern 
for our welfare, and we look now, more than 
ever before, to your leadership. 

I don't know how many of your constitu
ents you hear from; if I can judge from what 
people say about their belief, or more accu
ra.tely, their disbelief, in governmeillt today, 
I would guess you don't hear from many. 
Whenever I urge someone to write to his 
congressman, I get one or two responses, a 
guffaw or an embarrassed silence. I used to 
be angered by this, thinking it mean·t apathy, 
d.is1nterest, but lately I 8im not !;o sure I have 
diagnosed the response correctly. It seems 
more to mean a kind of despel"'ate cynicism, 
and a despair of ever being represented as 
people would like to be. Even though most 
people don't express these feelings to you, 
most people do seem to be feeling them: 
without hope, they are even beginning to 
seem cowed. I think that U; a terrible state 
for people in a democracy to be in. Oan 't we 
change this? 

Sincerely yours, 
Mrs. EDWINA M. NORTON. 

THE YOUTH OF OUR TIME 

HON. GEORGE H. MAHON 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, Miss 
Nonette Mayes, a senior at Crosbyton, 
Tex., high school, recently made an ad
dress to the Lions Club of my hometown 
of Lubbock, Tex., in regard to the chal
lenges confronting American youth. Miss 
Mayes speaks eloquently in behalf of 
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the great majority of our youth but 
points out the dangers which confront 
the country as a result of the lack of 
restraint and discipline among a minor
ity. Under permission granted earlier 
today, I am pleased to include the full 
text of her speech: 

ADDRESS o:r Miss NoNET'l'E MAYES 
Mr. President, Lions, visi.tors, when Mr. 

Lipscomb called and asked me to come to 
the Lubbock Lions Club as a representative 
of the youth of Crosbyton, I was honored 
that I should be invited to address such a 
distinguished audience. But more than that 
I am grateful for an opportunity to bring a 
message from the young people of Crosbyton 
to the civic leadership of Lubbock. 

For many years the Lions Club has en
couraged our active participation in civic 
affairs. You have recognized that channeled 
in the right direction, young people can 
make a significant contribution to the growth 
and development of any town. 

Under the leadership of Lions Clubs and 
the churches, we have witnessed a healthy 
trend toward greater involvement and par
ticipation by youth in public affairs. 

The youth of today face many challenges. 
Two years ago last June at the Commence
ment exercises of Southern Methodist Uni
versity, Bob Hope reviewed the troubles of 
today's world. In a light vein of humor, he 
concluded with the traditional word of advice 
to the graduating seniors about to go out 
into the world. His advice to them was: 
"Don't go!" 

A small segment of college students, bitter 
about what they call the imperfect world 
which their parents have given them, have 
taken that advice literally and have refused 
to become involved in the society of their 
parents. They are the bearded beatniks, the 
protest demonstrators, the draft card burn
ers and the social misfits of our society. They 
have congregated about many of our col
leges and Universities and stand around 
bearded and bathless. They refuse to go out 
into the world. 

Others dropping their flowers and their 
beads and picking up clubs and switch 
blades, have become high handed hoodlums 
intent on getting their own way. They pre
tend to be adults, but are desperately afraid 
of growing up and assuming responsib111ty. 
They are so busy exercising their right to 
freedom of speech they have forgotten their 
responsibility to make a positive contribution 
to society. 

Across the nation, the questions are asked: 
Who are these rebels? What do they want? 
How deep seated is student unrest? Where is 
it heading? And educators continue to probe 
for the answer to why a small minority-2 
percent, no more than 3-of the nation's un
dergraduate population of 7 million are in
volved in the current upheavals-the riots, 
seizures of buildings and disruption of aca
demic life. 

Quite naturally, this unrest and disrup
tion among youth is causing widespread con
cern among older citizens. News headlines 
are punctuated with stories of riotous 
campus demonstrations and unlawful pro
test. Time magazine in one issue asks: "can 
you trust anyone under 30?" And the head
line of one issue of U.S. News & World 
Report screams: "Why do students revolt? 
Is .America really sick?" 

A certain segment of Ameri~an youth is 
sick. There is no denying that the arrogant 
draft card burners and the defiant protestors 
who glorify violence a.s a form of political 
action-the young "Totalitarians" as Presi
dent Johnson effectively described them, are 
sick. It is this group which makes a mockery 
of lawful and intelligent dissent designed to 
strengthen the opportunity for each citizen 
to make his beliefs and opinions known. It 
is this group-this small minority-which 
gives the great majority a black eye. 

But as an American youth, I am tired of 
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being told that I am sick. And so are hun
dreds of thousansd of other youth in this 
country who are going about the business 
of getting an education, grateful for the op
portunities which are ours, and many hold
ing down substantial jobs in order to pre
pare for the responsib111ties which you will 
pass on to us. Most college, and a lot of high 
school students, in Texas, are far too intelli
gent to be capitivated by the harsh cries of 
a m111tant few. But when a small minority 
can damage the image of all youth, we must 
not be unmindful of the potential dangers. 
As we have become so painfully aware these 
last several months, violence breeds violence. 
Therefore the question confronts us: How 
can we turn back the tide of restlessness 
and lawlessness? 

I would suggest the national news media 
take a. long look at itself! You may search 
daily, in vain, through the mass of national 
telecast and news broadcasts for one word 
that would reassure the average citizen that 
all negro youth are not Stokely Carmichaels; 
that all students are not draft dodgers; that 
not all of us have lost faith in our President 
in his honest efforts to do the best job he 
can under difficult circumstances; that most 
of us are still proud to be Americans; that 
most of us know democracy wm work and 
labor diligently to see that it does. . . . 

We need more commentators like the To
peka., Kansas, newsman who reported on his 
morning broadcast the story of the 25 dem
onstrators who had staged a sit in. His broad
cast stated: "There are 25 protesting college 
students sitting on the floor in the governor's 
office this morning. The other 63,000 stu
dents of the state are going about their busi
ness grateful for the opportunities that are 
theirs." 

I would suggest that you a.s responsible 
civic leaders in our community, provide us 
with faculty members who will teach that 
freedom is not free, and that it must be 
defended daily. Whether on the fields of com
bat, or on the perpetual battlefielcis where 
good citizenship wages war with bad. 

Now one word to the parents. Like our 
youth, you have been unjustly criticized for 
the activities of a few. But the indulgent 
and permissive parent who produces the 
spoiled youngster, must share the guilt with 
the son or daughter for ultimate conse
quences. 

The youthful dissenters of today are ig
noring history. Mr. Strong, Mr. Krebbs, Mr. 
Kay, and a large number of others, went to 
college during what our history books refer 
to as the great depression. Thousands were 
unemployed and barely stayed alive in pov
erty and hunger. There was no work for mil
lions who were trained, competent and eager 
to work for any wage. The average American 
of that day did not live as well as most of 
those rioting in dissatisfaction today. And 
I am told, millions would have regarded the 
lot of the worst of us today a.s near Utopia.. 
Hitler and Tojo and Mussolini led united, 
hostile, nations against you In world wide 
war that dwarfs the localized conflict in 
Viet Nam. Most of my generation does not 
know the real meaning of poverty, hunger, 
unemployment, and war. 

In short, the trouble and problems of the 
world into which you, as parents, graduated, 
were more numerous and more severe than 
the world today. Our world is not perfect, but 
I am convinced that it is a better world 
than the one my father stepped into upon 
graduation. . . . I am grateful that you, as 
parents, have made more progress in the 
past 30 years than any generation before, 
grateful that you have given us a better 
world where opportunity for service and ful
fillment are greater .. . . 

Most of us look forward to going out in 
the world to follow in your footsteps. . . . 
In the words of President Kennedy: "Only 
a. few generations in the long history of civil
ization have been granted the role of defend-
ing freedom in its hour of maximum danger." 
This is the role which is ours too. May we 
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accept this responsib111ty with enthusiasm 
and confidence. May we never shrink from 
this challenge. 

SAFETY IN THE COAL MINES 

HON. ROBERT H. MOLLOHAN 
OF WEST VmGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, short
ly, this body will consider the all-impor
tant coal mine safety bill, approved some 
weeks ago by the House Education and 
Labor Committee, under the distin
guished chairmanship of Congressman 
CARL PERKINS. 

I received yesterday a letter, dated 
October 9, from Mr. W. A. Boyle, presi
dent of the United Mine Workers of 
America, regarding a matter raised by a 
near disaster in the Loveridge coal mine 
in the First Congressional District of 
West Virginia, which I am privileged to 
represent. 

The issues raised by this near disaster 
are set forth 1n this letter and deserve 
the close attention of every Member of 
Congress. I sincerely hope the issues 
raised in Mr. Boyle's letter will receive 
the scrutiny they deserve. 

The letter follows: 
UNITED MINE WORKERS OF AMERICA, 

Washington, D .C., October 9, 1969. 
Hon. ROBERT H. MOLLOHAN, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN MOLLOHAN: Three 
weeks ago a fire broke out in the Loveridge 
mine of Consolidation Coal Company, al
most within shouting distance of the #9 mine 
of Consolidation Coal Company where 78 
coal miners lost their lives in last year's tragic 
underground explosion. But for the grace of 
God, the Loveridge fire could have been a 
repetition of the disaster at #9 mine. More 
than 100 miners were a.t work beneath the 
ground when flames swept through a section 
of the mine. Fortuntaely, none were trapped 
in the area where the flames erupted. 

Almost as the flames scourged the Love
ridge mine, the House Committee on Labor 
and Education reported to the floor a pro
posed coal mine health and safety act rid
dled by serious loopholes. Unless these loop
holes axe closed, the act will continue to 
invite tragic death and loss of limb for thou
sands of miners employed in allegedly non
gassy mines. 

The United Mine Workers of America be
seeches you to remove all exemptions in the 
law which would permit any group of coal 
operators to postpone installation of spark
free equipment for as long as six years or 
even indefinitely. In addition, we are en
tirely opposed to provisions vesting any board 
of review with the right to overrule the deci
sions of the Secretary of Interior. Further, 
we urge that the bill be amended to provide 
that the permissible dust level be measured 
over one shift as opposed to the weaker 
method of averaging such dust level over 
several shifts as the present house b1ll pro-
vides. 

As reported to the floor, the federal coal 
mine healt h and safety bill testifies loudly to 
the power of the Washington lobby of the 
coal industry. I t testifies also with ch1111Rg 
shrillness to the determination of these op
erators to put profits above the lives of those 
who dig coal. 

These coal operators are resorting to the 
same industrial blackmail thalt they have 
perpetrated upon the nation and its miners 
since time immemorial. They have always 
claimed that they would shut down their 
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mines if required to grant decent wages and 
safe working conditions. They would prob
ably bring back the child labor of half a 
century ago if they had their way. 

The time has come to call the bluff of 
these operators and it is our considered 
opinion that few wm shut down if their 
mines are covered by the provisions of a 
strong federal coal mine health and safety 
act. The choice before the Congress is clear. 
The lives of miners must be the foremost 
consideration 1n this legislation. Congress 
can prove to the entire world that the livee 
of working people weigh more heavily on the 
scales of justice than the sugared words of 
any coal mine operators' lobby. 

The nation's organized mine workers urge 
you to work for and to vote for a federal 
coal mine health and safety law that gives 
the nation's miners the maximum health 
and safety protection humanly possible. We 
are opposed to all loopholes, and have been 
assured of the cooperation of the .AFL-CIO 
in our efforts to have a truly satisfactory 
law enaoted. 

We have already informed the coal mining 
industry that it will face a direct confron
tation with the United Mine Workers' mem
bership in our next contract negotiations 
unless the maximum possible hea.lth and 
safety of that membership is assured. It is 
our sincere and fervent hope that we can 
win by law the protection so urgently needed. 
Your vote can help to assure this nation's 
miners that ours is a government dedicated 
to justice and humanity as well as to law. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. A. BOYLE, President. 

VIETNAM MORATORIUM 

HON. GLENN M. ANDERSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, a democracy cannot survive 
with an apathetic citizenry. Democracy 
is enhanced by peaceful citizen partici
pation. We are fortunate in that America 
has a heritage rooted deeply in demo
cratic tradition-a tradition of self-gov
ernment. 

In order for a democracy to function, 
its people must make their views known; 
its citizens must make use of their right 
to vote; they must petition their elected 
leaders. How else can a representative 
government function? If the citizenry 
did not take an active paTt in our Gov
ernment, we would no longer have the 
democratic system we cherish. 

In reference to the President's state
ment on September 26, 1969, that he 
would not, under any circumstances, be 
affected by the October 15 "Vietnam 
moratorium," I think two points should 
be emphasized. First, the President, by 
issuing statements that confiict with his 
actions, is in danger of losing his credi
bility. Obviously, the wishes of the 
American people are, and rightly so, im
portant in the President's decisions. The 
most recent illustration is the release of 
General Hershey as Director of the Se
lective Service. General Hershey was a 
symbol of the war and the draft, and he 
was relieved to appease the dissidents. 
The President, although he said he would 
not be affected, was, in fact, affected bY 

- public opinion. 
This leads to the second point: Instead 

of trying to stifle constructive discus
oxv--1905-Part 22 
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sion, the President should encourage 
people to make their views known by 
peacefully demonstrating and petition
ing their elected representatives. 

Vice President AGNEW has described 
the "moratorium" as "absurd." 

My impression of that comment is 
that anything SPIRO AGNEW terms as 
"absurd" must have some merits. 

After considerable thought on the 
meaning of the moratorium, it is my 
judgment that this is a day of discus
sion-a day of participation. 

Responsible discussion should be the 
theme of the "Vietnam moratorium." 
Americans, regardless of their views, 
should analyze our situation in Vietnam, 
realize the implications of each alterna
tive, formulate a constructive solution 
and, finally, petition their elected offi
cials as to their views. Most everyone 
agrees that the bloodshed should cease 
in Vietnam. Our dilemma arises when we 
discuss the alternatives to this objective. 

The President is aware of the views of 
a small, vocal minority of the Nation, but 
he does not know the views of the great 
majority of the people. I feel reasonably 
sure that the President of the United 
States would respond in a positive way 
if he knew the views of the consensus of 
American public opinion. 

Everyone should discuss Vietnam-the 
most pressing crisis of our time. The 
moratorium cannot and should not be 
ignored. In the past, participation has 
been limited primarily to the campus, 
but Vietnam involves all of us-not just 
the youth. Therefore, all Americans 
should observe the moratorium by dis
cussing our current policy, and the alter
natives, in the home, in the place of busi
ness, and in the place of worship. 

TOM FLETCHER 

HON. LIONEL VAN DEERLIN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Speaker, a 
man I am honored to have as a friend, 
Thomas W. Fletcher, will soon be leav
ing this area after more than 2 years 
of distinguished service as Deputy Mayor 
of the District of Columbia. 

Tom Fletche:r was first appointed to 
his post by President Johnson and re
appointed early this year by President 
Nixon. Neither Chief Executive could 
have made a better choice, for Tom is 
widely regarded as perhaps the ablest city 
administrator in the Nation. 

He earned his enviable reputation dur-
5 years as city manager of my own city 
of San Diego, and added to it with his 
service often under the most trying con
ditions in Washington. 

Tom's achievements in our Nation's 
Capital have been duly noted by Wash
ington's leading newspapers. It is a great 
pleasure for me to include at this point 
editorials commending him from the 
Evening Star and the Post. 

[From the Evening Star, Oct. 10, 1969] 
DEPUTY MAYOR FLETCHER 

Thomas W. Fletcher will be greatly missed 
when he pulls up stakes shortly to return to 
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his native California as city manager of San 
Jose. As deputy to Mayor Washington dur
ing two eventful years 1n this city's history, 
he served as a kind of Mr. Inside--the man 
who worried about budgets and admlnlstra
tion and, in general, tended to the day-to
day operations. 

For this, he was well-qualified profes
sionally with a broad background in city 
government. By temperament, Fletcher had 
no personal need for limelight, but instead 
took quiet satisfaction ln getting the job 
done. 

In point of fact, Walter Washington and 
his deputy had the sort of close working re
lationship that the captain of a Navy ship 
hopes to establish with his executive officer. 
The Mayor was free to set the tone and 
broad policy, because his number two was 
willing to assume responsibllity for detailed 
supervision. 

We wish Thomas Fletcher well in his new 
job. As Mayor Washington said, he will be a 
hard man to replace both as an administra
tor and a colleague. 

(From the Washington Post, Oct. 10, 1969] 
AN EXCEPTIONAL DEPUTY 

The remarkable thing about Thomas W. 
Fletcher's all too brief appearance on the 
Washington scene was the way he played the 
role given to him-to understudy, support 
and backstop his chief, Walter Washington, 
but not to compete with him. He performed 
well. The wheels of government turned at his 
bidding for he was the administrative chief, 
the budgeteer, the trouble shooter who fre
quently identified the broad pollcy areas that 
needed Mayor Washington's attention. 

When things ran smoothly, one did not 
hear much of Deputy Mayor Fletcher. When 
they got out of hand, as they did in the ef
fort to settle the dispute over highways, he 
was 1n the eye of the hurricane, but gen
erally unflappable. Technically, of course, his 
official title was the self-effacing one of as
sistant to the commissioner. Presidential and 
popular usage made him the deputy mayor. 

Mr. Fletcher was literally plucked out of an 
automobile 1n Rapid City, SD., by President 
Johnson for the assignment as the No. 2 
city executive. He had been en route to 
Washington from San Diego to take a job as 
deputy assistant secretary of HOD. He had 
been city manager of the California city and 
Mr. Johnson's talent scouts had identified 
him as the most outstanding professional 
manager 1n the nation. Two years later he 
takes leave of the Washington job for the 
city managership of San Jose, Calif., with his 
standing enhanced. 

For the city of Washington, the departure 
of Mr. Fletcher poses an enormous problem. 
His replacement must, like him, be an out
standing and nonpolitical professional. Like 
him, he must be someone who can learn rap
idly how to thread his way through the in
credible congressional maze where ultimate 
power over the city rests. Like him, he must 
have sensitivity in dealing with the city 
council and its vocal constituents of both 
races. Like him, he must be able to establish 
a rapport and relationship with the Mayor 
to avoid the threat of divided government. 
And, to avoid a hiatus, he must be found 
quickly. 

FIGHT AGAINST INFLATION 

HON. RICHARD T. HANNA 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 
Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, it is time 

for the American people to cry halt to 
the policies we have been following in 
the so-called fight against inflation. The 
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selective suffering that these policies 
have brought upon our people are no 
longer tolerable in the light of the little 
progress that has been achieved. The 
housewives suffer from increased de
mand::; in the grocery stores and from 
demands in every walk of consumer life 
for their household dollar. Small busi
ness suffers by being bounced from the 
borrowing bench of the banks. The hous
ing industry has suffered because of its 
inability, in a rising interest market, to 
compete with shorter term paper with 
high liquidity. Mortgage money, except 
for that developed by FNMA, is a mere 
trickle. Enough, enough, already. 

There must be a better way-there 
is a better way. One of the major ingre
dients of this so-called infiation is un
derproductivity. Labor must understand 
that it is robbing one's self when the 
price of labor exceeds the honest value 
of the services rendered or the product 
created. 

Equally, management must under
stand the price of a product is equally 
restricted by its honesty and it must re
:flect the value. 

The credit restrictions of the Federal 
Reserve should be looked into. Emphasis 
in that agency should be upon the rela
tionship between the money growth and 
the real growth in gross national prod
uct. The Federal Government must in 
these times emphasize policy which di
reds money into those activities which 
most surely promote sound growth. In 
that regard, it seems to me most clear 
that available capital is far more useful 
in the homebuilding industry than de
voted to financing mergers or in the 
building of conglomerates. Of course 
building as a multiplying factor from 9 
to 11 creates a produce of substantial lon
gevity. Capital utilized in mergers and 
acquisitions create a new value, build no 
new product and merely pay the cost 
of paper shuffling and reflect in in:flated 
stock prices. 

Here are a list of practical programs 
.and policies that this administration 
could activate that would realistically 
match the kind of problem our economy 
now faces. 

First, immediately fund and vigorously 
pursue labor training programs for both 
young and mature workers. Matching 
their skills to the requirements of the 
labor market and provide real competi
tion among labor elements. 

Second, reduce the forces in the mili
tary further enlarging the labor market. 

Third, be prepared to be a residual 
employer for a portion of the unem
ployed. With work oriented strongly to 
the development of parks and the ad
vancement of our timber resources. 

Fourth, delay consumer purchases 
with some application of regulation W 
increasing downpayments and decreas
ingterm. 

Fifth, relax the credit restrictions 
presently enforced by the Federal Re
serve. 

Sixth, encourage lead and reward in 
industry, business and labor to a policy 
of productivity and quality as a basic 
standard for price and wages. These are 
the only guideposts which make sense 
and they are the two that are the eco-
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nomic imperative of an international 
world market in which our economy is 
an essential part. 

Finally, Government economists 
should understand and develop measure
ments for input-output studies so the 
interrelationship and interdependency 
of and between elements of our economy 
are far better understood and measur
able. Such economics also provide data 
for projecting multipliers upon which the 
velocity of this economy depend. 

By pursuing such proposals we would 
recognize just as overproduction was 
found to be underconsumption, the pres
ent inflation would be found to be under
production in both the commitment of 
labor and the application of capital. 

HON. PATSY MINK DELIGHTS MIS
SOURI DEMOCRATIC WOMEN 
WITH ELOQUENT SPEECH ON THE 
POLITICS OF LEADERSHIP 

HON. LEONOR K. SULLIVAN 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, when an 
outstanding Member of Congress makes a 
truly eloquent speech on the issues which 
confront our Nation and mankind, we all 
derive a sense of pride in an achieve
ment which re:flects credit upon this 
House as an institution and upon all of 
us privileged to serve here. To be pres
ent, in a hushed and attentive audience, 
and share the occasion is an even greater 
pleasure. 

Thus it was a thrilling experience for 
me Sunday night to be present at the 
annual dinner of the Missouri Federa
tion of Women's Democratic Clubs in 
Jefferson City, Mo., and to hear the Hon
orable PATSY MINK, of Hawaii, make 
what I believe was one of the best ad
dresses of the year on political issues
to any group. It was my great privilege 
to introduce Mrs. MINK to a capacity au
dience of Missouri political leaders, in
cluding Gov. Warren E. Hearnes, and to 
nearly 1,000 Democratic women. She 
made me proud of my party, of the Con
gress in which we serve, and of women 
in public life. 

And she put into perspective the con
troversy ini·tiated by the President over 
the weekend on the respective roles of 
Congress and the Executive in guiding 
national policy and achieving national 
goals. Every Democratic Member of the 
House will applaud her straightforward 
analysis of these issues; and our Republi
can colleagues undoubtedly will agree 
that what she said was honest, reason
a.ble, and fair. For that is the only way 
Congresswoman PATSY T. MINK knows 
how to be. 

She is brilliant, witty, charming, glam
orous--an ornament to the House-but 
more important than that, she is a su
perb Representative of the 50th State. 
And we are understandably proud of her 
achievements in the Congress. 

Born, reared, and educated in Hawaii, 
a graduate of the University of Chicago 
School of Law, a former member of the 
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Hawaii House of Representatives and of 
her State senate, charter president of the 
Young Democrats of Oahu which she or
ganized in 1954, first territorial president 
of Hawaii Young Democrats in 1956, and 
national vice president of the Young 
Democratic Clubs of America in 1957, 
Mrs. MINK has been a hard-working, ef
fective, and influential Member of Con
gress since 1965. She is the first woman 
to be elected as a U.S. Representative 
from Hawaii. She is now an outstanding 
member of the House Committee on Edu
cation and Labor and of the House Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
When she speaks in the House, we lis
ten-for we know she has done her 
homework, researched the issues, studied 
the facts, and made reasoned and inde
pendent judgments. 

Representatives WILLIAM J. RANDALL, 
RICHARD H. !CHORD, and JAMES W. SY
MINGTON shared with me the pleasure of 
hearing one of our colleagues in the 
House charm and delight the Democratic 
clubwomen of Missouri Sunday night. 
And I am sure they join me in urging 
our associates in the Congress to read her 
excellent address which I submit for in
clusion in the RECORD as part of my re
marks, as follows: 

ADDRESS BY MRS. MINK 

Thank you, Mrs. Sullivan. It is my pleasure 
to join you in saluting the President of the 
Missouri Federation of Women's Democratic 
Clubs, Mrs. Zola King; the Chairman and 
Co-Chairman of this great Convention, Mrs. 
Ruby Jane Happy and Mrs. Dee Whitecotton. 
The importance of this occaSion is signified 
by the presence of Governor Hearnes, Repre
sentative Symington, Representative !chord, 
Representative Randall, many leading State 
officials, and the Missouri Mother of the 
Year, Mrs. Allen Cooper, and other Honored 
Mothers. To these distinguished persons and 
to the Women Democrats whose untiring 
efforts are the foundation of Democratic 
strength in this great State of Missouri, 
Aloha. 

The presence of so many distinguished 
elected officials from your State proves that 
no one dares underestimate the power of 
women I I am extremely honored to be in
vited to your banquet tonight, and particu
larly privileged to have your most distin
guished Leonor Sullivan to introduce me. I 
have been in the Congress for only five years 
now, but it never falls to astound me to 
watch Mrs. Sulllvan lead the House on so 
many important issues like Food Stamps, 
Truth in Packaging, Truth in Lending, Con
sumer Protection, Housing, Health, Whole
some Meat and Poultry, and yes even to 
help improve the maritime industry of this 
country. The Women Democrats of the State 
of Missouri have someone to be mlghtily 
proud of, and I am equally proud tonight to 
share this platform with her, and my other 
distinguished colleagues. 

The decade of the sixties is rapidly com
ing to a close. We have witnessed turmoil and 
dissention in our country. We all yearn for 
the calm of a new day when we can be truly 
joined in a unified and progressive national 
commitment to Peace, Tranqulllty, Oppor
tunity, Equality and Justice. 

The President issued a statement yester
day intimating that the Democrats in the 
Congress were stalllng his program of re
forms. For a man whose popularity has been 
steadily sinking, this tactic is as obvious as 
it is transparent. The country knows that 
despite lack of White House leadership, the 
House of Representatives passed the monu
mental tax reform bill; that again without 
White House support the House of Repre-
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sentatives overwhelmingly passed the elec
toral reform bill; that over President Nixon's 
strenuous objection the House passed an ap
propriations bill for education which added 
$1 billion for our schools, our colleges and 
our libraries; and that against his budget 
recommendation the House raised to $600 
million our national effort against water pol
lution. These are only a few examples of our 
record thus far, and yet the President dares 
to suggest that we ought to begin to work! 
I submit it is he who should roll up his 
sleeves and get to work! 

I served in the House on the Committee 
on Education. In this vital field I know of 
no single piece of legislation offered by the 
President to help improve the quality of ed
ucation in America. In fact in his 4,000 word 
message to Congress yesterday he failed to 
say a single word about our national crisis 
in education! Recently after the House voted 
to increase the education appropriations by 
one blllion dollars, the President issued a 
statement to the effect that no matter what 
the Congress did, he would not allow these 
additional funds to be spent for our children 
and for the cause of improved educational 
opportunity in America. The gullibility of 
the American public cannot be stretched to 
such a degree, for they will remember his 
words in the campaign of 1968 in which he 
pledged himself to a "massive upgrading of 
our education effort." As a candidate, Mr. 
Nixon told the country that, "investment in 
education is an investment in America's fu
ture; none that we make will pay better div
idends," he said. Yet now as President of 
the United States he says that our actions 
to help education were unwise, and yes that 
the $1 billion is better invested in super
sonic planes and ABM's! 

Last week the National Advisory Council on 
Education Professions Development sent a 
report to the President expressing its deep 
concern over the absence of Federal initiative 
in the field of education. They reminded 
the President that while Commissioner Allen 
was pronouncing how every child had the 
"right to read," the Department he heads 
was being ordered to cut $8 million of a 
meager $13 million program to train teachers 
of reading! The Council admonished the 
President that it was concerned by notl only 
a reduction in funds but by an absence of 
direction and planning. The Council said, 
"in dramatic fashion, these decisions and 
actions add up to default on the proclaimed 
responsibility of the Federal government to 
act as a partner with the other levels of gov
ernment in supporting the nation's educa
tional enterprise. When the States in the last 
2 years increased their expenditures for 
higher education by 38% and for elementary 
and secondary education by 28 % ... we 
find that Federal government is cutting 
back!" The Council continued, "we sense a 
worsening climate in American schools and 
colleges. . . . The needed improvements and 
reforms wm come about only if appropriate 
leadership is offered." "It is now we must 
act. It is now that we must demonstrate, 
mainly to ourselves, that a nation which can 
take such just pride in its extraordinary 
achievements in the material realm is no 
less resourceful, no less vigorous, no less 
sacrificing in dealing with matters of the 
spirit." 

I subscribe fully and wholeheartedly to 
this report filed by a National Advisory Coun
cil on Education and regret that it could not 
have served as the basis for at least a para
graph of concern in the President's legisla
tive program. 

Doubtless the most far reaching piece of 
legislation to be enacted by the 91st Congress 
will be the tax reform bill. There is abso
lutely no doubt in my mind that this will 
become law during this Session of Congress. 
This bill wa.s written by the Democratic lead
ership of the House. It ts the product of our 
own initiative. President Nixon's efforts are 
underway in the Senate to water it down, to 
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lower the taxes on corporations, and raise it 
instead on individuals! The average taxpayer 
in America is in revolt and rightfully so! 
They will know whose tax reform bill they 
favor and it is our job to tell it like it is. 

I have said over and over again the past 
four years that we need to end the war in 
Vietnam. 38,000 American boys have already 
lost their lives. There have been no new plans 
revealed by the President despite all the 
campaign implications and the modest re
turn of 25,000 men in August has not 
brought the total men deployed there to any 
lower level than President Johnson previ
ously had maintained in January of 1968! 

Meanwhile we continue drafting our boys 
and sending them to Vietnam. 

The President stated that the Congress has 
failed to enact necessary reforms to our 
Selective Service system. What he does not 
emphasize is that he has had the power all 
along to bring about the changes which he 
has talked about, save only one, and that 
is the implementation of a lottery system 
from among the 19 year olds only. And even 
in this one area which does require legisla
tion, his spokesmen appeared before the 
House Armed Services Committee with no 
precise and clear idea of how they would 
implement this lottery plan. I happen to 
agree with the President that these changes 
about which he has talked so much are abso
lutely essential, and I hope that our young 
people will wake up to the fact that the 
President co1lld by Executive Order tomorrow 
put them into effect. It may not have been 
sensible to give the President such broad 
powers, but the fact of the matter is that, 
the Congress did. Let us make it crystal clear 
to the President that it is he who should 
make good on all these promises, and never 
mind the buck passing to the Congress. 

There seems to be a lot of concern in 
Washington these days for big business. In
terest rates are shooting sky high and it is 
virtually impossible for a working man to 
consider buying a home for his family. A 
$30,000 mortgage with 25 years payment pe
riod at 10% interest means that home will 
have cost $81,000 by the time 25 years are up. 
In a high-interest period, banks all over the 
country have been refusing to tie up any of 
their money in loans to students under the 
Federal guaranteed loan program which al
lows a maximum interest rate of only seven 
percent. Failure of Executive policy in keep
ing down interest rates is denying help to 
working people who need help desperately to 
finance their children's education. The banks 
are holding out for at least ten percent in
terest, so Congress was forced to enact an 
emergency bill sent down by the President 
to give the banks an additional three per
cent interest subsidy on all student loans. 
Failure of the President's real commitment 
to education denied our children needed 
funds which could have been released under 
our existing direct loan program. 

The Congress is more than willing to con
sider each of the President's recommenda
tions on their merits. But I am certain that 
the people will insist that we give them care
ful and thorough scrutiny. 

For instance, no one in this country ex
pects the Congress to move to a guaranteed 
annual income family assistance plan with
out long and careful study of all of the im
plications. The President only sent his bill 
to the Congress on October 3. It is absurd 
to talk about foot dragging! Even the Presi
dent has changed his mind on several points 
since it was first announced. At first it would 
have excluded benefits of food stamps; now 
he says that it must. No well thought out 
proposal would have called for the exclusion 
of this one workable program to feed the 
hungry poor. 

We cannot w111y-n1lly discard programs 
that have worked merely because someone 
wants to try another plan; merely because 
REFORM is somebody's watchword! A mere 
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substitution of State welfare funds with 
Federal dollars is no solution for the poor. 
$1,600 subsistence funds for a family of four, 
is scarcely adequate without subsidized 
housing, food distribution plans and medical 
care. Further to offer welfare payments to 
the working poor is to subsidize wages for 
industry that should be required to pay a 
living wage. Congress' first obligation is to 
guarantee that the incentive to work is re
warded by an adequate living wage without 
tax supported welfare. 

The need to increase Social Security bene
fits is another issue worth examining. Ob
viously an increase is needed. Former Presi
dent Johnson's recommendation of a ten 
percent increase this year was slashed by 
President Nixon to seven percent effective 
next year. 

Under great pressure from the Congress 
and facing a Democratic caucus vote in sup
port of 15% increases this year, the Presi
dent, as has become typical, changed his 
position and today is in support of a 10% 
increase, next year. Our majority leader, Carl 
Albert says, "this is too little and too late." 
Nixon has shown no leadership and we Dem
ocrats must mobilize public opinion against 
this premature attack upon the Congress and 
its already affirmative record. 

In the most recent special elections, in 
three heavily favored Republican districts, 
three Democrats have been elected to Con
gress. Republicans sense trouble in the 1970 
elections and are beginning to unleash a 
propaganda barrage. 

Permit me to say that the Administration 
position also on civil rights 1s disgraceful. I 
have looked in vain for strong leadership in 
this field from the White House. 

Instead, all we have witnessed is a waver
ing in the face of resistance to orderly school 
desegregation. Attorney General Mitchell 
seems to have overruled HEW Secretary 
Finch, and recalcitrants have been given an
other delay in the requirement of opening 
their classrooms to all children equally. The 
President's Civil Rights Commission headed 

- by Father Hesburgh has decried these actions 
and attorneys in the Justice Dep-artment are 
in revolt. Further the Administration's pro
posals to amend the voting rights act will be 
rejected and instead Congress will summarily 
extend this historic civil rights legislation 
without any watered down amendments. 

Congress has its work cut out to save our 
past progress and to set our own priorities. 

We desperately need a re-ordering of our 
national goals. We cannot allow our cities 
and local communities to crumble in decay, 
our highways to clog up with traffic, our 
school children to be deprived of the best 
educational opportunities available, and our 
poor to continue to go to bed hungry while 
our resources are expended on more and 
more weapons of war and destruction. This 
continues to be our most pressing agenda for 
this nation. 

I believe that progressive thinking of 
women like you is absolultely imperative if 
we are to meet the challenges posed by the 
school dropout, the parentless delinquent, 
the underachiever, the nonreader, and more 
recently the rebel with a cause who simply 
drops out of a society he does not agree with 
and does his own thing without feeling any 
responsibllity to the community as a whole. 

Your help is needed to cope with the 
resentment of young people who increasing
ly oppose the standards of their elders. Many 
in today's generation cannot understand 
why our 18 and 19 year olds are sent to the 
Great War in Vietnam to fight on a lonely 
and isolated battlefield. They do not under
stand our democracy which fails to hold true 
to its cherished ideals of equality and jus
tice. They do not share the average citizen's 
goals of success based upon material wealth. 
Do we have the capacity to relate to these 
young people of today? I believe that we 
must and resist those who advocate only sup
pression and discipline as the solution. 
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This is a special challenge for women and 

I invite you to participate in the national 
and local policy-making which sets the pat
tern of our relationships with those now 
coming to the fore. Specifically, we as wom
en must help re-order our national priori
ties so that there is less reason for the young 
to rebel and be discontented. We owe this 
to our children and to our na.tion's integrity. 

Women should press for greater attention 
to our growing domestic needs in such fields 
as education, health, transportation, Job
training, housing, and-yes--hunger of many 
people in the midst of our general affluence. 

Mythology traces the heroic element in 
woman's character from early times. Have 
you ever stopped to notice that Justice is 
always and everywhere depicted in the form 
of a woman, why Freedom is so often sym
bolized in womanly form in statutory and 
other depictions, and why the ideal of Purity 
is likewise, and Peace, and so on. Going back 
as far as the beginnings of our civilization 
in Hellenic Greece and Imperial Rome, we 
encounter a rich and elaborate mythology, a 
pantheon of gods with human traits but 
nevertheless who represented great life forces 
such as light or darkness, the sun, the moon, 
the seasons, the controlling power of the 
sea, and the mysterious forces of the under
world. Women are duly recognized here, in
cluding Aurors of the dawn, Iris of the rain
bow, Flora of the world of bloom, Ceres 
of the fruitful harvest, Minerva of the devo
tion of pure intellect to the control and 
guidance of the world's affadrs. 

This great heroic tradition of women lives 
on from mythology into history itself. 

We can marvel at the courage and intellect 
of Anne Hutchinson of our colonial da.ys and 
hundreds of other women who helped shape 
this nation's beginnings. In the Congress the 
woman pion-eer was Miss Jeanette Rankin, 
elected to the House of Representatives in 
1916 even before women's suffrage. 

I think it is not only possible but neces
sary for women to help make our national 
decisions. As individuals we must do our 
share to resolve these problems at the same 
time that we meet our other obligations to 
our husbands, and our children. 

As we shall not fall in our individual 
responsibilities, so we shall not fall as a 
group, for we have a great task to continue 
to mold our divided society into a united 
community dedicated to human dignity, to 
peace with justice. 

You can lend your assistance to many loo811 
programs, and if not actively participate at 
least support our efforts to help improve the 
quality of life for all Americans. This again 
revolves around the question of national 
priori ties, an area which sorely needs your 
judgment and advice. I am confident that 
you as Democratic women actively engaged 
in politics will do your part to support our 
vital effort to solve these domestic problems 
and to return us to a country of Peace and 
Tranquility. Your kindness and hospitality 
is deeply apprecia.ted. As we say in Hawati, 
Mahala or thank you and Aloha. 

ILL-ADVISED VIET MORATORIUM 
COULD SET A RISKY PRECEDENT 

HON. RICHARD BOLLING 
OF MISSOURX 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, once 
again I find myself very much in agree
ment with a column by DavidS. Broder. 
This one appears in the Washington Post 
of Tuesday, October 14, 1969: 
lLL-AnVXSED VIET MORATORIUM COULD SET A 

RXSKY PRECEDENT 
CAMBRIDGE, MAss.-The larger the plans 

for Wednesday's Vietnam moratorium, the 
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more the central message and tactic of the 
demonstration have been obscured. If the 
event is to be gauged properly, it is impor
tant to uncover its original premises from 
the debris of cliches and endorsements in 
which they have lately been buried. 

A number of men active in the moratorium 
have taken time to point out what they con
sider the errors of the argument in this col
umn last week that it is a plan for "the 
breaking of the President." With sincerity 
and conviction, they have asserted that, far 
from breaking the President, they are out 
to save him, by persuading him to make the 
peace the nation craves and, incidentally, to 
save the political system, by keeping the anti
war movement out of the hands of the radi
cals and in control of those with a commit
ment to peaceful forms of protest. 

Their conversations and correspondence 
have helped to define three questions which 
might be borne in mind by those planning to 
participate in the moratorium. 

First, what is the target of this protest? 
Sam Brown, the able spokesman for the 
moratorium, says it is not an anti-Nixon 
move because "we learned in 1968 that what 
we must oppose are not personalities but 
policies." 

But if the Nixon administration is follow
ing the very policies recommended tn 1968 
by the antiwar faction, as I believe, then 
their moratorium is mob111zlng public opin
ion against its own policy recommendation 
to the President. The minority plank at the 
Democratic convention, endorsed by all the 
leading doves, called -for a halt in the bomb
ing of North Vietnam. This has been done. It 
recommended a reduction in offensive opera
tions in South Vietnam. The President has 
ordered this and it is in effect. 

It asked for "a phased withdrawal over a 
relatively short period of time" of all foreign 
troops. The Nixon administra.tion has begun 
pulling Americans out of Vietnam without 
waiting for North Vietnam to agree to mu
tual withdrawals, as the doves thought 
necessary. 

Finally, it recommended that the Untted 
States use the leverage of troop withdrawals 
to "encourage" the Saigon government "to 
negotiate a political reconciliation with the 
National Liberation Front" looking toward 
"a broadly representative government" but -
recognizing that "the specific shape of this 
reconciliation will be a matter for decision 
by the South Vietnamese." 

If this is not precisely the policy of the 
current administration, as enunciated by the 
President and the Secretary of State, then 
words have lost their meaning. And if the 
mora.torium sponsors want to argue-as some 
have-that the President is lying about his 
purpose, their suspicions must be weighed 
against the facts of reduced fighting, reduced 
troop levels and reduced casualties, which 
his policies have brought about. 

Second, what ts the alternative they 
recommend? It has been described in 
moratorium publicity as everything from a 
negotiated settlement to immediate, total 
American withdrawal from Vietnam, but 
Brown said Sunday on "Face the Nation" 
that it is the la.tter that the moratorium has 
"consistently" demanded. 

If that is the case, then the elected otn
clals, clergymen and educators who have lent 
their prestige to the moratorium can prop
erly be asked if this is the program they 
endorse. Many of these sponsors were in
volved in the fight for the minority plank 
at the Chicago convention which specifically 
said the war "will not be ended by military 
victory, surrender or unilateral withdrawal 
by either side." 

It might be well for those men to explain 
Wednesday when and why they concluded 
that their opposition to unilateral with
drawal was wrong. It would be even more 
useful if they could explain why a one-di
mensional plan to pull out troops is any 
more likely to be wise policy than the one
dimensional plan that sent the troops in. 
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Have we not learned yet to examine the po
litical consequences of military decisions? 

Third, and most important, what about 
the method of the moratorium? Is it compat
ible with the maintenance of representative 
democracy or does it substitute the rule of 
the street? 

The sponsors say the name "moratorium," 
rather than "strike," was chosen to empha
size that the protest is to be peaceful and 
noncoercive. It ·is a nice distinction. The 
noncoercive feature may be almost invisible 
to the thousands of students whose colleges 
will shut down Wednesday. If the morato
rium continues, as planned, for two days in 
November, three days in December, and so 
on, it will more and more come to resemble 
the general strike so familiar to European 
politics. 

And if it succeeds in its aim, what is to 
prevent other majorities or sizable minori
ties in the country from using the same 
technique to force their views on agencies 
of the government? The moratorium spon
sors say Vietnam is an extraordinary issue, 
but they must know it is not the only issue 
which agitates millions of people. 

One wonders what the moratorium spon
sors would say if Billy Graham were to ask 
all the parents who want prayers restored to 
public schools to withdraw their children 
from school for one additional day each 
month until the Supreme Court reverses its 
school-prayer decision. 

Suppose pro-prayer teachers agreed to 
meet the pupils in private homes on mora
tori urn days to discuss "the overriding sig
nificance of religion in human life." Would 
the Vietnam moratorium sponsors cheer? 
What would they say if landlords and real 
estate men opposed to integrated housing de
clared a moratorium until Congress repeals 
the open-housing law? 

My view, just to be clear, is not that the 
Vietnamese moratorium is un-American, U
legitimate, meanly partisan or personally vin
dictive in its motivation. My view is that it 
is an ill-timed, misdirected protest, vague 
in its purpose and quite conceivably dan
gerous in its precedent. 

As was said last week, its immediate result 
may be the breaking of the President. In 
the serious weakening of his power to nego
tiate peace or to achieve any of the other 
purposes for which he was elected, its longer 
term effects may be to subvert a system of 
democratic government I happen to believe 
is worth preserving. 

ETHNIC SLURS FROM A 
CALIFORNIA JUDGE 

HON. GEORGE E. BROWN, JR. 
OF CALXFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, a key precept of our American 
system of law holds that any man is 
assured of free and unprejudiced judicial 
hearing. 

While it is impossible to expect that 
any man can be completely unbiased, I 
certainly feel that a judge should be 
able to conduct himself and his duties 
with a minimum of intolerance. 

Last month, an unfortunate incident 
occurred in a juvenile hearing before a 
San Jose, Calif., judge. Remarks by the 
judge constituted a vicious slur upon all 
Americans of Mexican descent. 

None of us should stand for such im
propriety by a man entrusted by the pub
lic with broad judicial powers. I have 
joined with many organizations and in-
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dividuals-among them, the Community 
Advisory Council of the East Los Angeles 
Service Center, the California Rural 
Legal Assistance program, the Los An
geles League of United Latin American 
Citizens, and the Chicano Law Students 
Association-in demanding immediate 
intensive investigation of the judge's 
remarks. If it is proven tha;t the remarks 
do slur the Mexican American commu
nity, then I hope that proper action can 
be initiated to remove the judge from 
the bench. 

I am proud of the Mexican American 
heritage and their contributions to our 
society, and I feel that the judge's rep
rehensible outburst displays an ex
treme lack of judicial temperance and 
I seriously question his ability to handle 
the duties expected of a man in his 
position. 

Mr. Speaker, I now place in the 
RECORD two articles from the Los An
geles Times relating to this matter: 

A JUDGE WHO DISGRACED THE BENCH 

"We ought to send you out of the coun
try-send you back to Mexico ... You ought 
to commit suicide." 

"You are lower than animals and haven't 
the right to Uve in organized society--1ust 
miserable, lousy, rotten people." 

"Maybe Hitler was right . The animals in 
our society probably ought to be destroyed 
because they have no right to live among 
human beings." 

Were these the mouthings of a. lynch mob 
or the taunts of a. racist sheriff? 

No. They were uttered by the Honorable 
Gerald S. Cha.rgin, a. judge of the Superior 
Court of the State of California., presiding 
at a. juvenile hearing in San Jose. 

The outrageously intemperate language 
used by Judge Cha.rgin clearly requires tha,t 
he be removed from the bench. 

Before the judge on Sept. 2 was a. 17-yea.r
old Mexican-American youth accused of 
incest involving his 15-year-old sister. He 
had originally pleaded innocent but re
portedly changed his plea.. 

In his diatribe against the young defend
ant, Judge Chargin broadened his remarks, 
including his gratuitous reference to the 
sister: "Well, probably she will have half a. 
dozen children and three or four marriages 
before she is 18." 

The judge's indictment of "miserable, 
lousy, rotten people" led Dep. Public De
fender Fred Lucero to object that "The court 
is indicting the whOle Mexican group . . . 
What appalls me is that the court is saying 
that Hitler was right in genocide." 

To which Judge Cha.rgin replied: "What 
are we going to do with the mad dogs of our 
society? 

"Either we have to kHl them or send them 
to an institution or place them out of the 
hands of good people because that's the 
theory--one of the theories of punishment is 
if they get to the posi-tion that they want to 
act like mad dogs, then we have to separate 
them from society." 

Although the judge told the defendant, 
"You will probably end up in the state's 
prison before you are 25, and that's where 
you belong anyhow," he finally ordered the 
youth released on proba,.tion. 

Cha.rgin excused his behavior by' saying 
that "it is an accepted fact that these lectures 
are stated in harsh terms to impress upon 
the minds of the youth the seriousness of the 
situation in Wihioh they find themselves." 

Nothing, however, can excuse language so 
harsh and so intemperate as to arouse an 
entire community to anger over such racial 
slurs. 

The transcript of the Sept. 2 hearings has 
now been forwarded by the Attorney Gen-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

era.l's office to the Commission on Judicial 
Qualifications with a. formal request to "ex
pedite" an investigation. 

There can be no other conclusion than tha,.t 
Judge Oha.rgin is not qualified to sl t on the 
bench. He stands convicted by his own words. 

CHICANO STUDENTS IN THREE LAW SCHOOLS 
RAP JUDGE FOR SLUR 

(By Ruben Salazar) 
Chicano law students at UCLA, USC and 

Loyola. University Tuesday publicly con
demned a. San Jose Superior Court judge who 
from the bench characterized Mexicans as 
"animals." 

At a. news conference at UCLA, the Chi
cano Law Students Assn., which represents 
60 Mexican-American law students in the 
three universities, said it has "pledged itself 
to aid in the removal of Judge Gerald S. 
Cha.rgin from the bench." 

Guadalupe Martinez, chairman of the as
sociation, said Judge Cha.rgin's remarks were 
filled with the racist hatred encountered 
daily by brown and black people in the 
United States." 

While sentencing a. Mexican-American 
youth who had pleaded guilty to incest, 
Judge Cha.rgin, according to the court tran
script, said that Mexican people after 13 years 
of age think "it's perfectly all right to go 
out and act like an animal." 

REMOVAL TO BECOME GOAL 

He then added that "Maybe Hitler was 
right. The animals in our society probably 
ought to be destroyed . . . " 

Martinez said the Chicano Law Students 
Assn. has taken Cha.rgin's removal as their 
cause. 

The thirci year law student said he ad
dressed a. meeting of most of UCLA's law 
faculty and that at least 30 out of 48 mem
bers have pledged their support. UCLA law 
professor Michael Tiga.r is circulating a. peti
tion among hls colleagues. 

Judge Cha.rgin, 65, has been transferred 
from his juvenile court to civil case duties 
in Palo Alto until the Commission on Judi
cial Qualifications makes a ruling on the 
incident. 

The law students said they will work with 
Don B. Kates of the California. Rural Legal 
Assistance in their etfort to force the re
moval of Judge Cha.rgin. 

The association said "Kates will petition 
the California. Supreme Court to consider 
the removal of Judge Cha.rgin from the 
bench should the pr~dures followed by 
the Commission on Judicial Qualifications 
fail" to "effectuate the removal." 

In San Jose, the City Council voted unani
mously to censure Chargin and asked that 
an investigation be made of Cha.rgin's fitness 
to serve on the bench. 

SEEKS INCREASED TIMBER YIELDS 

HON. AL ULLMAN 
OF OREGON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, the num
ber of new housing starts today is down 
sharply because of tight monetary policy 
and high mortgage interest r-ates. But 
we must be ready to supply the housing 
needs of tomorrow when restrictions are 
eased. The demand for greatly expanded 
new housing programs clearly exists. 
OUr national goal of building 26 million 
new houses over the next decade must 
be achieved. 

We will be hampered in this e1Iort by 
outmoded management concepts that 
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will limit our output of timber from our 
public and private forests. We must act 
now to improve our harvest techniques 
of this great natural resource to insure 
an adequate timber supply. 

A bill awaiting action by the House 
Committee on Agriculture <H.R. 12025), 
of which I am a cosponsor, provides for 
more intensive management of our forest 
lands and promises increased timber 
yields. The bill offers the opportunity to 
meet all the demands made on our tim
ber resources--economic and otherwise. 
Better management would insure broader 
development of the forests for recreation 
and wildlife purposes as well as commer
cial uses. 

The Forest Subcommittee of the House 
Agriculture Committee has acted favor
ably on this bill. I strongly urge early 
consideration and approval by the full 
committee. 

The executive president of Boise Cas
cade Corp., Stephen B. Moser, in a recent 
address to the American Forestry As
sociation presented an excellent argu
ment in favor of this legislation. A re
port of this address was published in one 
of my district's newspapers, and I com
mend this report to the attention of the 
House: 

EXECUTIVE SAYS PUBLIC DENIED Bl.iliEFIT 
FRoM FOREST 

COLORADO SPJUNGS.-"Philosophica.lly, the 
nation's resources are owned by the people, 
and it would seem logical that the people are 
entitled to the best possible return for the 
sale and usage of what they own. Confiicting 
governmental policies and practices in the 
past may have prevented the public from 
realizing maximum economic benefits from 
the forest." 

Stephen B. Moser, executive president of 
Boise Cascade Corporation, made these points 
in an address in Colorado Springs last week 
to the annual convention of the American 
Forestry Associ a. tion. 

"Any fair-minded person will recognize 
that these resources are being used to pro
duce products and values needed by our 
society. Will not the extraction of 'top dol
lar' for raw materials run up the final cost so 
that the people in the end are forced to pay 
higher prices for the finished products of 
these resources? 

"COST IS PRIME FACTOR 

"This may run directly counter to social 
programs initiated and administered by the 
government itself where low-finished cost is 
a prime requisite-housing for instance," 
Moser said. 

"Government policy calls for building or 
reha.billtating an average of 2.6 million 
housing units a. year for 10 years. 

"This amount of housing each year will 
take a tremendous amount of materials, es
pecially lumber and plywood. It is obvious 
that the increases are going to have to come 
substantially from the federally-managed 
forests which, after all, contain nearly two
thirds of all the softwood sawtimber in the 
country. 

"Is the government, then, going to demand 
top dollar for the people's timber and force 
these same people to pay more for their 
housing as a result? 

"One part of our government has set an 
extremely high goal for housing production. 
Another part has set a policy of 'top dollar' 
for the sales from its forest resources. And 
a third has cracked down on the money 
markets with disastrous results for home
building, which is the principal slngle 
market for softwood lumber and plywood," 
Moser argued. 
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"PRODUCTION LOW 

"Congressional investigations have il
luminated a fact that has been famillar to 
the forest industries for a long time. They 
learned that the federal forests, with 60 per
cent of the inventory of softwood sawtimber 
are producing logs at far below their true 
capacity. 

"Federal forest managers have been ham
pered by inadequate appropriations to fi
nance the level of forest management they 
would really like to attain and by a lack of 
practical policies which would enable them 
quickly to adapt to changing markets. Pri
vate business could not operate under such 
restrictions. 

"Federal forests are under-used. And un
der-use is a form of waste. Why, for instance, 
should billions of feet of salvageable timber, 
which has been damaged by blowdown, in
sects, fire or overmaturity, go unsalvaged? 
For the simple reason that the forest man
agers have been dented manpower and the 
funds to build the access roads necessary to 
get at that salvageable timber," Moser com
mented. 

"The National Forest Conservation and 
Management Act of 1969, which was intro
duced under the sponsorship of some 60 
representatives and 15 senators, may prove to 
be the most significant advance in forestry 
legislation in many decades. 

"The act has as its major purpose the 
provision of funds so that more intensive 
management or the federa-l forests· can be 
provided, while at the at the same time 
protecting and insuring other multiple-use 
benefits from these lands. 

"TIMBER SALE FUND 
"The Act would create a fund from fed

eral forest timber sale receipts to be used 
for certain production-increasing timber 
management practices. It would enable the 
forest managers to increase skilled man
power and to set up provision of adequate 
access roads. It would give the managers 
the opportunity to do what private industry 
had done . . . to apply sales revenues to 
improvement of holdings and output. There 
are ample safeguards to conservation in
terests. 

"There is also an additional need to revise 
current federal timber sell1ng practices in 
order that the risks and uncertainties in
volved in dealing with a monopoly timber 
seller (the government) are minimized and 
that the new plant investments required 
to increase production of wood products 
are encouraged. 

"It is time to take the wraps off the fed
eral managers and let them do their job 
the way they would like to do it. The Na
tional Forest Conser.vation and Management 
Act will help accomplish this," Moser con
cluded. 

REACHING FOR THE MOON 

HON. OLIN E. TEAGUE 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 
Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 

the weekend issue of the Christian Sci
ence Monitor, dated July 26, 1969, pointed 
to the need for continuing efforts to 
improve our life here on earth and the 
significance and importance of the Apol
lo 11 flight in the light of these needs. As 
this editorial so well points out the 
achievements of Apollo 11 and our na
tional space program are indeed impor-
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tant for the betterment of mankind not 
only in our country but throughout the 
world. I commend this article to the 
reading of my colleagues and the general 
public: 

REACHING FOR THE MOON 
Apollo 11 lifted men's eyes to the stars. 

We wonder if they saw the lesson this thril
ling achievement wrote there. 

Even as men gasped at the feat, they won
dered if technology could help fulfill an
other dream--e.bolition of hunger and pov
erty from earth. 

Engineers answer "yes." But they need a 
commitment from mankind comparable to 
that which enabled them to put men on 
the moon. 

A group of scientists and engineers at the 
California Institute of Technology spelled 
this out a couple of years ago. 

Man, they said, now does have the capac
ity to create more abundant living for all. 
Space-age engineering is one of his most 
potent tools. But the job demands three 
kinds of commitment without precedent in 
human history. 

First, rich and poor countries need to rec
ognize the problem as one of total economic 
development. Merely giving money to, say, 
India, merely giving technical advice or sur
plus food, won't do much good. The total 
economy of such a country has to be trans
formed to raise living standards even while 
trying to hold back population growth. A 
new kind of technology has to be created, 
a technology of decent living. 

Having recognized this, richer countries 
would have to fund a development effort 
costing at least several times what they now 
spend on foreign aid. And they would have 
to sustain it for decades. That's the first 
unprecedented commitment. 

Poor countries, for their part, would have 
to weed out traditions, entrenched gTeed, and 
other home-grown vices that inhibit devel
opment. That's commitment number two. 

Finally, rich and poor alike would have 
to subordinate national rivalries to a com
mon effort to pull the poor out of the slough 
of backward economies. 

With such commitments, experts could 
identify specific goals in specific countries 
necessary to development and fulfill them. 
By the end of the century, the Cal Tech 
group said, this could give all men a richer 
life here on earth. 

In today•s atmosphere of nationalism, sus
picion, and sometimes hate, to try for eyen 
a modicum of such global commitment seems 
like reaching for the moon. But, then, Apollo 
11 has shown this no longer is synonymous 
with the unattainable. 

ADMINISTRATION FAILS TO BACK 
NATIONAL PARKS 

HON. JAMES G. O'HARA 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 
Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, for more 

than 9 months now, conservationists 
have been watching and waiting for the 
Nixon administration to demonstrate its 
interest in the preservation of wilder
ness and potential national parkland. 

In order for the new administration to 
be permitted to develop policies and pro
grams in an orderly fashion, without 
interruption by criticism, conservation
ists have remained silent observers. 

But conservationists can wait and 
watch no longer. 
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Already, we have lost the opportunity 
to act this year on some of our most 
pressing conservation problems. 

Recently the Sierra Club, a leading 
national organization of conservationists, 
assessed the administration's conserva
tion inactivity and felt obliged to inform 
the Nation that the administration is 
doing little-if anything-to fulfill its 
earlier promises that national parks 
would receive high priority attention. 

Mr. Speaker, I insert the Sierra Club 
press release, "Sierra Club urges Con
gress to assume leadership in park fund
ing," issued September 30, in the 
RECORD: 

SIERRA CLUB URGES CONGRESS TO ASSUME 
LEADERSHIP IN PARK FuNDING 

The Sierra Club today urged OongTess to 
take the initiative in providing the Ameri
can people with an outstanding National 
Park System. Speaking for the Club, Vice
President Edgar Wayburn said "the Nixon 
Administration has given strong verbal as
surances that the protection of our present 
and potential parklands is a matter of high 
priority. Unfortunately this commitment has 
remained simply words: official actions to 
date point in the opposite direction, and 
raises a credibility gap which is widening 
week by week." 

As evidence to this contention, Wayburn 
pointed to a number of facts. 

-The Nixon Administration has cut $30 
million off the outgoing Johnson Adminis
tration's budgetary request for the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund, which is used for 
parkland acquisition. The Fund is author
ized to have $200 million for fiscal year 1970; 
President Johnson in January requested an 
appropriation of $154 million, but the Nixon 
Administration is asking for only $124 
million. 

--Bince President Nixon took office last 
January, he has not recommended to Con
gress a single addition to the National Park 
System or the Wilderness System. 

Although Secretary of the Interior Hickel 
recently unveiled a. multi-million-dollar 
project for the creation of urban park
lands, the Bureau of the Budget has made it 
clear that money for the proposal will simply 
not be forthcoming. 

A recent Bureau of the Budget letter to 
Congressman Wayne Aspinall, Chairman, 
of the House Interior Committee, stresses 
that the Nixon Administration has no in
tentions of helping a program for funding 
National Parks. The letter stated, in part. 
"Thus, even without authorization of new 
areas and under optimistic assumptions 
about the stability of land prices, deferrals 
in the Park Service land acquisition program 
in recently authorized areas or a reduction 
in the amounts proposed for acquisition of 
lnholdings in older areas, or both, will prob
ably be necessary." 

Conservationists throughout the country 
must respond to this statement in the 
strongest possible terms, Wayburn em
phasized. "What does this message mean? 
It means the destruction of Point Reyes Na
tional Seashore where all authorized funds 
have been spent, and the Park remains a 
patchwork of Federal and private lands. It 
means further jeopardy for Everglades Na-
tional Park, where large inholdings must be 
acquired and kept from development. It 
means loss of long standing park proposals, 
such as Michigan's Sleeping Bear Dunes Lake
shore, now near enactment. The destruction 
of priceless natural areas is threatened 
from Massachusetts to California and from 
Michigan to Texas. The pressure of develop
ment is hitting all of these areas now: we 
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cannot afford to wait for some hypothetical 
day when the state of the economy improves. 

When Congress overwhelmingly passed the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund, it in
tended to create an automatic method of 
providing for needed parkland acquisition. 
The method could work well. It must be 
made perfectly clear that the problem is not 
one of lack of funds : the money is there. The 
problem is that the President has chosen to 
lock up about one-third of the available 
money, appropriating an inadequate $124 
million for park purposes, and permitting 
about $76 million simply to lie fallow. Un
used money in the Land and Water Conserva
tion Fund cannot presently be used for any 
other purpose but Parks, Wilderness Areas, 
and Recreational Lands. 

"The President's policy is not economical 
and it is not anti-inflationary. If he persists 
in it, the nation will soon face a choice of 
two alternatives: either we shall completely 
lose some of the most beautiful and naturally 
significant regions of America, or we shall 
buy them at a cost far higher than what we 
have to pay now, which will create an even 
greater inflationary impact. It must be 
remembered that land prices for park pur
poses are escalating at rates of 10 to 20 per
cent annually." 

As an example of the consequences of the 
Administration's inaction Wayburn cited the 
case of Point Reyes National Seashore in 
California. This area, lying less than fifty 
miles from a metropolitan area of over four 
mlllion people, was designated as a National 
Seashore in 1962. Since then the Park Service 
has committed all of the $19 million au
thorized for land acquisition, but only a 
third of the full 53,000 acres have been 
acquired. Owners of the remaining land 
want to sell to the government, to relieve 
themselves of an enormous property tax 
burden, and still preserve the land they love. 
The Federal Government is forcing the 
owners to sell to developers. This will ruin 
any prospect for a decent Seashore." 

"At this moment," Wayburn continued, 
"bulldozers are cutting roads and lots are 
being surveyed on the Lake Ranch, the key 
to a viable Point Reyes Seashore. The Amer
ican people, now and forever, cannot afford 
to lose this area of forests, lakes, and beaches. 
President Nixon can avert the destruction of 
Point Reyes, but he must act promptly to 
do so." Wayburn pointed out that Nixon has 
been urged to save Point Reyes by conserva
tion groups and by prominent political 
leaders of both parties. "I remind the Presi
dent that the strongest and most eloquent 
pleas for an increased authorization to save 
Point Reyes has come from both Republicans 
and Democrats, notably from Senators 
George Murphy (R. Cal.) and Alan Cranston 
(D. Cal.). I ask the President why he ignores 
the advice of these men and maintains his 
intransigence on the matter of Point Reyes." 

"The men in Congress most responsible 
for decisions on parks, Congressman Wayne 
Aspinall (D. Cal.) and Senators Henry Jack
son (D. Wash.) and Alan Bible (D. Nev.), 
have played leading roles in developing the 
great surge of park legislation in the 1960's. 
They have more understanding of the na
tion's needs and experience with these pro
grams than anyone now in control in the 
Administration. We are looking to them now 
to provide leadership in shaping the course 
ahead and in educating the new Administra
tion. Congress has the authority to release 
the 'captured money' In the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund and to appropriate the 
full authorization of $200 million for fiscal 
year 1970. We urge them to use this authority 
and to assume leadership." 

"We urge every ci1llzen in this nation who 
has ever enjoyed the wonders of a National 
Park to do his part to preserve and extend 
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the Park System. We urge them to write their 
representatives in Congress, and the Presi
dent, today." 

TESTIMONY ON TAX REFORM: 
PART III 

HON. ROBERT PRICE 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to insert the third article in a 
four-part series concerning the testimony 
on tax reform I submitted to the Senate 
Finance Committee. 

This artiole is limited to my remarks 
on the proposed taxation of State and 
local bond interest. This is a subject of 
deep personal concern, for I believe the 
retention of the traditional tax exemp
tion is as vital to balancing Federal
State relationships as it is to continuing 
the economic development of our com
munities. 

Our Founding Fathers, in their wis
dom, provided that governmental re
sponsibility and policymaking to be 
shared between the Federal Government 
and the States. This delicate balance 
would be disrupted if not destroyed by 
Federal taxation of State and local bond 
interest. In fact, I believe that any en
croachment by the Federal Government 
on the tax exemption of State and local 
securities would inevitably errode both 
State and local financing and State and 
local government. As we have learned 
from history, no government can main
tain itself as an independent unit unless 
it controls its own financing. 

Our States and municipalities must 
provide local securities financing for 
costly development projects. As we are 
all aware, the public pressure on State 
and local governments to furnish more 
and better services and facilities is 
enormous. Our citizens want their State 
and local governments to build schools, 
hospitals, highways, water and sewer fa
cilities, and to provide all the other serv
ices that community-oriented govern
ments are peculiarly qualified to provide. 
This trend should be encouraged. 

I believe that our political structure 
should be ordered so that problems gov
ernment can resolve are attacked at 
their source with local personnel and re
sources, rather than from afar by face
less and nameless bureaucrats for whom 
the people who have the problems are 
only statistics, and the communities 
where the problems lie are merely points 
on a map. 

I insert in the RECORD that portion 
of my testimony to the Senate Finance 
Committee which deals with the taxation 
of State and local bond interest: 

STATE AND LOCAL BOND INTEREST 

The revised tax treatment of state and 
local bonds contained in H.R. 13270 is a mat
ter of intense concern to our state and local 
omclals throughout the country. I share this 
concern. 

As we all are aware, the public pressure on 
state and local governments to furnish more 
and better services and facilities is enormous. 
I think this pressure is not only reasonable 
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but its intenslflcation is foreseeable on the 
basis of forecasted increase in our popula
tion, its needs, and its expectations. 

Our citizens want their state and local gov
ernments to build more and better schools, 
hospitals, highways, water and sewer facili
ties, to provide all the other services that 
community oriented governments are pe
culiarly qualifled to provide. This trend 
should be encouraged. Our political struc
ture should be ordered so that problems gov
ernment can resolve are attacked at their 
source with local personnel, rather than from 
afar by faceless and nameless bureaucrats for 
whom the people who have the problems are 
merely statistics, and the communities where 
the problems lie are only points on a map. 

In providing expanded services, state and 
local governments receive federal grants-in
aid. These grants represent national policy 
decisions made in Washington, D.C., that the 
federal government must help state and local 
governments meet their obligations to their 
citizenry. President Nixon has recognized the 
needs of state and local governments in this 
regard and has proposed a dynamic and ex
panded federal revenue sharing plan for the 
states, as well as other measures to stream
line and decentralize federal operations. 

To date, total federal grants-in-aid to the 
states total approximately $25 blllion. Grants 
for capital purpose wm total about $6.5 bil
lion for the 1970 fiscal year. The federal 
grants must be matched by recipient state 
and local governments; if there is capital ex
penditures involved, bond financing is used 
in most instances, because there is simply a 
lack of funds to do otherwise. 

Governments raise money by various 
means. Taxation is the largest single revenue 
producer, but borrowing is also of great sig
nificance. In 1968, state and local govern
ments issued more than $16 b1llion in debt 
instruments. Such a sum is evidence of the 
basic principle that the power to borrow is as 
essential to good government as is the power 
to tax. 

If the Congress takes action to impair state 
and local capacity to borrow money, these 
governments will find their ability to raise 
capital funds, including those required to 
match federal grants greatly curtailed. This 
will mean that the costs for all public con
struction will be increased to the state or 
local government. As a result, the state or 
local tax burden of the people will be in
creased, and the construction of much needed 
public fac111ties could be slowed down or even 
halted. Eventually, of course, the fac111ties 
would be constructed. They would have to be 
paid for, however, out of increased sales and 
property taxes and ut111ty fees. These taxes 
and fees, regressive though they may be, will 
have to be relied on even more heavily than 
at present in order to supply the necessary 
capital funds to state and local governments. 

From a functional viewpoint, the effect of 
the tax reform bill is to tax the interest on 
state and local bonds in gradual stages. With
in this context, the much discussed local 
choice to issue either tax exempt bonds or 
taxable bonds with an interest subsidy ls an 
lllusory choice. The Illusion is created by the 
requirement that the Secretary of the Treas
ury fix the interest subsidy for fully taxable 
bonds each quarter on the basis of the dif
ference between the interest yield on such 
full taxable bonds and the yield on "tax ex
empt" bonds as determined by the bond mar
ket at that time. It is thus apparent that 
this difference would gradually decline and 
the cost of borrowing to state and local gov
ernments even under the federal subsidy 
option would substantially increase. 

From a phllosophical viewpoint, I belteve 
that the immunity of state and local gov
ernments in the exercise of their govern
mental functions from. federal taxation is 
necessary for the preservation of our con
stitutionally deltneated dual sovereignty 
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system of government. Within this context, it 
is no more right for the federal government 
to interfere with or impede the states in the 
performance of their governmental functions 
than it is for a state to interfere with or im
pede the federal government in the attain
ment of its governmental aims. 

An even more fundamental objection I 
have to the proposed tax treatment is that 
1f the federal government undertakes to en
croach upon the tax exemption of state and 
local securities, it inevitably has the power to 
control state and local financing. As we have 
learned from history, without self-control of 
its own financing, no government can main
tain itself as an independent and auton
omous body. 

CONCERNED CITIZENS BACK RE
PEAL OF EMERGENCY DETEN
TION ACT 

HON. SPARK M. MATSUNAGA 
OF HAWAII 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 
Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, a 

nation cannot function effectively as a 
democracy without the eternal vigilance 
of an informed and concerned citizenry. 
If the number of citizens across the Na
tion who have contacted me to express 
support for legislation pending in Con
gress to repeal the Emergency Detention 
Act of 1950 is any indication, we do in
deed have an informed and concerned 
citizenry. They know, too, that so long 
as the specter of future American con
centration camps casts its shadow, there 
is the danger that the shameful episode 
in our Nation's history of incarcerating 
110,000 innocent Japanese Americans 
and their parents during World War II 
can be repeated. 

As I have previously brought to the 
attention of the Congress, Mr. Speaker, 
more than one-fourth of the member
ship of the House has joined with me 
in cosponsoring a bipartisan measure to 
repeal title II of the Internal Security 
Act. 

It is heartening, indeed, to know that 
our citizens are expressing their concern 
and support for early congressional ap
proval of this legislation. As evidence of 
this growing concern, I submit for in
clusion in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD the 
following resolutions which I have re
cently received in support of the repeal 
of title II of the Internal Security Act 
of 1950: First, a resolution adopted by 
the executive committee of the general 
council of the American Baptist Conven
tion; second, a resolution passed unani
mously by the Salt Lake branch of the 
National Association for the Advance
ment of Colored People; and third, a res
olution passed unanimously by the Salt 
Lake Chapter of the Spanish-Speaking 
Organization for Community Integrity 
and Opportunity. The resolutions fol
low: 
A RESOLUTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY BY THE 

SALT LAKE CHAPTER OF THE SPANISH-SPEAK
ING ORGANIZATION FOR COMMUNITY IN
TEGRITY AND OPPORTUNITY (SOCIO) 
Whereas, it is one of the goals of SOCIO to 

promote the dignity, integrity and freedom 
of all persons, and 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Whereas, the arrest and detention of per
sons in places of confinemen't on the basis of 
suspicion and belief without due process of 
law and conviction for crime by a jury of 
their peers is contrary to the beliefs of and 
abhorrent to the members of SOCIO, and 

Whereas, there now exists under the pro
visions of Public Law 831, 81 of Congress, 
Title II, Section 102, 103, 104, (The Emer
gency Detention Act of 1950) the possibility 
of just such arrest of persons and their con
finement in detention camps, such camps 
having already been built, without convic
tion for crime or due process of law, and 

Whereas, Senator Daniel K. Inouye and 22 
co-sponsors have introduced Senate Bill 
1872 in the United States Senate and Con
gressman Spark M. Matsunaga and Ohet 
Holifield have sponsored H.R. 11825 in the 
United States House of Representatives for 
the purpose of repealing the Emergency De
tention Act of 1950, 

Therefore, the Salt Lake Chapter of SOCIO 
unanimously resolves to give its wholehearted 
support to repeal of the Emergency Deten
tion Act of 1950 and urges Senator Wallace 
F. Bennett, Senator Frank E. Moss, Con
gressman Lawrence Burton and Congress
man Sherman P. Lloyd to work for and to 
vote for the repeal of an act so contrary to 
American belief in freedom and justice, and 

Further resolves that a copy of this reso
lution be sent to each Utah Senator and 
Congressman, and to Senator Daniel K. 
Inouye and Congressmen Spark M. Matsun
aga and Chet Holifield to show our support 
for the repeal of the Emergency Detention 
Act of 1950, and further that a copy be sent 
to the Salt Lake Chapter of the Japanese 
American Citizens League that they may 
know we have committed ourselves to the 
campaign for repeal. 

RESOLUTION OF GENERAL CoUNCIL 
At a meeting of the Executive Committee 

of the General Council held at Valley Forge 
on September 9, 1969, the following action 
was taken. 

The action deals with a proposed resolu
tion on Title 2 of the Internal Security Act 
of 1950 and is as follows: 

"Because Title 2, Internal Security Act of 
1950 (the emergency detention act) violates 
the constitutional rights of American citi
zens, by its provisions that: 'A citizen or 
citizens, during proclaimed periods of emer
gencies, may be detained because of sus
picion that b,e, or they, may conspire to 
engage in treasonable acts or commit sabo
tage against the United States.' 

"Because the measure contains no provi
sion for trial by jury or a hearing before a 
judge but only a hearing before the depart
mental hearing officer, appointed by the At
torney General who ordered the arrest and 
detention. 

"Because it does not require the govern
ment to pt'esent evidence as to why the 
accused has been detsJ.ned. 

"Because there is no provision for appeal 
to the courts, but only to a board appointed 
by the official who authorized detention in 
the first place. 

"Because the one experience in the United 
States, to date, of such detention--evacua
tion of Americans of Japanese ancestry from 
the Pacific Coast and their detention in relo
cation centers, is now recognized as unnec
essary, unfair, and contrary to American 
tradition. 

"Therefore, we commend Senator Inouye of 
Hawaii and Senators Murphy and Cranston 
of California. !or introducing Senate Bill 
1872, and Congressmen Matsunaga of Ha
waii and Holifield of California for intro
ducing H.R. 12220, both of which provide 
!or the repeal of the emergency act of 1950 
otherwise known as Title 2, Internal Secu
rity Act. 

"We urge Congress to give favorable con-
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sideration for the passage of these acts dur
ing the current session." 

A RESOLUTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY BY THE 
SALT LAKE BRANCH OF THE NATIONAL Asso
CIATION FOR THE ADVANCEMENT OF COLORED 
PEOPLE (NAACP) 
Whereas, the NAACP is long familiar with 

the tyranny that exists where the rights of 
man and due process of law do not, and 

Whereas, the NAACP has long fought to 
establish the right of all persons to receive 
their fullest constitutional protection under 
law, and 

Whereas, the arrest and detention of per
sons in places of confinement solely on the 
grounds of suspicion and belief without due 
process of law and without having been con
victed of a crime by a jury of their peers is 
contrary to the beliefs of and abhorrent to 
the members of the NAACP, and 

Whereas, there now exists under the pro
visions of Public Law 831, 81 of Congress; 
Title II, Section 102, 103, 104, (The Emer
gency Detention Act of 1950) the possibility 
of just such arrest of persons and their 
confinement in detention camps, such camps 
having already been built, without convic
tion for crime or due process of law, and 

Whereas, Senator Daniel K. Inouye and 
22 co-sponsors have introduced Senate Bill 
1872 in the United States Senate and Con
gressman Spark M. Matsunaga and Chet Holi
field have sponsored H.R. 11825 in the United 
States House of Representatives for the pur
pose of repealing the Emergency Detention 
Act of 1950. 

Therefore, the Salt Lake Branch of the 
NAACP unanimously resolves to give its 
wholehearted support to repeal of the 
Emergency Detention Act of 1950 and urges 
Senator Wallace F. Bennett, Senator Frank 
E. Moss, Congressman Lawrence Burton and 
Congressman Sherman P. Lloyd to work for 
and to vote for the repeal of an act so con
trary to American belief in freedom and 
justice, and 

Further resolves that a copy of this reso
lution be sent to each Utah Senator and 
Congressman, and to Senator Daniel K. 
Inouye and Congressman Spark M. Mat
sunaga and Chet Holifield to show our sup
port for the repeal of the Emergency De
tention Act of 1950, and further that a copy 
be sent to the Salt Lake Branch of the 
Japanese American Citizens League that they 
may know we have committed ourselves to 
the campaign for repeal. 

ALLIANCE FOR LABOR ACTION 
TAKES STAND FOR PEACE 

HON. ABNER J. MIKVA 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. MIKV A. Mr. Speaker, I insert in 
the RECORD an advertisement of the Al
liance for Labor Action entitled "We 
Take Our Stand for Peace and an End 
to the War in Vietnam." The advertise
ment appeared on page A14 of the 
October 14, 1969, issue of the Washing-
ton Post. 

The Alliance for Labor Action, in this 
advertisement, announces its support of 
the peaceful, lawful, nonviolent commu
nity activities of the October 15 Vietnam 
moratorium. That announcement is 
doubly significant; both because of its 
sponsor and its content. 

The sponsor, the Alliance for Labor 
Action, represents about 4 million mem-
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bers. When such a body of citizens voices 
support for a peaceful protest, no one can 
reasonably refuse to heed-or at least 
hear-their voices. 

Moreover, it is not only the mere num
bers that merit attention, but also the 
excellence and clarity of the statement. 
The union does not support irresponsible 
protest, but does properly recognize that 
unless the United States swiftly liquidates 
its tragic involvement in Vietnam, it will 
be unable to tackle such urgent problems 
as urban development, educational re
form, and environmental protection. 

The advertisement is as follows: 
WE TAKE OUR STAND FOR PEACE AND AN END 

TO THE WAR IN VIETNAM 

We take our stand with the millions of our 
fellow-Americans who call for an end to the 
war in VIetnam. We join the thousands of 
respected, responsible and patriotic national 
leaders in Congress, in the churches and 
synagogues, on campuses, in business, in 
civic organizations and in the professions in 
support of the peaceful, lawful, non-violent 
community activities of the October 15 Viet
nam Moratoriuxn. 

We deplore the reprehensible activities of 
a small minority who burn the American flag 
and equate anti-Americanism with anti-war, 
for their actions are indefensible and coun
ter productive. 

we call upon our governm~n t to face up 
to the reality that there is nothing to be 
won in Vietnam that is worth one more 
drop of American blood. 

No responsible person believes that the 
United States will continue indefinitely to 
sacrifice American lives in Vietnam. The only 
question remaining is not whether we will 
withdraw our troops but how and when. We 
take our stand with those who are for get
ting out quickly and completely. 

We take our stand with the millions of 
our fellow-Americans who share the view 
that the support of efforts to disengage Amer
ica from Vietnam is an act of the highest 
patriotism and a distinct service to our coun
try. For as long as we are involved in Viet
nam: 

America will be torn by serious division 
Our youth will be alienated 
Our urgent social problems will be ne

glected 
Our resources will be wasted 
Our moral credentials will be tarnished. 

PEACE CAN UNITE AMERICA TO WAGE WAR AGAINST 
POVERTY, HUNGER, IGNORANCE, AND DISEASE 

Peace can unite America and enable us to 
use the resources being wasted in Vietnam: 

To rebuild our cities, 
To solve the crisis in education, 
To overcome the serious deficit in health 

care, 
To provide security and dignity for our 

older citizens, 
To deal effectively with the problems of 

air and water pollution and the deterioration 
of man's living environment. 

Only peace will release the resources des
perately needed to save America's cities. 

MAN HAS ALWAYS TAKEN RISKS IN WAR 

IT IS TIME WE TAKE RISKS IN THE CAUSE OF 
PEACE 

Let us now put the sad Vietnamese chap
ter of our history behind us except to re
member forever its lesson-that, of all politi
cal systems, democracy is the least capable 
of being transplanted at the point of a bay
onet. 

We call for bringing our troops home not 
only to save lives but in order to enable 
America to resume democracy's true work
to mobilize for peace and to turn our re
sources and the hearts, hands and Ininds of 
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our people to the fulfillment of the demo
cratic promise of liberty, equality, justice 
and brotherhood for all. For the only way 
to make democracy safe in the world and to 
promote the spread of its blessings to those 
now denied them-by every form of totali
tarianism, whether communist, fascist or 
military dictatorship--is to make democracy 
work, to translate democracy's ideals into 
meaningful reality in the lives of people. 

We support the peaceful, lawful and non
violent activities of the October 15 Vietnam 
Moratorium as a step toward that end. 

Alliance for labor action: International 
Union, UAW-Walter P. Reuther, 
President, Emil Mazey, Secretary 
Treasurer; International Brotherhood 
of Teamsters-Frank E. Fitzsimmons, 
General Vice President, Thomas E. 
Flynn, General Secretary Treasurer; 
International Chemical Workers 
Union-Thomas E. Boyle, President, 
Marshall Shafer, Secretary Treasurer. 

SUCCESS IN THE SEABED TREATY 

HON. CLEMENT J. ZABLOCKI 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, on Octo
ber 7 the United States and the Soviet 
Union anno\.mced their agreement on a 
treaty to prohibit the emplacement of 
weapons of mass destruction on the sea
bed. 

This development followed weeks of in
tensive negotiations between the United 
States and the Russian delegations at 
the Geneva Disarmament Conference to 
resolve differences between their versions 
of a Seabed Arms Treaty. 

While the treaty has been denegrated 
in some circles as not accomplishing any
thing very significant in controlling the 
arms race, this criticism is shortsighted. 
The seabed treaty is an important step, 
for several reasons. 

First, it indicates the ability of the two 
great powers to come to an agreement on 
arms control when, in general, their in
terests coincide, without being deterred 
by ideologically based hostility. 

Second, the draft seabed treaty, like 
the 1967 Outer Space Treaty, cuts o1I 
from nuclear rivalry one vast area which 
otherwise might have been the scene of 
an arms race. 

Third, the success in reaching agree
ment on the seabed treaty demonstrates 
the utility of the multilateral context of 
the Geneva Disarmament Committee, 
sponsored by the United Nations. Now 
that the seabed treaty has been tabled 
for ratification, the Committee can move 
on to other arms-control issues. 

For their part in achieving the seabed 
treaty, commendations are due officials 
of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency. Our delegation to the disarma
ment conference and those who per
formed "backup" functions in Washing
ton demonstrated considerable intelli
gence and skill in the negotiation process. 

A number of articles and editorials on 
the seabed treaty have appeared in the 
press in recent days. At this point I in-
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sert several which have come to my 
attention: 

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 8, 1969) 
UNITED STATES Jorns RussiA IN SEA A-BAN 

(By Chalmers M. Roberts) 
The United States and the Soviet Union 

announced yesterday that they have agreed 
on a treaty to ban the placing of nuclear 
weapons on the world's seabeds. 

The agreement, announced in Geneva, now 
will be discussed by the Geneva Disarmament 
Conference and later at the United Nations 
General Assembly. It is open to amendment 
by third nations• suggestions, but substan
tive changes are not expected. 

The proposed treaty is akin to one now in 
effect that bans nuclear weapons in outer 
space. It is essentially preemptive since thus 
far no such weapons have been placed on the 
ocean floors. 

The new treaty would come into effect 
when ratified by the United States, the Soviet 
Union and 20 other nations. That could come 
about in 1970. 

Key elements of the joint draft, worked 
out in the past six months, are: 

Signers agree "not to emplant or emplace 
on the seabed and the ocean floor and in the 
subsoil thereor beyond the maximum con
tiguous zone provided for in the 1958 Geneva 
Convention on the Territorial Sea and the 
Contiguous Zone any objects with nuclear 
weapons or any other types of weapons of 
mass destruction, as well as structures, 
launching installations or any other facilities 
specifically designed for storing, testing or 
using such weapons." 

Signers agree "not to assist, encourage or 
induce" any other country to "commit ac
tions prohibited" by the treaty and "not to 
participate in any other way in such actions." 

The 1958 treaty referred to was a detailed 
convention defining what are considered ter
ritorial waters, bays, high seas and so on. 
These are rules generally accepted by mari
time nations. 

Since there are varying national claims to 
territorial waters, ranging from the old 
3-mlle limit to several hundred Iniles, the 
draft treaty contains an article saying that 
nothing in the treaty "shall be interpreted 
as supporting or prejudicing the position of 
any state" with respect to its "rights or 
claims" relating to off-coast waters. 

Verification is left to any treaty signer 
"using its qwn means or with the assistance 
of any other state" that ratifies the treaty. It 
is assumed that probably the only two super
powers wlll check, chiefly on what each other 
is doing. There also is a clause pledging sign
ers to "consult and cooperate with a view to 
removing doubts concerning fulfillment of 
the obligations" of the treaty, 

The agreement was a comproinise. The 
Soviets dropped earlier insistence on com
plete dem111tarization of the seabed that 
would have banned American submarine de
tection devices now in place to check move
ments of Russian underwater craft. 

In return, the United States withdrew its 
initial proposal that the ban apply beyond 
the 3-Inile liinit, instead of 12 Iniles as the 
Russians proposed. The draft does not spe
cifically put the iinit at 12 Iniles, but such 
an understanding was made clear by an om
cia! American statement in Geneva by Amer
ican negotiator James F. Leonard. 

Leonard said that the joint text "would 
prohibit the emplacement on the seabed, 
beyond the 12-Inile coastal zone, of nuclear 
and other weapons of mass destruction." It 
took a ruling by President Nixon to over
come internal administration opposition, 
partly from the Navy, to the 12-Inile rule. 
Nonetheless, opponents managed to keep the 
12-mlle reference out of the text. 

The treaty, llke earlier Soviet-American 
arms control treaties, provides that any na-
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tion can withdraw if it "decides that extraor
dinary events related to the subject matter 
of this treaty have jeopardized the supreme 
interests of its country." In such a case, three 
months' advance notice must be given to the 
U.N. Security Council including "a statement 
of the extraordinary events." 

Leonard in Geneva said that the treaty 
would not prevent submarines from being 
anchored on, or resting on, the seabed. 
Soviet delegate Alexei A. Roschin commented 
that the treaty would exclude "two-thirds 
of the surface of the earth from the sphere 
of the arms race." 

In Washington, Secretary of State William 
P. Rogers said, the agreement was "encour
aging" in that it showed the two superpow
ers are able to reach agreement on arms 
control measures. There is no agreement yet 
on when to start the strategic arms limita
tion treaty talks, the most critical of all arms 
control measures yet to be attempted. 

[From the Washington Star. Oct. 9, 1969] 
FOR SEABED DISARMAMENT 

Lt is a matter of no small importance that 
the United States and the Soviet Union have 
jointly presented to the Geneva Disarma
ment Conference a draft treaty to ban nu
clear weapons and other instruments of 
mass destruction from the seabeds of the 
world. The news encourages the hope that 
the decades-long deadlock on bridling arms 
and armed forces of every type may yet be 
broken by patient, persistent and honest 
negotiation. 

In any case, after months of effort, Amer
ica and Russia have a~eed on measures to 
prevent the establishment of deadly new ar
maments systems on the continental shelves, 
the continental slopes and the great farther
out depths of the vast oceanic domain that 
covers 70 percent of the earth's surface. Thus 
the proposed pact to be applicable off every 
coast beyond the 12-mile limit, would put 
in force verifiable arrangements outlawing 
the emplacement and use of "any objects 
of mass destruction, as well as structures, 
launching installations or any other facili
ties specifically designed for storing, test
ing or using such weapons." 

Of course, since Lt would not bar nuclear 
submarines or put any restraint on land
based intercontinental weaponry, there may 
be those who will shrug off the Soviet-Ameri
can draft as something that does not really 
add up to a great deal. What needs to be kept 
in mind, however, is that this projected un
dertaking--coupled with the test-ban treaty, 
the non-proliferation treaty and the treaties 
to keep atomic-hydrogen armaments out of 
the Antarctic and outer space-does consti
tute a definite and quite promising step for
ward. Certainly, by keeping the military 
atom off the ocean floor , it would remove a 
potentially very dang·erous area from the 
arms race, and to that extent it would serve 
the safety of mankind. 

Above all, if the seabed treaty were uni
versally signed and rliltlfled, America and 
Russia might well find it possible, in con
cert with other powers, to move ahead toward 
productive talks on one of the world's great
est needs: The limitation and control of the 
fearsome array of strategic arms already de
ployed on land for possible wars of mutual 
annihilation. 

In its own way, this balance of terror, 
which grows steadily more delicate and more 
terrifying, ought to be impetus enough for 
urgent negotiations on disarmament of a 
kind that could make our world consider
ably saner and less dangerous than 1 t now is. 

[From the Baltimore Sun, Oct. 8, 1969] 
A PREVENTIVE TREATY 

The announcement at Geneva that the 
United States and the Soviet Undon have 
agreed on a joint draft treaty prohibiting 
use of "the seabed, ocean floor and the sub
soil thereof" for the emplacement o:f we.ap-
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ons of mass destruction is a most welcome 
and encouraging piece of news. 

For one thing, the accord is a new demon
stration of the ability of the two great powers 
to negotiate successfully, to find common 
ground for reaching an understanding. (In 
this case, it is important to note how quickly 
mutually acceptable terms were worked out-
only seven months were needed to recon
cile the differences in Washington's and 
Moscow's original proposals.) For another, 
this success revives faith in the etllcacy of the 
diplomatic process as a means of controlling 
the competition in arms. Finally, the draft 
treaty, like the 1967 treaty forbidding the 
use of outer space for nuclear and other mass 
destruction weapons, has the great value 
of closing off one vast area of possible rivalry 
before the race had spread to it. 

While the pact will do nothing to reduce or 
limit armaments already in being, it will, if 
ratified, eliminate the threat of yet another 
extension of the contest in weaponry. Prob
ably the .agreement was easier to reach be
cause the technology for turning the seabed 
into an arsenal hlild not developed; the fact 
remains that America and Russia foresaw 
the da.nger and together undertook to avert 
it. 

Thus the decade now ending has brought 
the test-ban tre.aty of 1963, the space treaty, 
the non-proliferation treaty-though the 
last, regrettably, has not come into force
and now the ocean floor treaty. It is a good 
record. Not quite good enough, though, be
cause the largest, hardest task still lies 
ahead-the talks with Russia on halting the 
growth of offensive and defensive nuclear 
arms systems. The latest achievement at 
Geneva should provide fresh impetus for 
beginning those discussions and strengthen 
the hope that they can be made productive. 

STRENGTHENING OUR AIR 
DEFENSE NETWORK 

HON. ROBERT PRICE 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the 
recent landing of a Russian-made Mig 
17 at the Homestead Air Force Base in 
Florida, serves as a grim reminder that 
Communist aggression lurks only min
utes away from our mainland. That the 
Mig was piloted by a Cuban pilot who 
was risking his life to escape from the 
Communist stronghold is heartening, but 
the fact still remains that the jet pene
trated our national defense system with 
alarming ease. 

This incident points out the obvious 
need to strengthen our national defense 
network at this critical point. But for the 
motives of the pilot, the plan could have 
unleashed a nuclear holocaust at a time 
when the President was at nearby Key 
Biscayne, Fla. In one blow, Communist 
aggressors could have delivered a crip
pling blow to the Nation. 

According to the Department of De-
fense, the Key West Naval Base complex 
comprised of Navy, Army, and Air Force 
detachments, constitutes the mainstay of 
the defense network which guards the 
southeastern approaches to the United 
States. This mainstay must be reinforced 
and revitalized. Our Nation must be se
cure from possible sneak enemy attacks 
emanating from the island of CUba or 
any other Communist aggressor to the 
south. 

October 15, 1969 

I commend the President on his quick 
reinstatement of the picket plane warn
ing system, and I urge the President and 
the Secretaries of the respective services 
to initiate whatever action, install what
ever equipment, and deploy whatever 
personnel they deem necessary to fortify 
our coastal defense network at this vul
nerable spot. 

The cost of such added precautionary 
measures is more than outweighed by 
the increased security to the country it 
will bring. Our personal and national 
security must not be compromised by 
budgetary considerations. 

WU.LIAM J. McCARTHY 

HON. THOMAS P. O'NEILL, JR. 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. O'NEU.L of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to congratulate and 
pay homage to a man who has been a 
dear and close personal friend of mine 
for the past 25 years, Mr. Will1am J. Mc
Carthy. A testimonial dinner was given in 
honor of Bill McCarthy on October 5 at 
the War Memorial Auditorium in Boston. 
In addition to his vast army of friends, 
many of Boston's most influential labor 
leaders and civil officials were present to 
pay tribute to this truly exceptional man. 
Seated with me at the head table were 
Joseph C. Conlon, secretary-treasurer, 
Teamsters Local 25; Fred J. Roberto, 
secretary-treasurer, Teamsters' Local 
191, and president of Connecticut Joint 
Council No. 64; Mrs. James R. Hoffa; 
Mrs. John English; Father Kenneth 
Murphy; Hon. Maurice Donohue, presi
dent of Massachusetts Senate; Hon. Gar
rett Byrne, district attorney, Suffolk 
County; Hon. John Droney, district at
torney, Middlesex County; Hon. Kevin H. 
White, mayor of the city of Boston; Rep
resentative Anthony Scalli, chairman 
Committee for Commerce and Labor: 
Rocco Alberto, commissioner of labor and 
industry, Commonwealth of Massachu
setts and president, Massachusetts State 
Building and Construction Trades Coun
cil; Thomas Callahan, president, Massa
chusetts Motor Vehicle Inspectors Asso
ciation; Albert A. DeVincentis, commis
sioner, Massachusetts Industrial Acci
dent Board; Stephen J. D'Arcy, esquire; 
and John J. Sullivan, Commissioner, Fed
eral Mediation and Conciliation Service. 
Among other notable guests at the head 
table were Frank E. Fitzsimmons, gen
eral vice president, International Broth
erhood of Teamsters and the vice presi
dents and trustees of the International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters. 

And who is this man to whom so many 
gathered to pay recognition? 

Bill McCarthy is a man of varied and 
remarkable talents. He has been a mem
ber of Local 25 of the International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters for 33 years, 
serving in an official capacity for 23 years. 
Five times elected president of Local 25, 
last February he was appointed 12th in
ternational vice president of the Inter
national Brotherhood of Teamsters and 
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assumed a seat on the general executive 
board. · 

Bill McCarthy was born in Charles
town, Mass., July 2, 1919, and was edu
cated in the Boston public schools. At 
the age of 17 he became a teamster, join
ing local 25 and quickly worked his way 
through the ranks of the organization 
by demonstrating campassion, warmth, 
and the ability to develop innovative so
lutions to complex problems. In 1964 he 
was elected secretary-treasurer of Joblt 
Council 10, an affiliation of all Teamster 
locals and 2 years ago he was named 
special general organizer for the inter
national union. He is chairman of the 
New England Teamsters pension fund, a 
program initiated and expanded under 
his leadership and is secretary-treasurer 
of local 25 health and welfare fund, in 
addition to being a member of the policy 
committee of the Eastern Conference of 
Teamsters. Last month, he was named 
a member of the Governor's advisory 
committee on labor-management rela
tions. 

But Bill McCarthy's involvement does 
not stop here. This many-faceted man 
has somehow found the time to serve 
and enrich his community. He is a mem
ber of the board of directors of the 
Massachusetts Bay United Fund and the 
Greater Boston Chapter of the American 
National Red Cross to name just a few. 

Bill McCarthy has brought to all these 
positions a high degree of competency 
and a deep and abiding commitment to 
improving the standards of the working
man. For more than 30 years, his service 
to his beloved union has been unfailing 
in its excellence and integrity, and he 
has worked diligently and effectively to 
generate pride in the Teamsters Union 
and particularly in local 25. 

Mr. Speaker, it gives me great pleasure 
to honor this extraordinary citizen and 
distinguished servant, a man whose life 
has been dedicated to promoting the wel
fare of those whom he so ably represents. 

SPEECH BY CONGRESSWOMAN SUL
LIVAN AT FEDERAL BAR ASSOCI
ATION BRIEFING CONFERENCE ON 
TRUTH IN LENDING 

HON. LEONOR K. SULLIVAN 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 
Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, the 

Federal Bar Association, a national as
sociation of members of the Federal 
judiciary and of men and women who are 
or who have been in the employ of the 
Federal Government as lawyers, has been 
sponsoring a series of briefing confer
ences under its continuing legal educa
tion program, covering the many activi
ties and operations of the Federal Gov
ernment. These conferences emphasize 
current problems and developments of 
interest to lawyers, to members of other 
professions, to industry, and to the pub
lic. 

The 120th briefing conference in this 
series is taking place today and tomor
row, at the Mayflower Hotel, and is de-
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voted to the Truth in Lending Act. Join
ing in sponsoring the conference ~re the 
Foundation of the Federal Bar Associa
tion, and the Bureau of National Affairs, 
Inc., a private publishing firm specializ
ing in legal, labor, and economic informa
tion. Chairman of the briefing confer
ence program committee is Fredric T. 
Suss, formerly of the Small Business Ad
ministration. 

WIDE RANGE OF ISSUES AND EXPERTS 

As chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Consumer Affairs of the House Commit
tee on Banking and Currency, where 
most of the provisions originated in the 
legislation which became the Consumer 
Credit Protection Act of 1968, I was 
pleased and honored to be asked to make 
a luncheon address today at this impor
tant and useful conference on the tech
nical aspects of the Truth in Lending 
Act--title I of the ConsumP.r Credit Pro
tection Act. Speakers this morning in
cluded Lewis G. Odom, Jr., of Mont
gomery, Ala., former staff director of the 
Senate Banking and Currency Commit
tee, who discussed the legislative history 
and objectives of Public Law 90-321; and 
Milton W. Schober, assistant director of 
the Division of Supervision and Regula
tion of the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System, who discussed 
the law and regulation Z, issued by the 
Federal Reserve to carry out the objec
tives of truth bl lending title of the 
legislation. This afternoon's session was 
devoted to a panel discussion on open-end 
credit, to be followed tomorrow morning 
by a briefing on advertising compliance, 
and a panel discussion on closed -end 
credit, with an afternoon session devoted 
to a panel discussion on real estate 
credit. 
- Participants, in addition to those I 
have mentioned, all from Washington, 
D.C., unless otherwise indicated, include: 

This afternoon: Boris Auerbach, of Cin
cinnati, Ohio, as.soci:ate counsel of Fed
erated Department Stores, Inc.; Griffith 
L. Garwood, attorney for the Federal Re
serve; Sheldon Feldman, acting chief of 
the Division of Consumer Credit of the 
Federal Trade Commission; James G. 
Michaux, Washington representative for 
Federated Department Stores, Inc.; 
J. W. Montgomery, Richmond, Va., as
sistant treasurer of Southern States Co
operative, Inc.; and Sarah H. Newman, 
general secretary, National Consumers 
League. 

Tomorrow morning: Fred J. Zeni, Jr., 
Chicago, general attorney for Montgom
ery Ward & Co.; John F. Rolph III, as
sociate counsel, American Bankers As
sociation; Hugh A. Chaimoff, Philadel
phia, economic consultant to the Phila
delphia Federal Reserve Bank; John G. 
Cashman, Chicago, of the law depart
ment of Sears, Roebuck and Co.; W. A. . 
Partee, assistant vice president, Riggs 
National Bank; and Benny L. Kass, 
chairman, Consumers Affairs Subcom
mittee of the Washington, D.C., Mayor's 
Economic Development Committee. 

Tomorrow afternoon: Martin Atlas, 
executive vice president, Cafritz Co.; 
Nicholas J. Spiezio, assistant cllrector
associate counsel, Mortgage Bankers As
sociation; Jack E. Kahn, attorney, Fed
eral Trade Commission; Robert E. Pick-
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erel, assistant vice president, Riggs Na
tional Bank; and Lou1s H. Nevins, assist
ant director, National Association of Real 
Estate Boards. 

PURPOSE OF THE CONFERENCE 

The program of the briefing confer
ence states: 

The Federal Consumer Protection Act and 
its implementing Regulation Z are now fully 
1n force, requiring sweeping changes in the 
business operations of banks, finance com
panies, mortgage bankers, retail stores, pro
fessional men, automobile and appliance 
dealers, !ann cooperatives and all extenders 
of credit. It regulates credit advertising and 
garnishment of wages. It requires very par
ticularized disclosure by creditors and pro
vides for civil and criminal penalties for vio
lation. Media advertisements themselves re
veal daily violations of the Act by unwitting 
advertisers. This briefing conference ad
dresses itself to compliance, enforcement, 
problems and remedies under the new law. 

Actually, Mr. Speaker, the garnish
ment title does not take effect until next 
July. And in contrast to the statement 
in the program that media advertise
ments reveal daily violations-and, of 
course, there have been incomplete or 
inaccurate ads--I have been amazed at 
how good the advertising compliance has 
been. Certainly there can and will be im
pr:ovements in that respect. The media, 
incidentally, are not required to assume 
responsibility for the technical com
pliance of any ad unless, of course, the 
newspaper or broadcasting station actu
ally prepares the ad. But I have been 
truly impressed by the cooperation of 
the media in seeking voluntarily to make 
sure advertisers using specific credit 
terms in their copy include all of the 
necessary additional information re
quired under the act. 
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS RECEIVING NUMEROUS 

INQUffiiES 

Mr. Speaker, in view of the technical 
natw·e of the conference and in view of 
the f•amiUarity of the audience with most 
of the provisions of the law and of regu
lation Z, my remarks were also some
what technical. But I think they may be 
of interest to other Members of Congress 
who, I know, have received many in
quiries from constituents and business 
firms about the applicability of the law 
to specific situations, inquiries which, in 
numerous instances, have been for
warded to me. Hence, I am submitting a. 
copy of my remarks today, as follows: 

ADDRESS BY MRS. SULLIVAN 

(Luncheon address by Rep. Leonor K. Sulli
van, Democrat, Missouri, Chairman, Sub
mittee on Consumer Affairs, House Com
mittee on Banking and Cun:ency, at 
Briefing Conference on Truth in Lending, 
Sponsored by the Federal Bar Association 
and Foundation and by the Bureau of Na
tional Affairs, Mayfiower Hotel, Washing
ton, D.C., Tuesday, October 14, 1969) 
I am gratified to see the Federal Bar Asso

ciation taking a leading role in seeking to 
broaden public understanding-and partic
ularly business understanding--of the pur
pose and the requirements of the Federal 
Truth in Lending Act--Title I of the Con
sumer Credit Protection Act of 1968. 

As the principal sponsor of the House blll 
which became Public Law 90-321 I know 
tha.t there are many things in the law which 
will lead to legal controversy and undoubt
edly to litigation. Even the simplest Federal 
law does that-with the courts eventually 
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telUng us l:!Ometimes that while Congress 
may have said very directly what it intended 
a law to do, we either didn't mean it or 
shouldn't have meant it. And this law is cer
tainly not a simple one. So I would hesi
tate to guess what the courts may some day 
decide about some of its provisions. 

This briefing conference, as I understand 
its purpose, is not intended to pick the law 
over as an academic exercise in legal phrase
ology but rather is intended to help lawyers 
help businessmen and consumers to under
stand its requirements. And it is indeed 
proper that the Federal Bar is interesting it
self in such a project. As is true in any far
reaching piece of national legislation, a lot of 
government lawyers are going to be involved 
in interpreting, administering and enforcing 
this one--but in this instance they will be 
lawyers from an unusually large number of 
Federal agencies. At least nine Federal agen
cies have specific assigned responsibilities 
under the Act for administration and en
forcement of the Truth in Lending Title, 
which took effect July 1; a tenth has respon
sibility for Title II, which has been in effect 
since May 29, 1968, dealing with extortionate 
extension of credit; and an eleventh agency 
for Title III, the garnishment title, which 
does not take effect until next July 1. All of 
these titles of the law place the Federal 
Government into areas never before assigned 
to it, and the added responsib111tles are ex
tensive. Because of the scope of the Con
sumer Credit Protection Act in legal protec
tions previously left entirely to the states, 
one could say that the law not only plows 
new ground, but also sows, irrigates, culti
vates, weeds, reaps, bales and harvests that 
ground, all at the same time. 

COMPREHENSIVE PACKAGE OF CONSUMER 
PROTECTIONS 

Since your briefing conference today and 
tomorrow is devoted entirely to the Truth 
in Lending Act, I will limit my remarks gen
erally to that title alone. I assume that in 
the morning session in which the legislative 
history and objectives of the Consumer Credit 
Protection Act were discussed, the other titles 
were also described at least in passing, so that 
it would not be necessary for me to go into 
them. 

Now, I do want to say, though, that in 
contrast to the Senate-passed S. 5, which 
dealt exclusively with the information a 
seller or lender had to disclose to the buyer 
or borrower at the point of consummation 
of a creddt transaction, the bill which be
came law is a comprehensive package of con
sumer protections in the use of credit, from 
the advertising of a credit offer through to 
the point of rescission of a contract, collec
tion of a debt through gamishment, and 
even beyond that to the legal defenses by the 
ultimate holder of certain types of finance 
paper under the holder in due course doc
trine. 

And, by creating a National Cozn.mission 
on Consumer Finance in Title IV, we fore
shadowed a possible future extension of 
Federal regulation of consumer credit over 
the whole field covered now by State laws, 
including direct supervision over rates 
charged-something that is certainly not 
imminent, in my opinion, but could flow 
from the work and recommendations of such 
a Commission; that is, if the Commission it
self is ever made operative by Presddent 
Nixon, who alone now has the power to 
enable it to function. 

FORMER SENATOR PAUL H. DOUGLAS MADE 
LAW POSSmLE 

While most of the things covered in Public 
Law 90-321 were never in the Douglas Truth 
in Lending bllls during the six years former 
Senator Paul H. Douglas of Dlinois pro
pounded, expounded, dramatized and popu
larized the concept of Truth in Lending, 
Title I of the Act Is certainly his idea and 
fundamentally, his achievement. By the time 
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we were able to take it up on the House side 
after seven years of we.tting for the Senate 
to act,. the originator of Truth in Lending 
was no longer a Senator. 

He created the atmosphere, however, which 
made it possible for us not only to pass a 
Truth in Lending bill, but one which car
ried the idea far beyond his original--and in 
retrospect-relatively mild proposal that the 
consumer be enabled to know exactly what 
he was being charged for credit. I imagine 
that many of the firms forced to comply with 
this new law wish now that they had ac
cepted the original Douglas bill, or one of the 
modifications of it which he had been will
ing to settle for during the long and dreary 
and often lonely battle he had waged for 
this concept over a six-year period. 

PENALTIES FAR FROM WEAK 

For the law as it now stands is a tough and 
powerful instrument of consumer protec
tion, with both criminal and civil penalties 
which are far from weak. Loan-sharking has 
been made a Federal crime, with severe pen
alties. Even the respectable banker and busi
nessman, who are under strict requirements 
to tell the whole truth about every charge 
which goes into a credit transaction, and to 
translate the credit costs into an annual per
centage rate easily comparable to a competi
tor's charges for the same services know 
that they face expensive penalties in the form 
of consumers' civil recovery actions if they 
violate the law-that is, twice the finance 
charge, or a minimum of $100, up to $1,000 
plus reasonable attorney's fees, for failure 
to provide a customer with the information 
he is entitled to have. 

No legitimate businessman wants to vio
late a Federal law, even if the penalty is 
minimal. But this law can be expensive to 
ignore or disobey. Thus, it is extremely im
portant that honest businessmen know what 
is expected of them in complying with Truth 
in Lending, and conferences such as this 
one can be exceedingly helpful and produc
tive. 

Twenty years ago, a Truth in Lending law 
would have been useful, but hardly ur
gently needed. But in that interval, there 
has been a revolution in the use of credit 
in this country, and the wonder is how we 
have managed to get along so long without 
full disclosure and regulation of credit offers. 

THE CASE OF THE VOLKSWAGEN AD 

Let's take as an example what happened 
in one newspaper advertisement over a period 
of three day~une 30, July 1, and July 2. 
This was an ad for one-year-old Volkswag
ens, appearing in the Washington Star. The 
same story was undoubtedly duplicated in 
thousands of instances. This ad had been 
running for some time--$1595 for the car, 
$95 down and $50 a month. That's the way 
the ad ran on June 30. For the July 1 issue, 
the copywriter was probably not yet certain 
of what he could say, so the ad merely stated 
the cash price, $1595. But on July 2, it ran 
this way: $1595-$95 down, $50 a month for 
36 months. $1800 total. Annual Percentage 
Rate of the Finance Charge 12%. Credit life 
insurance available. 

The same car, the same deal as two days 
before. Only the law had changed. 

What the ad told us on July 2 that 1t did 
not tell us on June 30 was that the terms 
$95 down and $50 a month were customarily 
offered to purchasers-not just to the deal
er's brother-1n-law; that there were no hid
den charges or special fees; that credit life 
insurance, (usually about $1 per hundred) 
was not a required tie-ln purchase as part 
of the deal; and that the finance charges 
compared favorably with credit union rates. 
You knew even before you went to see the 
dealer that the car was going to cost $300 
to finance over a period of three years, not 
counting license plates, title fees, etc., or 
comprehensive fire, theft and collision or 
liability insurance, which you would un-
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doubtedly be required to carry but which 
you did not have to buy from the dealer. 

NOT JUST CROOKED DEALS INVOLVED 

And all of that information could be con
veyed in just one or two lines of a one-column 
ad, because what was NOT included was as 
informative as what had to be stated if the 
ad carried any specific credit terms at all. 

This ad undoubtedly did not discourage 
buyers, because it continued to run long 
after the law took effect. But what a change 
it represented from the kind of used car ad
vertising we used to see--and which we don't 
see any more--ads shouting "no downpay
ment" or "$10 down" with no indication 
that when you signed up for the deal, the 
dealer would arrange a small loan for the 
downpayment, the finance charges would 
include credit life, casualty insurance, credit 
check, pre-paid repair charges, finders fee for 
obtaining the financing, executing papers, 
including a confession of judgment note and 
a balloon note, and whatever else the seller 
might load into the transaction while telling 
the customer it is "only" so-much a month, 
not even revealing how many months or the 
total charge or the astronomical percentage 
rate of the charges. 

All right-in that kind of a deal, one was 
obviously dealing with a crook, or a sharp
ster. The vast majority of credit transactions 
are honest and open ones, involving legiti
mate businessmen. Why must they be bur
dened down with paper work, and the danger 
of civil damages if not criminal penalties, for 
failure to include some minor detail in a 
sales or loan agreement where everything is 
above board? 

The answer to that question was revealed 
right here in Washington in the most clear
cut manner, involving the biggest banks in 
the city. The District's usury law for genera
tions has set an interest limit of 8% on 
loans. The banks had found this uneconomic 
for installment loans. Instead of getting the 
law changed, they developed an evasion tech
nique: 8% "discount" loans, meaning they 
charged you $8 in advance on a $100 loan, 
giving you $92 and you repaid the full $100 
over 12 months. The actual percentage rate 
of the credit charge in that type of trans
action is not 8% at all-it is 15.75%. And 
that's what Truth in Lending now requires 
to be disclosed. 

ENCOURAGING COMPARISON SHOPPING FOR 
CREDIT TERMS 

This is stm a better deal than the 18% 
nominal rate on department store revolving 
credit, or the 36% rate on small loans over 
the line in Maryland. It's not as good as the 
credit union's 12% actual rate, or the 9% 
rate on new car financing, but it's still about 
double the rate most consumers thought 
they were paying. Now they know. Now they 
can compare. And the bank rate stands up 
well competitively. Of course there are prob
lems with the usury law, but we tried to 
cover that problem by describing the credit 
charge as a finance charge, rather than as 
an interest charge, under the Federal law, 
so if the transaction was legal in D.C. before 
July 1, it is still legal after July 1, by express 
direction of the Truth in Lending law itself. 

Forcing the banks to disclose actual rates 
on installment loans is not going to cause 
much Of a revolution in consumer borrowing 
habits--especially now, when interest rates 
are so high everywhere, for everything. But 
there is no reason to exempt banks or, as has 
been suggested, all other Federally regu
lated lending institutions, from the dis
closure requirements of Truth in Lending. 
The whole idea is to encourage comparison 
shopping for credit, so that consumers can 
make informed judgments not previously 
available to them unless they were mathe
matics majors. Even William McChesney 
Martin, who is undoubtedly among the most 
knowledgeable money men alive, couldn't 
figure the percentage rate on some typical 
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used car transactions in testifying several 
years ago before Senator Douglas. 

But now, thanks in part to the outstanding 
job done by his agency, the Federal Reserve 
System, in developing Regulation Z, any 
teen-ager buying a car knows more exact 
mathematical details about the credit 
charges than Federal Reserve Board Chair
man Martin was able to figure out for him
self before this law took effect. 

TEcHNICAL PROBLEMS? LOTS OF THEM 
And that is the case now in every form 

of consumer, residential real estate, and ag
ricultural credit. Technical problems? There 
are lots of them. I know of many of them, 
through correspondence from businessmen, 
bankers, ranchers, small loan firms, and 
others either forwarded to me by other Mem
bers of Congress or sent to me directly. As 
the people at the Fed and at the other regu
latory agencies know. I have tried to help cut 
redtape and obtain amendments to Regula
tion Z, or clarifications or interpretations, 
whenever a legitimate problem has arisen un
der the Regulation. The Production Credit 
Associations-which are a type of credit 
union for farmers--had a difficult technical 
problem of computing the annual rate under 
the Actuarial Rule, so alternative methods 
were allowed, as the law permits, and I be
lieve this problem is being solved and can be 
further simplified. The points paid by sellers 
on FHA or VA mortgages are another gray 
area needing clarification. The cash discounts 
traditionally allowed by merchants in rural 
areas caused a paperwork headache at first; 
that has been remedied, I believe. The rescis
sion portion of Regulation Z has stirred up a 
hornet's nest. In all instances, the Fed has 
demonstrated a genuine desire to be helpful 
to business in overcoming technical difficul
ties. 

It has done a good and conscientious job. 
But the problems will continue, I am sure
for instance, just what should we require the 
orthodontist to report to the parents about 
the prospective costs of his work, even though 
no credit charge is involved? The agencies 
can make these things reasonably simple 
and sensible, or be bureaucratic nit-pickers 
and make doctors and others not engaged in 
credit transactions as defined in the law 
:r;tevetheless go through the same rigamarole 
as a used car dealer unloading some painted
over wreck on an unsuspecting youngster. 

REGULATION Z CONTROLS ALL TYPES OF 
TRANSACTIONS UNIFORMLY 

In enacting the law, we did not attempt 
to write the wording of the contract between 
buyer and seller or between lender and bor
rower, or specify the size of type of the key 
wcrds in the contract or ads, or count off how 
many days make a month on a department 
store revolving credit account. We set down 
what we felt were reasonable policy guide
lines. The Federal Reserve writes all of the 
regulations--there is central coordination 
and direction. The other agencies--Federal 
Trade, Home Loan Bank Board, Comptroller 
of the Currency, FDIC, and the rest--have 
day-to-day operating responsibllities for 
compllance by the business firms they nor
mally supervise. So an agency with appro
priate expertise does the .actual supervision 
of any business which is covered by the act. 
But all businesses are subject to the same 
overall requirements, under Regulation Z. 

"LOOPHOLES" IN THE LAW 

There are some loopholes In the law
and we all knew when the law was enacted 
what some of them were. They were a price 
the House Conferees had to pay for the 
Senate Conferees• agreement to many far-
reaching provisions which were never con
sidered by that body. There is the "utility 
late-payment loophole; •• there is the "first 
mortgage total cost loophole; •• there is the 
"60-cents-per-month minimum charge 
loophole., for revolving credit, and the "$7.50 
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minimum charge loophole" for installment 
credit, and so on. We are going to watch how 
those work out. We are also going to be 
studying numerous proposals for extending 
the scope of the law-such as the Proxmire
Hart bill to regulate credit life insurance 
rates, or the Zablocki b111 dealing with credit 
reporting. But the important thing right now 
is not to figure out what could be done to 
strengthen the law as much as it is to make 
sure what we already have can work and does 
work effectively. Compliance so far has been 
remarkably good, particularly in advertising. 
I think honest, ethical businessmen eventu
ally will find this law a great help, not a 
hindrance-by taking the razzle-dazzle and 
technical deceptiveness out of credit termi
nology and credit competition, so that the 
unfair techniques of the unscrupulous op
erators are eliminated. 
CONSUMERS MUST LEARN TO MAKE INTELLIGENT 

USE OF INFORMATION 
I don't look for an overnight miracle. Con

sumers must learn how to use intelligently 
the information they are now entitled to re
ceive under Truth in Lending, so that when 
one store's 18% is different from another 
store's 18%, he can see the difference and 
make an informed judgment; and he can also 
compare 18% with 36%, or with 12%, know
ing when these terms are exactly comparable, 
or on what basis they can be compared. 

OUt of this conference, I am sure there 
will be many suggestions for changes in Reg
ulation Z or in the law. I am proud of this 
law, but by no means smug about its pos
sible perfection. I will gladly consider any 
straightforward and legitimate suggestion for 
amendment or improvement--it the purpose 
is to achieve a more informed use of credit, 
rather than merely to eliminate some minor 
inconvenience. We were never under the de
lusion that this law would be easy for every
one to apply. But we were determined to 
make it fair---end have it apply with equ.a.l 
impact on all who are covered by it. Thank 
you. 

MARYLAND VERY PROUD OF ERIC 
ANSCHUETZ-THE SPEAKER'S 
PAGE 

HON. SAMUEL N. FRIEDEL 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Speaker, as one of 
the Representatives in the Congress from 
the State of Maryland it is a pleasure to 
report that the greater Baltimore area 
takes a great deal of justifiable pride in 
the fact that a very fine and promising 
young man, who lives in my congres
sional district, has the distinction and 
honor of having been selected by our 
distinguished and most able Speaker of 
the House of Representatives as the 
"Speaker's Page." 

Eric Anschuetz is the young man I 
refer to. He is a 17 -year-old senior in 
Catonsville High School, in suburban 
Baltimore, and is the first "Speaker's 
Page," ever from my district and the first 
from the State of Maryland in 40 years. 
Because of his position, he is very well 
known to my colleagues as well as in 
Washington circles and even to the Pres
ident of the Nation. Needless to say I am 
very proud of him and feel he is a credit 
to my State. 

Maryland Living, the weekly magazine 
of the News-American, a great Baltimore 
daily newspaper, in the Sunday, October 
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5, 1969, issue printed a very interesting 
article, written by Larry Lewis, about 
this appointment. Believing it to be an 
inspiration to other young men, I now 
include it in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD: 
A CAPITOL JOB-PAGE FOR SPEAKER JOHN 

MCCORMACK, Eric ANSCHUETZ, OF CATONS
vn.LE, HAS A RINGSIDE SEAT IN U.S. CoN
GRESS 

(By Larry Lewis) 
When the silver-haired Speaker of the U.S. 

House of Representatives, Massachusetts 
Democrat John W. McCormack, raps his gavel 
to call members into session, most school
boys present are in the visitors' galleries rim
ming the history-adorned chamber on three 
sides. 

However, Eric Anschuetz, 17-year-old high 
school senior whose family lives in Catons
ville, has a better view of the proceedings 
from his seat than many Congressmen. 

As the Speaker's page, he sits to Mr. Mc
Cormack's right, primed to carry out quickly 
any instructions, issued by the man recog
nized as the third most powerful figure in 
America's government. 

The Maryland teenager's post when the 
House is meeting is within touching distance 
of the Speaker's bench, famillar to millions 
as the background to the dais used by the 
President when he adresses Congress or de
livers the State of the Union message. 

In the course of his duties, Eric can tele
phone the Secretary of Defense and get his 
party on the line. If he calls the White 
House, chances are excellent he will speak 
directly with President Nixon. 

On network television newsfilms taken at 
dignified government receptions, his face 
might pop up in the background at any time. 

"Eric is the first Speaker's page ever from 
the Seventh District and the first from 
Maryland in 40 years," points out Congress
man Samuel N. Friedel, who appointed the 
tall, well-tanned youth as a page June 18, 
1968, and reappointed him on Jan. 2. 

Selection of the young man who will fill 
the post, most prestigious height attainable 
for any of the 50 pages serving the House 
of Representatives, is made personally by 
Speaker McCormack. 

The Speaker "observed him working" and 
was impressed by Eric's efficiency and at
titude, Rep. Friedel points out. 

"Nobody is as close to the Speaker as 
the page is. Many times I don't know where 
the Speaker is, so I call up Eric," admits Dr. 
Martin Sweig, Mr. McCormack's administra
tive assistant. 

"It's a very difficult job," he continues. 
"They've got to be on the ball at all times. 
But it's a great honor for Eric, Congress
man Friedel, his district and the state. All 
his life, Eric can put down on his employ
ment resume that he was page to the Speak
er of the House of Representatives." 

Eric's achievement is also a source of 
great pride for his father, Ralph, who works 
for one of the country's largest department 
store chains, and mother, Louise, a medical 
secretary. Parental satisfaction shines 
through even when Mr. Anschuetz laughing
ly says, "I've lost a son." 

"The other day Mr. and Mrs. Anschuetz 
came and sat in the gallery," says Dr. Sweig. 
"It's a pretty nice thing for them to see 
their son sitting next to the Speaker. Of 
course, in his position, he can also do little 
favors for his friends ... 

The Maryland teenager, who attended 
Ce.tonsv11le High School while e. sophomore, 
does not deny the attractiveness of the job's 
fringe benefits. "I was able to get two (free) 
tickets to the Democratic National Dinner-
one for myself and one for e. friend," he 
reveals. "They would have cost $500 apiece." 

When Speaker McCOrmack is invited to a 
government function, Eric 1s permitted to 
tag along. "I've put on e. few pounds eating 
that fancy foOd," jokes the brown-haired, 
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brown-eyed youth, whose 180 pounds are 
well-proportioned on his six-foot frame. 

The youth gets a special thrill from being 
present at state receptions for visiting dig
nitaries, but occasionally even he is stymied. 
"I missed one recently because the party 
traveled on the Presidential yacht. I couldn't 
get security clearance." 

For Eric Anschuetz, sitting on the floor 
of the House of Representatives is the ful
fillment of a long-held dream. He began 
writing letters to his congressman when he 
was an eighth grader. 

"I was interested in being a page in Wash
ington, but I couldn't do it," says the youth, 
whose family lived in Pennsylvania until 
moving to Catonsville a little over a year 
ago. However, his persistence led to his ap
pointment as a page in the Pennsylvania 
state senate at Harrisburg for the summer 
of 1967. 

His first appointment by Congressman 
Friedel was as a bench page, or messenger, 
in the House. 

As Dr. Sweig puts it, "He has to spend 
one year as a laborer, so to speak. He has 
to learn how the house is built." 

The Speaker's page, normally a high school 
senior, must display good character, be an 
outstanding student and show enthusiasm 
for work of the House. 

"Very seldom is politics involved in select
ing the Speaker's page," emphasizes Dr. 
Sweig. "You have to earn it." 

However, in deference to the party affilia
tions of Speaker McCormack and Congress
man Friedel, the doctor of history ventures 
to say that Eric's loyal ties are "strictly Dem
ocratic." 

Almost all young men who serve as Speak
er's pages go on to college, many on scholar
ships. Occasionally, one will serve an ap
prenticeship in a legislative otlice, then run 
for Congress himself. 

While the average Washington page earns 
$6,022 a year, Eric's income is $6,938. He 
must pay his own expenses, including food 
and lodging. 

"The Speaker's page earns every blasted 
dime," says Dr. Sweig. "I don't think I could 
do it. Eric is working a fulltime job and 
going to high school." 

While other pages are on vacation when 
Congress is not in session, the Maryland 
youth's job is year-around. A typical day 
during the summer months means reporting 
to work at 9 A.M. and remaining on duty 
until the Speaker leaves Capitol Hill, usual
ly at 5 P.M. Eric spends the morning gather
ing copies of bills to be acted upon. 

Since Congress goes into session at noon 
and there is no break for lunch, the youth 
takes time to eat between 11:05 and 11:45. 
Then he must make sure everything is in 
order on the Speaker's rostrum. 

From 11 :55 to 11 :59, Speaker McCormack 
holds a press conference. Traditionally, it 
ends when Eric calls out, "Time, Mr. Speak
er." Speaker and Speaker's page then walk 
to the House chamber for the day's busi
ness. 

One of Eric's unotlicial duties is keeping 
track of Mr. McCormack's cigar when the 
Speaker enters the chamber. Since smoking 
is not allowed, the page takes the cigar and 
secretes it on a small ledge near the rostrum. 
When Speaker McCormack exits, so does the 
cigar. 

When the legislative body adjourns for 
the day, Eric must still prepare the mail 
for signature, file and perform other office 
chores. 

For nine months of the year, he attends 
the Capitol Page School in the Library of 
Congress from six to 10 A.M., then studies 
at night. Last year, he helped revive the 
page school newspaper, "The Capitol Couri
er," and served as its editor. 

Eric is candid about the disadvantages of 
his busy schedule. He says: "I really don't 
think too much of the social life here. You 
go to an all-boys school, and you don't get 
to meet any girls during the day." 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Dr. Sweig, however, describes him as "a 
rea/1 operator" and his school yearbook is 
liberally inscribed with girls' names. 

Most pages live in a speolally designated 
apartment house on E. Orupitol St., but, after 
school ended, Eric moved to Hyattsv1lle to 
live with the family of a fel'low page, Jim 
DiMeglio. The two drive to and from work 
in Jim's car. 

"lit's the sign of a substantial citizen that 
he can work around here and still laugh," 
philosoph!~ Dr. Sweig. "He h:as to take his 
job seriously, but not himself." 

If Eric begins to show signs that he is be
coming too impressed with the prestige of 
his pol3ition, the dootor has a special tre'31t
ment in store. 

"We have some files way doWilStialrs," he 
says. "It's not too nice there. It's kind of 
dirty. If he gets a litttle out of hand, I'll send 
him down there to do some work. That 
usually brings a big head back to normal." 

OUR NATO COMMITMENT 

HON. JOHN B. ANDERSON 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. ANDERSON of Dlinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to take this opportunity 
to commend the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. GUBSER) for presenting this 
body with a very excellent report on the 
North Atlantic Assembly Tour of Allied 
Command Europe--RECORD, Monday, Oc
tober 13, 1969, H9443. 

The gentleman from California points 
out that the Russian threat to Western 
Europe is still very real and that the 
Soviets have superior military forces 
which could be directed against Europe. 
He asserts that the Russians would have 
a clear military advantage if they were 
to launch an invasion and we were to 
attempt a conventional military response. 

We would therefore be left with the 
alternatives of either accepting the fact 
that Russia could overrun Europe, or re
sorting to the use of tactical nuclear 
weapons. The gentleman quite frankly 
admits that it is unlikely that our NATO 
partners will make greater contributions 
to bolster NATO forces. He concludes 
that without th,is commitment by our 
Western allies, "the tremendous U.S. 
presence and expense to the taxpayer is 
a waste." He therefore suggests that the 
U.S. flag can be shown with an Air Force 
wing and less than a division of troops 
and that the bulk of our force should be 
brought home. In the gentleman's words, 
"The time has come for a complete reas
sessment of our NATO military policy." 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to associate 
myself with the findings of the gentle
man of California. I would agree that we 
should reassess our NATO military policy 
with a view to reducing American troop 
levels in Western Europe. I think we can 
provide an adequate deterrent to aggres
sion by maintaining a "symbolic pres
ence" that would not be as costly and 
burdensome as our existing troop com
mitment. 

I am reminded of a statement made by 
President Eisenhower which appeared in 
the December 6, 1966, edition of the In
ternational New York Herald Tribune: 

I do not believe that today the common se
curity requires in American ground strength 
the six divisions now present in Europe. A 
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fair and logical U.S. contribution would be 
no more than one Corps of two divsions with 
reinforcing artillery and a Reconnaissance 
Regiment. 

I again congratulate the gentleman 
from California on the honesty with 
which he has addressed himself to the 
question of our NATO policy. I would 
commend his report to my colleagues and 
urge that they give it their studied 
attention. 

A BLUEPRINT FOR PEACE IN 
VIETNAM 

HON. DON H. CLAUSEN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
on the occasion of this debate on Viet
nam, the most appropriate remarks I 
could possibly make at this time, are 
those I have been making since 1965. 
They were appropriate then and they 
are appropriate now. 

Before I do, however, let me say this. 
I believe President Nixon is on the right 
track in Vietnam and I further belie"fe 
that a majority of the people in this 
country feel the same way. The President 
is trying desperately to end the war 
in Vietnam and achieve peace with free
dom-not peace with surrender or peace 
at any price. 

Therefore, at this point, I would like 
to again insert in the RECORD my con
cept of "A Blueprint for Peace in Viet
nam" that first appeared in the RECORD 
last June. In addition, I offer a sup
porting editorial by one of the Nation's 
leading and most respected editors, Wil
liam Randolph Hearst, Jr. 

The material follows: 
[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 

June 3, 1969] 
A BLUEPRINT FOR PEACE IN VIETNAM 

Mr. DoN H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, today 
President Nixon departs for Midway Island 
for a round of talks with President Thieu of 
South Vietnam. From these meetings could 
come new and innovative alternatives toward 
ending the war in Vietnam, and securing a 
viable and lasting peace throughout South
east Asia. 

Yesterday, I was privileged to communi
cate to the President some of the views of 
us in the Congress and throughout the Na
tion share regarding our over-involvement 
in Vietnam and the search for peace there 
that we all so diligently hope and pray will 
soon come to pass. 

Today, I should like to share with my col
leagues some of the thoughts and recom
mendations I have conveyed to the President 
on the eve of his departure for Midway. 

One of the real agonies of Vietnam, which 
explains in part, not only our involvement 
in the war but much of the dissention, con
fusion, and misunderstanding that prevails 
over this question, has been the failure of 
the past to expla.in to the American people 
the historical background that led up to 
the deployment of U.S. fighting men in the 
Vietnam conflict. 

The plaan truth is, that the people in this 
country have never been told the full story 
or the complete truth about the virtual col
lapse of the Southeast Asia Treaty Orga
nization-BEATO-and its inability or refusal 
to respond and provide security for free peo
ple when aggression first "raised its head" 
in South Vietnam. Regrettably, SEATO, the 
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regional security organization, establdshed 
under the U.N. Charter for the purpose of 
defending free people and free nations 
against aggression has flatly failed to effec
tively respond or "handle" the threat to 
these countries' internal security. 

Another failure, with regard to informing 
the American people, has been to neglect 
"telling it like it is"-that this conflict in 
Vietna.zn is a "new kind of war" commonly 
known as "guerrilla warfare"-completely 
unlike the conventional wars of the past. In 
a conflict wherein unconventional strategy 
and tactics are employed by the enemy, 
many people are still trying to evaluate and 
make judgments on the conduct of the war 
using conventional terms. 

Back in August of 1968, Candidate Nixon 
had this to say before the platform com• 
mittee in Miami: 

"The (Johnson) Administration has either 
not recognized that this is a new and more 
complex kind of war, or has not seen its sig
nificance. The result is that the old style, 
conventional m111ta.ry aspects have been over
emphasized, and its other dimensions-psy
chological, political, economic, even diplo
matic--have gotten too little attention ... 
We need far greater and more urgent atten
tion to training the South Vietnamese them
selves, and equipping them with the best o1 
modern weapons. As they are phased-in, 
American troops oan and should be phased
out. This phasing-out will save American 
lives and cut American costs. Further, it is 
essential if South Vietnam is to develop both 
the military strength and the strength of 
spiri.t to survive now and in the future. It is 
a cruel irony that the American effort to safe
guard the independence of South Vietnam 
has produced an ever-increasing dependency 
in our ally. If South Vietnam's future is to be 
secure, this process must now be reversed." 

This is precisely why I have, since 1965, 
advanced the so-called phase-in/phase-out 
concept through the creation of a free Asian 
security force which would, on a carelfully 
conceived realistic, and methodical time
table, phase-in motivated, trained, and prop
erly equipped South Vietnamese and other 
Southeast Asian manpower as U.S. troops are 
phased out or phased back to the initially 
acceptable advisory and supporting role pre
viously agreed upon as the U.S. commitment 
to those SEATO countries threatened with 
Communist subversion or aggression. 

Such a security organization, in my judg
ment, is the only way in which free nations 
in Asia will be able to fill the security vacuum 
that was created around the free nations of 
Asia following the withdrawal of the French 
security forces from that part of the world 
and the subsequent reluctance on the part 
of SEATO to fulfill its defense obligation to 
the participating nations. 

That the United States had to respond at 
all to the conflict in Vietnam is totally un
realistic when you stop to think of the 1 
billion people in Southeast Asia who are per
fectly ca,pable of defending themselves. 

This is why I firmly believe and strongly 
recommend that, if we are to prevent future 
Vietnams, SEATO must either be updated 
and revitalized--or replaced by a mutual and 
more viable 8\'leurity organization in South
east Asia that would require a pro rata shar
ing of the manpower needed from each par
ticipating nation to provide the security that 
is now totally lacking in the Pacific Basin 
communities. 

Since J'a.Iluary of this year, a concerted 
effort has been underway to provide the 
training and modern equipment needed by 
South Vietnam's armed forces to permit 
them to assume their rightful burden and 
increased responsib111ties for the actual con
duct of the war until such time as a reason
able and honorable settlement of the con
ruct can be negotiated in Paris. 

Thus, as I see it, the "phasing-in" stage 
is, in fact, well underway and this is the 
direction we must take. 
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In an editorial appearing in the Hearst 
newspaper in March 1968, Editor in Chief 
Wllliam Randolph Hearst, Jr., had this to 
say: 

"Now here is the crux of my thinking. The 
U.S. has some 500,000 men over there fighting 
their war. This is about one man for every 
400 of our total population. If the Asian 
countries only equalled this effort-and they 
should do more with the enemy at their 
borders-they could, and should, field an 
army of around a m1111on. Besides this great 
numerical advantage, it would have a tre
mendous psychological effect. Right now, Ho 
Chi Minh has the advantage of being able 
to say he is fighting what he calls white im
perialists. With a million or more Asians fac
ing him on the battlefield, the picture would 
be put in proper perspective, to say the 
least." 

Mr. Hearst and I have consistently agreed 
on this approach. Unbeknown to each other, 
Blll Hearst and I were publicly expressing 
similar points of disagreement and disen
chantment with the conduct of the Vietnam 
war. He wrote an editorial, "Plugging the 
Dike in Vietnam," whlle I developed a "blue
print for peace"-the "phase-in, phase-out" 
concept through the creation of a free 
Asian security force. 

Our suggestions were similar then, and if 
you read President Nixon's platform state
ment of 1968, you will note the same ring of 
similarity in his announced objectives and 
recommendations for a satisfactory solution 
to the Vietnam problem. I am pleased to see 
him following through on his previous 
position. 

I am also pleased to see President Thieu 
traveling to and communicating with other 
Southeast Asian leaders. This is absolutely 
essential if we are ever going to develop the 
firmed-up SEATO or free Asian security or
ganization required to help solve the Viet
nam problem and prevent further Commu
nist encroachment and/or subversion of 
the other free Asian countries of South Ko
rea, Taiwan, the Philippines, Indonesia, 
Singapore, Malaysia, Thailand, Laos, Burma, 
Cambodia, Australia, and New Zealand. 

We, in the States, have 200 mill1on people. 
There are 1 billion people in Southeast Asia. 
Is it not fair to expect that the prime source 
of manpower required for the "antiguerrllla" 
and "counterinsurgency" ground forces come 
from these countries that have the primary 
threat to their security? 

I say absolutely, and it 1s this message I 
have asked President Nixon to convey to 
President Thieu and all the free Asian 
leaders: 

As I said in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Of 
March 18, 1968: 

"My own judgment to that such a program 
is feasible--that the manpower is available, 
that the idea is practical, logical, and fair, 
and that the free Asian nations can be con
vinced of this diplomatically . . . It suggests 
a broad but positive and orderly plan for re
ducing U.S. involvement in Vietnam without 
any sacrifice to our basic security require
ments. Further, it would place the conduct 
of the war in the hands of the Asians them
selves, who must now take a new look at the 
ground rules. 

"With security as the key, I can foresee the 
Free Asian Security Force providing the type 
of security that SEATO and the U.N. were 
expected to provide. 

"Eventually, however, there must emerge 
the kind of regional cooperation among the 
nations of the Pacific Basin that will pro
mote economic growth through a type of 
Asian-Pacific Common Market. How can this 
be accomplished? Here we can export our 
free enterprise system in the same way we 
helped Japan recover from the ashes of World 
War II to become the strongest economic 
power in the Far East in less than 15 years.'' 

As President Nixon has said: 
"Vietnam does not exist in isolation. 

Around the world, we should mobilize our 
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diplomatic forces for peace ... We need 
such an effort not only to speed an end to the 
war in Vietnam, but also to lay the ground
work for the organization of a lasting and 
larger peace. Certainly one of the lessons 
from the agony of Vietnam is that we need a 
new diplomacy to prevent future Vietnams." 

The potential for future Vietnams is all 
around us--in Laos, Thailand, Burma, South 
Korea, the Mideast, Eastern Europe, in Africa, 
and South and Central America. 

If we are, in fact, going to avoid future 
entanglements such as Vietnam, then, cer
tainly, a "new diplomacy" must now be 
forged out of the jungles and the graveyards 
of Vietnam. A diplomacy, I submit, that 
places far freater emphasis on political, 
diplomatic, and economic initiatives-rather 
than on military crusades. As there is, as 
President Nixon has said, no military solution 
to the conflict in Vietnam, neither is there a 
military solution to present or future foreign 
problems. 

The world has grown weary of war and 
in our quest for peace, we have become 
embroiled in such national controversy as 
whether or not Saigon should have a so-called 
"coalition government." In the first place 
President Nixon has not suggested or pro
posed a U.S.-imposed "coalition government" 
on the people of South Vietnam. Instead, he 
talked of "free and open elections" by all the 
people of Vietnam and their right "to self
determination." Quite frankly, this is not 
a proper or fitting matter for the United 
States to determine and I believe the Presi
dent has made this absolutely clear. 

In this regard, I believe we should stop 
kidding ourselves. In Communist termi
nology, "coalition government" is a tool 
whereby the Communists are handed a tool 
for the complete domination and imposition 
of their will on the people concerned. We 
have seen this pattern develop not only in 
Eastern Europe after World War II, but more 
recently in Laos where the Communists are 
"using" Laos as part of the Ho Chi Minh 
Trail to ferret men and supplies to South 
Vietnam. 

The key point I want to make is this: 
Can you imagine the impact a strong free 

Asian security organization would have on 
the negotiators from Hanoi, the Soviet Union 
and Red China-North Vietnam's principle 
military equipment suppliers? 

As Mr. Hearst stated: 
"If the Asian countries equalled our effort, 

they could field an army of a milllon men." 
If Hanoi and the Communist negotiators in 

Paris fully realized that they would have 
to face the manpower supplied from 1 billion 
Asians backed by our military and technical 
training programs. I think they would 
change their attitude and their "tune" at the 
negotiating table in Paris. 

Simultaneous to this, however, we must 
demonstrate by deeds, not just words, our 
strong desire and intention to cooperate eco
nomically and diplomatically to help acceler
ate free nation building in their part of the 
world, with all of the associated benefits
the most important of which is a vastly 
improved standard of living. 

[From the Hearst Newspapers, Mar. 24, 
1968] 

BLUEPRLNT FOR PEACE 
(By William Randolph Hearst, Jr., editor

in-chief, the Hearst newspapers) 
Some kind of sympathetic chord appears 

to have been struck in this column two 
weeks ago, in which I offered a solution for 
our dilemma in Vietnam. 

In essence 1t was that the free countries 
of Southeast Asia be made to pitch in and 
start doing their proper share of the fighting 
we are now doing to save them from Com
munist aggression. 

Apparently a lot of other people think so, 
too, and I hereby renounce any claim to 
originality. In any event, ever since the 
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column appeared I have been swamped with 
letters, telegrams and phone calls--nearly 
all expressing enthusiastic support and some 
offering specific plans of action. 

Today I am devoting this column to one 
of those action plans. It strikes me as the 
best blueprint for ending the war and win
ning the peace I have yet to encounter. It 
was contained in a long communication from 
Rep. Don H. Clausen (R., Calif.). 

Rep. Clausen has just returned from an of
ficial, 33,000-mile fact-finding swing through 
eight nations in the war area, made during 
the first month of the enemy New Year 
offensive. His main conclusion (and mine) : 

"For too long now, we have been doing the 
job for the South Vietnamese and the other 
Asian nations which are threatened by what 
is happening in South Vietnam." 

"Helping them is one thing, but carrying 
the overwhelming burden of combat for 
them is not now, and never has been the 
sole responsibility of the United States." 

Having said this, Mr. Clausen proceeds to 
tell in detail exactly what he thinks we 
should do about it, and I am going to let him 
tell it as much as space permits in hi.'> own 
words. 

What I want to emphasize in advance is 
that his thinking (and mine) involves no 
notion of deserting the South Vietnamese 
or falling to live up to our commitment. Mr. 
Clausen himself emphasizes this right of! 
the bat. 

"My basic proposal," the Congressman 
writes, "involves what I call the 'Phase-in
Phase-out Concept.' This is to avoid any 
connotation of unilateral withdrawal. 

"Very briefiy,it means redirecting the man
power emphasis in Vietnam whereby vastly 
more South Vietnamese and free Asian se
curity forces would be injected into the 
ground war there and a like number of 
American fighting men withdrawn on a care
fully conceived, methodical and realistic 
timetable basis. 

"This could be done by creation of what 
I call a 'Free Asian Security Force' composed 
of regular military units of the countries of 
free Asia which are directly threat ened by 
Communist expansion. 

"I am sincerely advancing this concept to 
our nation's leaders, and I hope that every 
effort will be made to explore its feasibility. 
My own judgment is that such a program 
is feasible-that the manpower is available, 
that the idea is practical, logical and fair, 
that the free Asian nations can be convinced 
of this diplomatically, and that it can be put 
into effect logistically within a year. 

"It suggests a broad but positive and 
orderly plan for reducing U.S. involvement in 
Vietnam without any sacrifice of our basic 
security requirements. Further, it would place 
the conduct of the war in the hands of Asians 
themselves." 

The big stumbling block in all of this, of 
course, is how to get the free countries of 
Southeast Asia to unite for such an effort so 
long as we continue plugging the dike for 
them. 

Mr. Clausen, a realist, is well aware of the 
chilly reception these countries late last year 
gave to Gen. Maxwell Taylor and now Secre
tary of Defense Clark Clifford when the 
Presidential envoys came asking them for 
more help. 

Yet both of us feel that our reluctant Allies 
can be persuaded to recognize that taking 
over their own responsibility will be the best 
thing for them in the long run. 

In the last analysis, the security vacuum 
which exists in Southeast Asia cannot be 
filled indefinitely by the U.S. It can be filled 
only when the free countries of the area 
set up their own common bulwark against 
the Communists. 

To sell these countries on what obviously 
is essential for their future, Rep. Clausen 
declares, a dramatic diplomatic offensive by 
this country is required. Since this could 
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originate only in the White House, he writes 
as follows: 

"I therefore urge President Johnson to call 
a summit conference of the non-Communist 
Far Eastern nations for the purpose of form
tng a Free Asian Security Force. 

"Purpose of this force would not only be 
for the immediate future needs of Vietnam 
but to provide the organizational structure 
to guarantee lasting security for all peoples 
living in the Pacific basin countries. 

"Our best diplomatic efforts must be used 
to this end. We must switch from defense to 
offense." 

Mr. Clausen points out that such a diplo
matic offensive would not involve a stlarting 
from scratch. Thus we already have the basis 
for a permanent free Asian security force now 
in Vietnam, consisting of fighting forces 
from various countries in the area in addi
tion to the South Vietnamese. 

We also have the basis for coordina.ted. 
action to implement the Phase-in-Phase
out program. With SEATO in a state of vir
tual collapse, a natural coordinating vehicle 
is the association of Southeast Asian nations, 
or ASEAN. 

Formed only last year to further mutual 
interests ASEAN at present is composed of 
Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singa
pore and Thailand. All these would. be among 
the nations which President Johnson would 
summon to the proposed summit conference. 

Rep. Clausen concludes his proposal with 
these remarks: 

"I believe we have done more than our 
share in Vietnam, and we've paid. an ex
tremely high price in the process. In my 
judgment, Phase-in-Phase-out is the course 
we, as Americans, can and must now follow. 

"We have much to gain through the for
mation of a free Asia security force for Viet
nam to meet immediate needs-and the for
mation of a "partnership of the Pacific" in 
the future, af·ter Vietnam. 

"Thus, in considering the Phase-in
Phase-out concept it is necessary to look be
yond the war to find its true merits and. 
potential value to the people of Asia and. us 
here at home. Because whatever happens in 
Vietnam, we must be prepared to live not 
only with ourselves, but with the people of 
Asia and the free world in the future." 

"What we're really seeking, I believe, is 
economic integration of the free Pacific 
Basin communities we can maximize co
operation and coordination in economic, po
litical and security matters. 

"What do we have to gain? Everything
but most important of all we will gain an 
additional and more viable security buffer 
against possible Red Chinese or even Soviet 
encroachment in the Pacific region, and a 
proper sharing of our heavy financial and 
manpower burden in Southeast Asia. 

"What I have outlined is an action pro
gram aimed at these goals. It is a program 
all Americans can take pride and purpose in 
supporting." 

So much for Congressman Clausen's most 
constructive improvements on what was al
ready a pretty good idea. 

We'd better get the big band wagon, be
cause I think we're going to have lots of com
pany on this one. 

STATEMENT IN EIGHT IVY LEAGUE 
STUDENT NEWSPAPERS 

HON. OGDEN R. REID 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I am happy to insert in the CoNGRES

SIONAL RECORD today a statement being 
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published in today's issues of eight Ivy 
League student newspapers regarding 
the war in Vietnam. The newspapers are 
the Brown Daily Herald, the Columbia 
Daily Spectator, the Cornell Daily Sun, 
the Dartmouth, the Harvard Crimson, 
the Daily Pennsylvanian, the Daily 
Princetonian, and the Yale Daily News. 

This statement, in strong support of 
the Vietnam moratorium, represents the 
depth of concern felt by students all over 
the Nation. I call it to the attention of 
my colleagues, and I very much hope 
that it will be read and contemplated by 
the leaders of this country: 

Over the past decade, the United States 
has waged a brutal and pointless war against 
the land and people of Vietnam, kllllng hun
dreds of thousands of Americans and Viet
namese and. defending a series of repressive 
dictatorships. Now, it appears, the night
mare is beginning again in Laos and Thai
land. The kllling in Southeast Asia must be 
stopped. 

President Nixon has violated his promise 
to the American people and chosen to pursue 
the discredited policies of Lyndon Johnson. 
We must stand together, he tells us, to se
cure an "honorable" peace. 

In attempts to appease his opponents and 
buy time for his disastrous policies, the 
President has announced token troop with
drawals and lllusory draft cuts. But we will 
not be fooled by these gestures so long as the 
war continues. It is too late to salvage honor 
in Vietnam. 

We demand the immediate withdrawal of 
all American troops from Vietnam and the 
rest of Southeast Asia. 

To this end, a national moratorium on 
"busine~s as usual" has been called for Octo
ber 15 and November 13-14, with a march on 
Washington scheduled for November 15. We 
will join our teachers and fellow students on 
those days for nation-wide demonstration 
of protest. We call on all Americans to join 
us. 

SWEDISH GOVERNMENT OUT OF 
TUNE 

HON. JOHN R. RARICK 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, local press 
reports suggest the possibility that the 
Government of Sweden may not be en
tirely in tune with the Swedish people 
when it comes to choosing between Com
munist North Vietil!am and the United 
states. 

A dispatch from Stockholm tells us 
that 11 more deserters have been granted 
Swedish entry, bringing the official total 
to 292. Some 30 others have so far left 
the country, some with the encourage
ment of local Swedish police. 

Another Stockholm story relates that 
these deserters have probably the high
est crime rate of any small group in the 
world, one out of six being in trouble 
with the :;>alice. This is not surprising, 
since what the "left" pleases to call 
"young men with conscience" are in truth 
the misfits and problems found in any so
ciety, fleeing from discipline in the serv
ice or evading punishment for wrongdo
ings in the United States. 

Sweden's double standard is pointed 
out in a letter to the editor of the Eve
ning Star, in which the writer concisely 
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makes his point that refugees from the 
Baltic states were turned over promptly 
to Stalin, while Hitler's legions were as
sisted on their way to conquer Norway. 

From Lisbon come reports that the 
Portuguese have followed the American 
example and recalled their ambassador 
to Sweden because of Swedish financial 
aid to the Communist guerrillas in An
gola and Mozambique. Apparently this 
is the same type of aid which is con
templated for the North Vietnamese 
against Americans. 

The concern of Swedish businessmen 
over the cancellation of free world orders 
may help the Swedish people solve their 
problem in Stockholm. In the USIA re
port to which I called attention yester
day, this concern seemed to be present. 
Perhaps American businessmen can con
vey to the Swedish Government, through 
Swedish businessmen, that anti-Ameri
can programs will not serve Sweden's · 
enlightened self interest. 

Failing that, perhaps the solution lies 
in the suggestion that Swedish financial 
assistance to North Vietnam, a nation 
with which the United States is in armed 
combat, would disqualify Sweden from 
receiving Export-Import Bank credits. 

News clippings follow: 
[From the Christian Science Monitor, Oct. 

10, 1969] 
ELEVEN MORE U.S. DESERTERS GRANTED 

SWEDISH ENTRY 
STOCKHOLM.-Eleven more American Inill

tary deserters have been granted residential 
permission in Sweden in recent weeks, bring
ing the official total to 292, the immigra
tion office announced. 

Some 30 other applications were being con
sidered, the office said. 

A total of 352 United States m111tary de
serters have so far contacted the Swedish 
authorities. At least 30 have si~ left the 
country. 

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 10, 1969] 
PORTUGAL RECALLS ENVOY TO SWEDEN 

LISBON, Oct. 10.-Portugal recalled its am
bassador to Sweden yesterday amid reports 
of official Swedish support for guerrilla forces 
in Portuguese Africa. 

Reports in the Portuguese press alleged the 
swedish government was providing financial 
aid to guerrilla forces in Mozambique and 
Portuguese Guinea. 

[From the Washington Evening Star, Oct. 13, 
1969] 

THE SWEDES AND Us 
SIR: Olaf Palme, 42-year-old apostle of the 

New Left, who has been chosen to be Swe
den's prime minister, is reported to have said 
that the Swedes are not really anti-American. 
This, of course, is good news. Those Swedish 
demonstrations and U.S. flag desecrations are 
nothing more than exuberant expressions of 
disapproval of U.S. foreign policy. Mr. Palme, 
himself, owns to a warm feeling for some 
Americans, such as those who parrot the 
Hanoiline--he names -, -, -, -. The 
Swedes also show "compassion" for those in
glorious samples of American manhood who 
have deserted our armed forces to take refuge 
in Sweden. 

But the Swedes dispense compassion on a 
discriminating basis. None was in evidence 
when they rounded up huudreds of war 
refugees from the helpless Baltic democracies 
overrun by Stalin's armies and forcibly 
turned them over to Stalin's goon squads. 
Only a few years before that sad episode, the 
Swedes eased the way for Hitler's legions to 
transit Sweden during the Nazi conquest of 
neighboring Norway. 

With effusive praise for the civilized quali-
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ties of the Hanoi government that brutalizes 
its American war prisoners, Sweden proclaims 
a policy of extending recognition to de facto 
governments. But even this is discriininatory: 
North Vietnam basks in the light of Swedish 
recognition, but not East Germany. Why? 
Could it be that the Swedes tailor their 
diplomacy to protect the profits from their 
trade with West Germany? 

Sweden is very neutral and very pacific
neutral enough to wax fat behind the NATO 
shield without contributing, but not pacifist 
enough to refrain from peddling Bofors guns 
in places such as Africa. If there were a Nobel 
prize for hypocrisy, Gunnar Myrdal could 
present it to Olaf Palme for permanent en
shrinement in Stockholm. 

JoHN T. CoLLIER. 

(From the Washington Post, Oct. 13, 1969] 
GI DESERTERS BoosT CRIME IN SWEDEN 

(By Dan Cook) 
SToCKHOLM.-The number of deserters 

from the U.S. armed forces who have been 
given asylum in Sweden has passed the 300 
mark, and about one out of every six has 
been in trouble with the Swedish police. 

This probably constitutes one of the high
est crime rates for a relatively small number 
of men anywhere in the world. The escapades 
occur at a rate of about one case a week
petty theft, assault with intent to cominit 
violence, dope peddling, disorderly conduct, 
and, in one case, an attempted bank robbery 
for which the former GI is doing a year in 
jail. 

The Swedish cominission which rules on 
applications for residence permits has made 
no effort to differentiate between genuine 
conscientious deserters and those who are in 
trouble with the military. Asylum is virtu
ally automatic. 

RUN OUT OF SWEDEN 
Two or three cases are known where 

asylum-seeking Gls have been put on ferry
boats out of Sweden by local police. In gen
eral it seexns to have been routine for arriv
ing deserters to contact private Swedish or
ganizations who prepare the documents 
needed for asylum. 

Names and telephone numbers of these 
organizations are distributed in Germany. 
Once his application is in the works, a de
serter must wait about a month before he 
obtains a ruling on asylum from the Swedish 
authorities. 

Once armed with the right to remain in 
the country, a GI is entitled to the equiva
lent of $18 a week indefinitely in government 
assistance. The Swedes also give deserters 
winter clothing allowances. Often, they are 
put up in private homes or with private or
ganizations, free. 

Others find girlfriends and move in. A 
Swedish landowner has donated a farm to 
one group of eight or 10 Gis who, according 
to local gossip, are doing fairly well and prob
ably are as far along as any deserters in set
tling down for good in Sweden. The Swedish 
government has established a training cen
ter about 60 Iniles from Stockholm to offer 
language instruction and job training, but 
the maximum number who have used it at 
any one time appears to have been eight 
or 10. 

SOME SEEK TO RETURN 

The U.S. Embassy receives two or three 
queries a week from deserters about legal 
rights and problems of getting back. When a 
deserter arrives at the embassy, a consular 
official explains his legal rights and offers 
him a one-way air ticket back to his unit-
charged against any military pay he may 
eventually have coming to him. Some desert
ers insist on returning to the United States 
in the hope of getting a better break from 
the authorities, and such passages are paid 
by the embassy on the same basis. 

In general, the army has been moderate in 
its sentences on the deserters. A high pro
portion are regular enlisted men, as opposed 
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to draftees. The proportion of Negroes who 
have deserted to Sweden is lower than that 
of Negroes serving in the army. 

The deserters are not even escorted to the 
airport. They travel on the honor system 
back to their unit, with instructions simply 
to report to the military police when they 
get off the plane. 

How many will make it into permanent 
residence in Sweden is anybody's guess, but 
it probably will not be more than 25 or 30 
when all is over. 

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 14, 1969] 
UNITED STATES WEIGHS CREDIT CUTOFF FOR 

SWEDEN 
The United States 1s studying whether to 

cut off export credits to Sweden because of its 
announced intention to give econoinic aid to 
North Vietnam, a State Department spokes
man said yesterday. 

The spokesman said Washington did not 
have full details of the decision by Sweden's 
socialist government to provide Hanoi more 
than $40 Inillion in aid and credits in the next 
three years. 

He noted, however, that the U.S. Export
Import Bank cannot give credits to a nation 
whose government furnishes goods, supplies, 
manpower or advisers to a nation fighting 
American armed forces. 

[From the Washington Evening Star, Oct.14, 
1969] 

HINT OF HANOI Am OFFER BY SWEDEN 
WEIGHED BY UNITED STATES 

A State Department spokesman says that 
"various agencies of the adininistration" are 
studying reports of a Swedish offer of finan
cial aid to North Vietnam. 

Also under study, spokesman Carl Bartch 
said yesterday, is whether such a loan would 
disqualify Sweden from receiving Export-Im
port bank credits. 

Bartch emphasized that the administra
tion has no firm information yet on whether 
Sweden will go ahead with a reported $60 
million loan offer to Communist North Viet
nam. 

[From the Chicago (Ill.) Tribune Oct. 15, 
1969] . 

SWEDEN ON A TIGHTROPE 
How far can Sweden go in its anti-Amer

icanism and still be able to borrow money 
from the United States? 'Ilhe Swedish gov
ernment seems determined to find out and, 
in accordance with current fashion, to force 
a "confrontation" in the process. 

For a long time Sweden's socialist govern
ment has been cozying up to the Soviet 
Union, lecturing the United States on peace, 
and harboring American army deserters 
[more than 280 at the last count]. The only 
reaction from Washington has been to re
call our ambassador for five weeks last year 
after Swedish government officials marched 
in a peace parade with an envoy from North 
VietNam. 

Now the resignation of Tage Erlander has 
brought into office a new prime Ininister, 
Olof Palme, who is a good deal more critical 
of the United States than Erlander. No 
sooner was Palme chosen than he rewarded 
his left-wing backers by announcing plans 
to give 40 million dollars in econoinic aid to 
North Viet Nam over a three year period. 

Sweden has been vague as to whether this 
aid is to be extended immediately or after 
the end of hostilities. And for an obvious 
reason: Sweden is part owner of Scandina
vian Airlines System; S. A. S. wants to in
crease its loan from the American Export
Import bank by about 200 million dollars 
to buy Boeing 747s; and the bank is pro
hibited by law from lending money to a gov
ernment that helps a country with which 
we are at war. 

Norway and Denmark, Sweden's partners 
in S.A.S., have begged Sweden to quit med
dling and not to jeopardize the loan. Palme, 
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however, seems unwllltng to back down an 
inch more than necessary, 1f that. ms equally 
left-wing foreign minister, Torstein Nilsson, 
is coming to Washington soon to look for 
some loophole which wlll enable Sweden to 
borrow money from us with one hand and 
give money to Hanoi with the other. The 
loophole path already has been blazed by 
Peru, which confiscated an American-owned 
oil company Without compensation and thus 
disqualified itself under the Hickenlooper 
amendment for American aid. Washington 
squirmed uncomfortably, but the aid 1s still 
going thru. 

Both the Export-Import loan restriction 
and the H1ckenlooper amendment were 
passed for sound reasons, the one to keep 
American money from being funneled indi
rectly to our enemies and the other to en
courage private investment in developing 
countries and thus take some of the burden 
off of the taxpayers. 

[For the Washington (D.C.) Post, 
Oct. 15, 1969] 

SWEDISH PREMIER INSTALLED, SAYS HE FAVORS 
HANOI 

STOCKHOLM-Olaf Palme, Sweden's new 
prime minister, said in a press conference 
after being sworn in yesterday that he has 
"more sympathy" for the North Vietnamese 
than for the Saigon government. 

He said Saigon is "not representative of 
the Vietnamese people, but speaks for a rela
tively small clique," while Hanoi "is a dicta
torship and not a democracy in our sense, 
but representative of the people." 

Palme said that Arne Geijer, head of the 
Swedish trade union confederation, would 
be visiting the United States this week and 
would explain "misunderstandings" about 
Swedish aid to Hanoi to U.S. labor leaders. 
The Swedish press has reported that Thomas 
Gleason, head of the Internationa.l Long
shoremen's Association, is considering a boy
cott of Swedish ships in East Coast ports 
unless Sweden changes its mind about aid
ing North Vietnam. 

Palme said the decision to give $40 million 
in aid was misinterpreted by the press and 
that until the fighting stops Sweden would 
only give "humanitarian aid." 

CIVIL SERVICE RETIREES NEED 
FINANCIAL RELIEF 

HON. SAMUEL N. FRIEDEL 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
I introduced two bills supported by the 
National Association of Retired Civil 
Employees, which was founded in 1921. 
Its organization was prompted by pas
sage of the original civil service retire
ment law in 1920. From a small begin
ning, the association has grown in 
membership and importance. The mem
bership of this organization exceeds 
135,000 and there are over 1,100 local 
chapters chartered throughout the 
United States. 

Its objectives are to serve civil service 
annuitants and their survivors, and po
tential annuitants and their survivors 
under retirement laws, to sponsor and 
support beneficial legislation, and to pro
mote the general welfare of annuitants 
and their families. The association is also 
interested in preretirement programs, 
especially in Federal and District Gov
ernment agencies, and in the broad field 
of the problems of the aged and aging. 
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Mr. Speaker, this organization is a 
dedicated, selfless group which has 
brightened, expanded, and enhanced the 
lives of those who formerly served their 
Government. We must pay special atten
tion when organizations such as the Na
tional Association of Retired Civil Em
ployees request and endorse legislation, 
and there can be little doubt that it is 
necessary to the lives of the more than 
800,000 Federal retirees and their sur
vivors that we give every oonsiderSJtion 
to their request for much-needed legis
lation to improve their benefits. 

There are, in my own State of Mary
land, 24,701 civil service annuitants and 
9,571 survivor annuitants; in other words 
more than 34,000 persons in the State of 
Maryland are presently receiving a civil 
service annuity check from the Federal 
Government. The average monthly an
nuity of the retiree himself in Maryland 
is less than $300, and the average check 
of a survivor annuitant less than $145 
per month. 

These figures would certainly seem to 
substantiate the need for some financial 
relief for these retirees who have spent 
their working years in the service of the 
Federal Government, as $3,000 per year 
has been cited as "poverty level" and 
there are clearly many of our annuitants 
and survivor annuitants existing on in
comes well below this figure. 

I am convinced that the two measures 
that I have introduced are worthy of 
our careful consideration and study. 

While there has been an increase in 
the general standard of living and a rise 
in the general economy during the past 
several years, the standard of living for 
retired Federal employees has stood al
most stationary in spite of the increases 
we have approved in recent years. This 
is so because inflation and increased 
taxes has taken more of the retirees' in
come than they have received in in
creases. 

According to the 1967 report of the 
U.S. Civil Service Commission, Bureau 
of Retirement and Insurance, of an ap
proximate 800,000 retired civil employ
ees and their survivors, some 279,000 
receive a monthly annuity of less than 
$100, and over 500,000 receive less than 
$200 per month. To correct this inequity, 
we must grant these former Federal em
ployees a substantial annuity increase. 

My bill, H.R. 14314, would give an in
crease to all Federal retirees and their 
survivors, with the largest increase going 
to those presently receiving the smallest 
annuities. These increases would be as 
follows: $26 per month if they now re
ceive less than $200 per month; 13 per
cent if they now receive at least $200 but 
less than $300 per month, 9 percent if 
they now receive at least $300 but less 
than $400 per month; 7 percent if they 
now receive at least $400 but less than 
$500 per month; or 5 percent if they now 
receive at least $500 per month. 

My second bill, H.R. 14315 would cor
rect a longstanding inequity in the re
tirement law. The present retirement law 
provides that a retiree at time of re
tirement may elect to take a reduced an
nuity to provide a survivor annuity for 
his spouse. This cost at the present time 
is 2% percent on the first $3,600 and 10 
percent on the remainder, if any. The 
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law also states that only one election can 
be made, and that at time of retirement. 

When a retiree is predeceased by the 
named spouse he must continue to pay 
the cost through a reduced annuity as 
long as he lives, although there never 
will be anyone who can receive the sur
vivor annuity he is paying for, even 
though he remarries. 

This bill provides for the restoration of 
the full annuity and/or permits the re
tiree to name his second spouse for a 
survivor annuity if the named survivor 
predeceases the retiree, and the second 
spouse has attained the age of 60. 

Out of approximately 800,000 retirees 
and survivors there are several thousand 
who would benefit from such legislation. 

My bill, when enacted into law, will 
correct some of these injustices and yet 
protect our older annuitants by provid
ing that their second or third spouse 
must be at least 60 years of age in order 
to benefit from this legislation. I am sure 
that a good percentage of our colleagues 
are not fully aware of this great injus
tice that prevails in thousands of the 
homes of our retirees from the Federal 
service. I strongly urge that my col
leagues give serious consideration to the 
legislation I have introduced and support 
these long overdue changes in the civil 
service retirement laws. 

HAWAII-THE NATION'S OCEANO
GRAPHIC FRONTIER 

HON. SPARK M. MATSUNAGA 
OF HAWAU 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 
Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, one 

of Hawaii's most fascinating tourist at
tractions is the 20-acre Sea Life Park, 
located at the base of a 1,000-foot lava 
cliff, near scenic Makapuu Beach on the 
island of Oahu. 

In addition to being a popular tourist 
attraction, with nearly a half-mi111on 
visitors to the park last year, there are 
also many important marine research 
programs underway at the Makapuu 
Oceanic Center. 

Under the direction of Dr. Taylor 
Pryor, director of the Oceanic Institute, 
the first in what may be a series of ad
ventures in hydrospace began on October 
1 at the Makai Undersea Test Range with 
the testing by four aquanauts of a new 
70-foot-long portable habitat, capable of 
supporting six diver-scientists for weeks 
at depths of up to 600 feet. 

In reporting on this challenging ex
periment in marine science, Honolulu 
Star-Bulletin writer Richard Hoyt com
mented: 

Watching the aquanauts through closed 
circuit television is much like the experience 
of watching Apollo astronauts on television. 

In his interesting feature article on the 
undersea tests, Mr. Hoyt also noted that 
Dr. Pryor's portable habitat has the 
deepest diving capability of any similar 
machine in the world. 

As we look to the 1970's and the con
cept of the International Decade of 



October 15, 1969 

Ocean Exploration, it is expected that 
marine scientists and engineers from all 
over the world will be studying the ocean 
space with the goal of deriving practical 
benefits from the seas for the good of all 
mankind. In this connection, I believe 
that my colleagues would wish to read 
more about the pioneer work being done 
in exploring our next frontier-oceanog
raphy-which is presently being con
ducted in the island State. 

I am therefore pleased to submit for 
inclusion in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
the article by Mr. Hoyt from the Hono
lulu Star-Bulletin of Saturday, October 
4, 1969, entitled "Undersea Habitat 
Tested by Four Off Waimanalo": 

UNDERSEA HABITAT TESTED BY FoUR OFF 
WAIMANALO 

(By Richard Hoyt) 
Four aquanauts in shorts and tee-shirts 

are in the first of what may be a series of 
adventures in hydrospace off the Makai Un
dersea Test Range at Waimanalo. 

Taylor Pryor, the Makapuu Point ocean 
science entrepreneur, is putting his new un
dersea habitat through its paces for the first 
time. 

The 70-foot long portable habitat is capa
ble of supporting six diver-scientists for 
weeks at depths of up to 600-feet. 

The habitat's life support equipment is 
being checked by four divers under con
trolled observation in shallow wBJter off 
Pryor's research pier. 

At 7:30 a.m., Wednesday, with no fuss or 
fanfare the yellow habitat was lowered into 
the water. There the interior pressure was 
inceased to equal that of water 200-feet deep. 

The divers are monitored 24-hours a day 
through closed circuit television. 

They are now being depressurized from the 
200-feet level by a rate equivalent to one foot 
of ocean depth every 15 minutes. Tomorrow 
morning they will again be at surface pres
sure. 

Watching the aquanauts through closed 
circuit television is much like the experience 
of watching Apollo astronauts on television. 

But there are some differenc.es: 
The aquanauts do not wear bulky suits. 

They wear aloha shorts and droopy tee-shirts. 
The aquanauts do not eat soft food 

squeezed from tubes. They eat soggy bread 
and canned soup. 

Worst of all for the aquanauts' image, they 
sound like Donald Duck when they talk. 

The Donald Duck voice is the result of 
pressurized helium and oxygen. Regular air 
at that pressure would be dangerous. 

Jon Pegg, a medical doctor who is keeping 
an eye on the divers' health, said the reason 
is jokingly called "Martini's Law." 

At 50 feet, pressurized oxygen in normal 
amounts will have the effect of one dry 
martini on a dry stomach. At 100 feet this 
effect is doubled, and so on. At 200 feet an 
aquanaut would get drunk. 

Pegg, who worked with habitats for the 
University of California, Berkeley, said 
Pryor 's portable habitat has the deepest 
diving capability of any similar machine in 
the world. 

The men inside: William Berryman, 
Charles Peterson, Richard Ellis, and Danny 
Kali, have to be kept very warm (85 degrees) 
for them not to get very cold. 

This, also, is due to the strange atmosphere. 
The aquanauts are doing "extremely well" 

according to Pegg, who is also pleased that 
the habitat is not leaking helium as most do. 

The aquanauts each have a bunk. They 
have living quarters and working quarters 
complete with a kitchen and refrigerator. 

So until tomorrow morning, all they have 
to do is sleep, eat and keep healthy, and 
maybe shoot the breeze . . . in Donald Duck 
voices. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

THE EFFECT OF TAX REFORM LEG
ISLATION ON PRIVATE FOUNDA
TIONS 

HON. VANCE HARTKE 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, one of 
the leading educators in America, the 
Reverend Theodore M. Hesburgh, presi
dent of the University of Notre Dame, 
testified recently before the Committee 
on Finance on the effect that certain 
provisions of H.R. 13270 are likely to 
have on the financing of higher educa
tion, most especially on medical educa
tion. 

So that all Members of the Congress 
may have a chance to read this impres
sive testimony, I ask unanimous consent 
that it be printed in the RECORD. 

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

STATEMENT OF THEODORE M. HESBURGH 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Com
mittee: I am Theodore M. Hesburgh, presi
dent, since 1952, of the University of Notre 
Dame. With me today I have Dr. John 
Cooper, who is the president of the Associa
tion of American Medical Colleges; Mr. 
Frank Erwin, who is Chairman of the Board 
of Regents of the State Universities of Texas; 
and Dr. Felix Robb, who is the Director of 
the Southern Association of Colleges and 
Schools. 

The four of us appear before you this 
morning as representatives of institutions 
which are, in a sense, bystanders in the pres
ent controversy over legislation affecting pri
vate foundations. Although I am also a trus
tee of the Rockefeller Foundation, neither I 
nor my colleagues are appearing here to rep
resent a "private foundation," or a group of 
foundations. No matter what definition you 
finally settle upon for that key term, all of 
the institutions which we represent will fall 
beyond it. We will, therefore, be beyond the 
direct effect of whatever rules you prescribe 
for foundations. 

If we are bystanders, though, we are in
tensely interested ones. We are, also, a good 
deal more familiar with the subject of 
the controversy than bystanders ordinarily 
are. For both our interest and our knowledge, 
we are indebted to the very close relation
ship which foundations have to the programs 
of the institutions which we represent. Our 
institutions receive vital support from foun
dations; they work continually with founda
tions; and, in doing so, they have developed 
a broad experience with foundations' func
tions and characteristics. Moreover, as indi
viduals, we have served as members or trus
tees of a considerable variety of private and 
governmental organizations-ranging from 
the National Science Board and the Car
negie Commission on the Future of Higher 
Education to Governor Rockefeller's Select 
Committee studying private education in the 
state of New York-which are active in the 
fields in which foundations work. 

Based upon our knowledge of private 
foundations--and the very considerable 
benefits which our institutions steadily de
rive from them-we are seriously concerned 
about certain aspects of the legislation pro
posed for foundations. 

The four of us have observed the work of 
foundations from rather different points of 
view. In discussing the consequences of the 
proposed foundation legislation, I will draw 
upon my experience with private educational 
institutions. Representing the Association 
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of American Medical Colleges, Dr. Cooper will 
explain the role of foundations in medical 
education. Mr. Erwin will speak to you of 
the relationship of private foundations to 
colleges and universities which derive their 
principal support from states or local gov
ernments. Finally, on behalf of the Southern 
Association of Colleges and Schools--an or
ganization with 9,000 member and aff111ated 
colleges, universities, secondary and elemen
tary schools serving eleven Southern states 
from Virginia to Texas-Dr. Robb wlll speak 
to you of the place of foundations in educa
tion in the South. 

From these varied points of view outside 
the foundation world, we would like to tell 
you what we know of that world; how it af
fects the institutions which we represent; 
and why we are disturbed about certain parts 
of the legislation proposed for foundations. 
As we proceed, we will document our ob
servations with concrete examples and with 
general statistical data. We wm not, how
ever, enter upon an examination of the tech
nical details or ramifications of the House 
bill, or other specific legislative proposals. 
Other witnesses are more qualified for those 
tasks than we are. 

At the outset, we would like to make it 
clear that the four of us wholeheartedly sup
port legislation aimed at the financial abuses 
in which a minority of private foundations 
are reported to have become involved. We 
pretend to no .expertise on foundation 
abuses, because the foundations with which 
we are famillar have not engaged in them. 
On the other hand, we recognize that the 
1965 Treasury Department Report on Pri
vate Foundations and witnesses who ap
peared before the Ways and Means Commit
tee this spring have made out a strong case 
for legislative proscription of foundation
donor self-dealing, unwarranted accumula
tions of income, and certain other practices. 
To the extent that such practices exist, we 
share the concern of the Ways and Means 
Committee about them, and we urge you to 
deal decisively and effectively with them. 

Beyond such steps, however, we are deep
ly disturbed about one aspect of the House 
blll and one additional proposal which, while 
not incorporated in the House bill, has been 
advocated by critics of foundations in recent 
years. In brief, the proposals which concern 
us are these: 

The House blll would impose a 77'2 per cent 
tax upon foundation investment income. The 
Ways and Means Committee Report esti
mates that this tax will produce $65,000,000 
of revenue in its first year of operation. Ac
cording to the House estimates, the revenue 
effect of the tax would rise rapidly to an an
nual $100,000,000. Furthermore, as the next 
group of witnesses wlll explain in greater 
detail, the precedent which the tax would 
establish for state and local governments 
seems likely to have an additional substan
tial monetary impact on foundations. 

Several critics of foundations have recom
mended terminating the existence or ex
emption of foundations after a period of 
years. One propol5al would fix a 25-year limit 
on foundations' tax exemption and qualifi
cation to receive deductible charitable con
tributions. Another would restrict the life of 
each private foundation to 25 years. Others 
would require foundations to distribute their 
assets at a sufficiently high rate to end their 
existence within a period of 10, 15, or 20 
years. 

We are deeply concerned both about the 
proposed tax on foundation investment in
come and about the adoption of any mech
anism whose effect would be to terminate 
the existence or exemption of all founda
tions over a period of time. Our combined 
experience with foundations convinces us 
that their work has been of immense value 
to the classes of institutions which we repre
sent and to American society. We are, there
fore, strongly persuaded that any measure 
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which dim1nlshes the current funds with 
which foundations carry on their work and 
with which they support the work of other 
charitable and educational institutions--by 
an annual $65,000,000, $100,000,000, or any 
like amount-wlll have major undesirable 
consequences. For the same reasons, we are 
convinced that an endeavor-direct or indi
rect-to curtail the existence or tax bene
fits of foundations would be thoroughly un
fortunate. 

To explain the grounds upon which we 
base these views, we should like to review 
briefly the work which foundations have 
done in the four areas with which we are 
familiar. 

A. FOUNDATIONS AND PRIVATE UNIVERSITIES 

During more than seventeen years a.s presi
dent of Notre Dame, I have found one of my 
great preoccupations to be the financing of 
the University's educational, research and 
service programs. The progress that my Uni
versity has recorded during this period can 
be attributed in no small measure to the 
support of private philanthropic foundations. 
Indeed, one major philanthropic organiza
tion the Ford Foundation, looms as the 
larg~st single benefactor in Notre Dame's 
127-year history. 

I shall not presume to speak for my fellow 
college and university presidents, although 
I can think of none whom I know person
ally who would favor the foundation tax 
which we are discussing. I would like to say 
a word about how one foundation, the Ford 
Foundation, is helping Notre Dame accom
plish in ten years what normally would have 
required thirty years. With equal force I 
could document what has been accomplished 
on our campus with support from the Rocke
feller Foundation, the Sloan Foundation, 
the Carnegie Corporation, and others. 

Specifically, I shall speak about the Ford 
Foundation's Special Program in Education
perhaps the most magnificent philanthropic 
program in the history of A.llnerican higher 
education-in which a significant number of 
colleges and universities have been helped to 
help themselves through challenging match
ing grants. In the case of Notre Dame, the 
whole vision of what the University might 
be has been startlingly, almost unbelievably, 
altered by two $6 million matching Ford 
Foundation grants. With the incentive of 
these matching grants, between 1960 and 
1966, we were able to double or triple the 
money normally contributed to the Univer
sity. There is no question in my mind that 
this gigantic stride forward was made possi
ble by the matching provision. So, aside from 
what the grants themselves helped under
write--for example, the 13-story Notre Dame 
Memorial Library-they have helped gen
erate many additional millions of dollars 
in support from alumni, from friends, from 
corporations, and even from other founda
tions. 

The best thing about foundation support 
is, of course, that it is project-oriented for 
the most part and encourages a university to 
do new things, to undertake research and 
launch new educational programs that would 
be out of the question if one had to rely on 
operating income or even the gift support of 
alumni and friends. For example, the Car
negie Corporation made a capital grant to 
Notre Dame which underwrote the first na
tional study of Catholic elementary and sec
ondary education in the United States. Sup
port from the Kellogg Foundation has made 
possible a program of continuing educa
tion that has touched the lives of tens of 
thousands involved in more than 300 campus 
conferences each year. 

The aid which the major foundations have 
provided in the years since World War II 
has proved to be a life-line to the independ
ent half of our nation's unique dual, pri
vate/governmental system of higher educa
tion. There is serious question whether the 
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independent sector can persevere and con
tinue to provide an educational alternative. 
With inflation and the spiraling cost of liv
ing threatening to impair the philanthropic 
support of individuals, and with corpora
tions, generally speaking, contributing less 
than 1 per cent of their profits to charitable 
organizations when they are entitled by law 
to contribute up to five percent, the proposed 
tax on foundations--or any general measure 
to end the existence or exemption of founda
tionSl--will have the plain and necessary 
effect of driving our independent colleges 
into the arms of the g-:>vernment at a time 
when many feel there is already too much 
government involvement on the campus. I 
cannot believe that this is a prospect wel
comed by members of this Committee or the 
Congress. 

To state the matter somewhat differently, 
a 712 per cent tax levied on the investment 
income of foundations would, in effect, be 
a tax on Stanford and Johns Hopkins, Van
derbilt and Emory, Notre Dame and Denver 
and, indeed, on all the colleges and universi
ties, great and small, in every part of this 
land, which benefit from the regular and 
substantial support of these foundations. 
It would result in less foundation support 
f'Or the nation's colleges and universities at 
precisely the time when they are experienc
ing a financial crisis and need more. The 
revenue generated by the tax would be of 
little consequence to the government, but 
its collection would have the direct effect of 
reducing the funds normally available to col
leges and universities by a similar e.mount, 
and the indirect effect of a proportional re
duction of the individual contributions 
which these funds stimulate. Furthermore, 
it would seem inevitable, once the precedent 
is set, that the tax would be increased as 
the states and municipalities and future ad
ministrations seek much needed revenues, 
thereby further reducing the funds available 
to colleges and universities. Again I say that 
I cannot believe those results to be accepta
ble to this Committee or the Congress. 

My plea, then, is to legislate against spe
cific abuses which may have been discovered 
in the administration of certain founda
tions-but not to diminish the funds with 
which foundations make their vital con
tribution to the private sector's educational 
system. This is the time for the Congress 
to take steps to encourage even further pri
vate philanthropy to higher education. The 
proposals of which I have spoken would have 
exactly the opposite effect. 

B. FOUNDATIONS AND MEDICAL EDUCATION 

In the field of medical education, too, the 
resources of private foundations have been 
of critical importance. Review of the relevant 
data reveals that foundations provide a con
tinuing flow of funds which, in absolute 
terms, makes significant contributions to 
the training of our doctors, research tech
nicians, nurses, and other medical personnel. 
Even more important, foundation funds 
have been of vital assistance in certain special 
areas of medical education for which it :Qas 
proved difficult or impossible to secure 
support from other sources. 

The Association of American Medical Col
leges conducts an annual survey of all medi
cal schools in the United States to determine 
the sources of their funds and the purposes 
to which the funds are applied. In addition, 
to assist this Committee in its current in
quiry, the Association has conducted a spe
cial canvass of several of the larger medical 
schools to obtain more detailed information 
on the amounts and purposes of foundation 
grants in recent years. 

The data stemming from these investi
gations demonstrate convincingly that, over
all, the contribution of private foundations 
to medical education and medical research 
has been an impressive one. Foundations 
have repeatedly granted funds to medical 
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schools for operating budgets and capital con
struction. Such grants for general purposes, 
however, present only a partial view of the 
importance of foundation support in the 
field of medical education. In several specific 
areas, foundation funds have been of special 
significance. 

Faculty salaries 
While the federal government annually ap

propriates large sums for medical research, 
it has proved exceedingly difficult to obtain 
government support for the maintenance and 
upgrading of medical school faculties. 
Plainly, funds committed to these purposes 
have major bearing upon the quality of 
medical practice and the state of medical 
knowledge throughout the United States. 
Yet, as a dean of the Harvard Medical School 
noted in a recent letter to the Association of 
American Medical Colleges, "We are especially 
dependent on foundations for teaching 
funds since the government has neglected 
this area." 

Specific illustrations abound. In recent 
years the Mellon funds have made substan
tial grants for faculty support and expansion 
at Tulane, Vanderbilt, Northwestern, 
Chicago, Boston University, Brown, Case 
Western Reserve, Columbia, Cornell, Dart
mouth, Duke, Emory, George Washington, 
Harvard, Temple, Tufts, Washington Uni
versity {St. Louis), Yale, Johns Hopkins, Jef
ferson Medical College, Marquette, Pennsyl- . 
vania, Pittsburgh, the University of 
Rochester, the University of Southern Cali
fornia., and Stanford. 

The comments of administrators at several 
of the recipient schools provide insight into 
the importance of the grants: 

"Both the basic sciences and the teaching 
programs have been immeasurably improved 
by the infusion of funds . New appointments 
have been made and the entire faculty 
stabilized." (Tulane.) 

"The grant has proved to be one of the 
most timely and beneficial ones we have 
ever been privileged to receive. It has made 
possible the strengthening of various depart
ments where the need was pressing." (Van
derbilt.) 

"To say that Mellon funds were invaluable 
to Northwestern University Medical SChool 
would be an understatement. They came at 
a time when personnel, particularly in the 
basic sciences, was in very short supply." 
(Northwestern.) 

"The funds have been used to stabilize 
the position of several very promising young 
scientists, att ract new ones, and to start new 
and important areas of teaching and research 
at a tlme when federal funds have become 
overly restrictive." (Johns Hopkins.) 

"The assistance which we have received 
each year from the Mellon funds has enabled 
us to strengthen the faculties of the three 
departments which do most of the teaching 
in the first year of medical sclwol." {Jefferson 
Medical College.) 

"There would be literally no other way 
which faculty expansion and strengthening 
could have been financed." (Boston.) 

"These funds have made it possible to 
bring in people who we would have found 
very difficult to support in any other way." 
{Case Western Reserve.) 

"The grant has made it possible for us to 
maintain academic strength in all of our 
basic science departments." (George Wash
in.glton.) 

The Mellon grants have nat been the only 
ones supporting the improvement of medical 
school faculties. During the period from 
June o! 1962 through June of 1969, the 
Surdna Foundation made grants of $3,300,-
000 to the Harvard Medical School for general 
faculty wpport. Of that total, $2,500,000 
was allocated to a fund which supports full
time faculty members in the base medical 
scienre and clinical departments. Six hun
dred thousand dollars has been used to es
tablish a new professorship in pediatrics. An 
additional $200,000 has been used to com-
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plete funding of a professorship of prevent
ative medicine. The Josiah Macy, Jr., 
Foundation has made annually-increasing 
grants to Washington University (St. Louis), 
Columbia, and Harvard to expand training in 
obstetrics. It has, in addition, established a 
major professorship in obstetrics and gyn
ecology. 

The examples could be multiplied at con
siderable length. Their point, however, should 
be evident: institutions of medical education 
are heavily dependent upon private founda
tions for the resources which support the 
faculties which train the nation's doctors and 
medical research personnel. 

Establishment of new medical schools 
As has been the case with the maintenance 

and improvement of the faculties of existing 
medical schools, in recent years the Federal 
Government has provided little operating 
support for the establishment of new medi
cal schools. Here again, the need has been 
evident, and foundations have acted to close 
the financial gap. Moreover, in this area par
ticularly, their action has carried an impact 
extending well beyond its immediate dollar 
effect; for foundation grants have stimulated 
contributions from a broad variety of other 
sources-both public and private, and often 
many times larger than the original founda
tion grant. In that way, foundation com
mitments have frequently had a plain and 
pronounced multiplier effect. 

The Kellogg Foundation has given $8.4 mil
lion over the past nine years to establish new 
medical schools at the University of Connect
icut, Rutgers Medical School, Brown Uni
versity, the University of Hawall, the Uni
versity of New Mexico, Michigan State, the 
University of Nevada. 

Of the grant to Connecticut, the president 
of the university has said: "The founda
tion authorized a three-year grant to the 
University of Connecticut in the amount of 
$1,037,500 'to support the establishment of 
a school of the basic medical sciences' . . . 
It Is no exaggeration to say that the founda
tion's grant has had an exciting catalytic 
effect upon our progress to date. . . . This 
grant is a classic example of what 'venture 
capital' assistance from a foundation can 
accomplish." 

The business manager of the Rutgers Medi
cal School has commented: "Without the 
stimulus of the foundation, Rutgers Medical 
School would still probably be a dream of the 
future." 

Assistance to medical schools in financial 
difficulty 

The demands upon our medical schools 
nave been particularly great In the past 
several years. Financial pressures have in
creased correspondingly. It is hardly sur
prising, therefore, that a number of schools 
-particularly in the private sector-have 
come very close to financial collapse. Re
peatedly, foundations have made timely 
grants to avert such failures. 

One foundation has provided almost $4,
ooo,ooo over the past five years to 10 schools 
which were experiencing severe fiscal d11H
culties. Included were such schools as 
Creighton University, in Omaha, Nebraska; 
the University of Utah; Meharry Medical 
College, in Nashv111e, Tennessee; and the Uni
versity of Vermont. The dean of one of the 
recipient schools has said: "I should like 
to once again comment on the extraordinary 
value of the ... award to our developing 
School of Medlclne. The award permitted a 
continued growth of the school during an 
exceptionally critical period tn which the 
program was expanding far more rapidly 
than the allocations to the School of Medi
cine from state appropriations. Indeed, I seri
ously question whether the school could have 
avoided a substantial collapse .... " 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Development of new techniques 

If foundation resources have afforded cru
cial support for medical school faculties, the 
establishment of new schools, and the as
sistance of schools in financial d11Hculty, 
they have performed services of at least 
equal value in a different class of endeavor. 
Nowhere have the innovative capacities of 
foundations been more evident than in the 
development of new systems and techniques 
of medical education, improved medical cur
ricula, and new methods of relating medical 
faclllties to the provision of health care for 
our citizens. Here again, reference to par
ticular examples is useful. 

The shape of modern medical education 
owes as much to Abraham Flexner's 1910 
report on the subject as to any other single 
factor. Made possible by a Carnegie grant, 
the Flexner report advocated-and pro
duced-fundamental revisions in a variety 
of facets of our system of developing and 
training doctors. 

In the academic year 1955-1956 the Har
vard Medical School utilized a $1,000,000 grant 
from the Commonwealth Fund to test pio
neering changes in medical curriculum. 
Based upon the knowledge developed in these 
initial experiments, major changes in the 
school's curriculum were adopted two years 
later. The innovations at Harvard were the 
basis for far-reaching changes in curriculum 
at Western Reserv~hanges which were 
supported by the Commonwealth fund, and 
which have had great effects on medical edu
cation across the country. 

Grants to Northwestern University by the 
John and Mary R. Markle Foundation and 
the Commonwealth Fund enabled the school 
to evolve a program which substantially di
minishes the time required for the education 
of doctors. Under this program, Northwestern 
now admits students from high schools who 
are able to obtain M.D. degrees in a total 
of six years. Grants from the Commonwealth 
Fund to Boston University and Johns Hop
kins University permitted the initiation of 
similar programs at those institutions. 

The Rockefeller Foundation and the Macy 
Foundation provided the Harvard Medical 
School with funds to undertake the nation's 
first undergraduate program designed to as
sist members of minor! ty groups to enhance 
their qualifications for graduate study in 
medicine and dentistry. 

The Carnegie Corporation of New York has 
provided three-year funding for teaching, 
research, and administrative programs on the 
economics of health care. 

The Ford, Rockefeller, and Avalon Foun
dations have committed themselves to pro
vide a total of $5,200,000 for the development 
of a unique laboratory studying human re
productive biology in conjunction with the 
existing center for Population Studies at the 
Harvard School for Public Health. Accord
ing to a recent Harvard report, "Together 
these two programs will represent one of the 
nation's primary concentrations of talent and 
competence." 

The Commonwealth Fund and the Surdna 
Foundation have, together, provided funds 
for the creation and operation of a pilot 
university-sponsored community health plan. 
Drawing on the facilities and personnel of the 
university's medical school, the program will 
make comprehensive medical service and 
health care available to the residents of the 
surrounding community. 

Conclusion 
Year after year, foundation dollars a.trord 

vital support for the nation's medical schools. 
In a number CYf respects, they fulfill needs 
tor which there are no other dollars. Fur
ther, by stimulating other support, founda
tion grants often generate resources which
even measured solely in monetary terms
are of far greater magnitude than the origi-

30267 
nal grant. Finally, In at least one area foun
dation support has produced results which 
can only be described as unique; for with
out the creative impetus supplied by founda
tions' experimental projects, their studies of 
system and technique, and their programs 
for change, many of the advances of modern 
medical education simply would not have 
occurred. 

With lncreasing demands being placed on 
the medical schools for an increased produc
tion of health manpower and greater involve
ment in meeting the health service needs of 
the country in the face of ever less adequate 
support from local and federal sources, foun
dations are a critical part of our effort to 
meet the expectations of society for a health
ier life. 

C. FOUNDATIONS AND PUBLIC EDUCATIONAL 
INSTITUTIONS 

Nobody honestly concerned with American 
education condones illegality or irregularity 
in private philanthropy. Hence every repre
sentative of public higher education endorses 
all legislation assuring fairness and equity 
among taxpayers, donors, foundations, their 
institutional beneficiaries, and the govern
ment. 

On the other hand, it is a simple historical 
fact that both established state universities 
and developing public institutions could not 
fulfill their missions without foundation sup
port. Gifts, bequests, special grants under 
the law have enabled such institutions to 
grow, to increase their effectiveness, and to 
serve the whole population. By such means, 
private philanthropy has provided a tremen
dous variety of activities which often can
not be supported by government appropri
ations. 

Thus foundat~ons have encouraged innova
tion and experiment. 

They have initiated creative work and kept 
it alive. 

They have made possible new departures 
in multi-disciplinary study and research. 

They have brought public and private in
stitutions into practical cooperation. 

They have broadened and strengthened 
activity aimed at the common welfare. 

Drawn from the Southwest alone, the fol
lowing examples are typical of thousands of 
similar projects in the United States. Each 
is recent. Each has the vitality to assure later 
effectiveness. 

Innovation and experiment 
In Texas, private foundations have brought 

engineering and medical schools to join in 
studies of the individual and his environ
ment; numerous academic departments and 
business organizations to experiment with 
problems as different as beef production and 
mineral recovery; inventive skills and con
sumer needs; biological, mathematical, and 
space research opening new perspective on 
geophysics, the world and the solar system. 

Oreative work 
By gifts of art and libraries, by support of 

humanities centers and the individuals work
ing in them, foundations have brought to life 
creative work, which has involved both whole 
communities and smaller groups concerned 
with painting, music, and the theater, as well 
as general studies. 

Interdisciplinary study 
Private foundation gifts and grants have 

helped the scientific linguist and the class
room teacher to overcome the disadvantage 
of students with language handicaps; the 
biologist and the oceanographer to establish 
new methods in marine medicine; the engi
neer and the journalist to take a.dvantage of 
modern communication; the computer sci
entist and scholars in a dozen fields to speed 
the acquisition and disseminaton of knowl-
edge. 



30268 
Public and private institutions 

In one state alone, more than thirty joint 
progrMUs between priVla.tely-endowed and 
tax-assisted institutions have ranged from 
the single classroom to the whole region. 

Common welfare 
Where taxes were unavailable, private 

foundations have made possible the initial 
operation of two medical schools and con
tinuing programs of a major teaching hos
pital. Without foundation grants, the Ander
son Hospital and Tumor Institute, host to 
the next International Congress on Cancer, 
could not have begun its work or maintained 
its distinction. 

Immediate benefits of such programs ere 
manifest. Taxpayers have been saved money; 
they have also been given benefits which 
taxes could not provide. Still more important, 
however, is the fact that in every such phase 
of higher education, the university ha.s been 
assisted in getting ready for the future. In 
that future, it is not the eminence of an in
stitution which is at stake. It is the people's 
interest. 

By relatively small sums afforded through 
tax relief this future prospect can be assisted. 
By depriving foundations of those funds-as 
the proposed tax would do--that prospect 
would be diminished or denied. In all insti
tutions which are "public" in the broadest 
and truest sense, the present system of tax 
relief is essential to a base of planning now 
more than half a centry old. To shut off or 
cut down that relatively modest independent 
funding would close innumerable doors on 
future eduoational progress. 
D. THE SOUTH: FOUNDATIONS AND EDUCATION 

This country desperately needs a strategy 
for expanding legitimate philanthropy as a 
vital component of free enterprise-and of 
the private-public balance in American life
not a precedent for reducing philanthropY' 
througlh taxation or excessive regulation. If 
it is the will of Congress to equalize educa
tional opportunity, then Congress should en
courage and facilitate the work of reputable 
philanthropic foundations. Such encourage
ment is particularly important in the South. 

The South lacks resources with which to 
provide adequate educational opportunity for 
its people. The entire nation has suffered as 
a consequence. But the gap between the 
South and other regions would be much 
wider except for the investment by national 
and regional philanthropic fOundations in the 
development of human resources. 

Any reduction in foundation support 
would be adversely felt in the South, with its 
huge number of children to educate and 
the fewest public dollars with which to do 
the job. Mississippi, which in proportion to 
income makes a greater per capita educa
tional effort th!a.n any other state, spent only 
$364 per pupil in public schools in 1967-68 
compared to New York State's $1,024. If ther 
South is ever to catch up, it needs more 
private philanthropy-not less. 

Economic limitations have prevented most 
Southern educational institutions from hav
ing enough funds for operation; they have 
fallen far short of having enough funds for 
innovation, experimentation, and improve
ment. 

All educational institutions serve best 
when they are strong, venturesome and self
renewing. Consistently, ever since the Civil 
War, when we Southerners have had an edu
cational problem requiring an innovative ap
proach, we have sought and often received 
foundation support to test our idea, to 
demonstrate a new approach, or to finance 
needed research and programs. A substantial 
flow of money from large national founda
tions, along with our own regional philan
thropies, continues to be essential to educa
tion in the South. 

What would be the difference if a reduc-
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tion of available foundation dollars were 
brought about through taxation? 

1. It would tend to discourage new philan
thropy just at the time when the South's 
improving economy is developing indigen
ous private wealth that t.s increasingly flow
ing back to the public through local philan
thropy. 

2. It would have serious impact upon at 
least two or three hundred key Southern 
colleges and universities--public and pri
vate-that look to foundations as their 
"margin for excellence," plus a number of 
smaller, weaker colleges facing deficits for 
the first time this past year. To them foun
dation grants are crucial. 

Vanderbilt University's rise to national 
stature results substantially from founda
tion grants that stimulated local effort. Em
ory's great medical center could not have 
functioned well without Woodru1f Founda
tion money to cover its deficits. As recently 
as August 22, the Kresge Foundation gave 
$1,500,000 to Meharry Medical College in 
Nashville for a badly needed library. This 
college-which has educated approximately 
half the Negro physicians in the United 
States-has been literally saved by founda
tion grants in the past decade. 

Strategic grants are helping our colleges 
predoininantly serving black students to im
prove their curricula, to develop their staffs, 
and thereby to move into the mainstream. 
The Carnegie I'Jorporation of New York has 
underwritten one of these programs over a 
5-year period and the Danforth Foundation 
committed $5,000,000 over seven years to sus
tain the Southern Fellowships Fund. 

3. Reducing foundation funds would cur
taU the only money we can get with long
term cominitments sufficient to stay with 
projects and evaluate their results. For in
stance, over the past five years the cities of 
New Orleans, Atlanta, Nashville, Huntsville 
(Alabama), and Durham (North Carolina), 
have received approximately $3,000,000 each 
from the Ford Foundation as "see money" 
for a world of educational improvements. 
In Nashville the first public kindergartens 
were started with new ways of teaching 
young children. In New Orleans, schools were 
designated to show what can be accom
plished when resources and fiexibility to 
teach individuals are combined. In Durham, 
research of enormous value about infant 
and very early child behavior and learn.ing 
was conducted. In Atlanta, better ways to 
prepare teachers were discovered. At Hunts
vme, because of new programs started with 
foundation funds, that city's school system 
was recently chosen for participation in a 
major national educational program. 

4. The Kellogg Foundation has done much 
to enrich life in Georgia through the crea
tion of a dynamic continuing education cen
ter at the University of Georgia. The value 
of this program is incalculable, and it would 
not have been initiated without foundation 
funds. 

5. Taxing foundation resources would re
duce one of the chief means of attack on the 
problems of disadvantaged people in pov
erty-stricken rural areas. For instance, the 
Danforth Foundation has underwritten 
three pilot projects in ' rural counties of 
Florida, Georgia, and Tennessee for a 5-year 
interval in the amount of $1,350,000. These 
counties-Wheeler, Ovel"ton, and Wewa
hitchka-would never have seen their edu
cational potentiality for something better 
without foundation funds to show how 
teaching and learning can be improved with 
very few dollars. 

6. Project Opportunity, operating in Ala
bama, Georgi.a., Kentucky, Louisiana, Miss1s
sippi, North Carolina, Tennessee, and Vir
ginia, is already identifying, motivating, and 
propelling toward college and fulfillment of 
their highest potentiality 3,000 bright, aca
demlca,lly talented high school youngsters 
whose record of poverty and deprivation was 
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pressing them into unproductive lives as 
public liabilities. This dramatic reversal, 
achieved largely through a system of test
ing and counselling, is producing construc
tive citizens who will, in turn, pay taxes. Ford 
and Danforth Foundations have invested ap
proximately $2,000,000 in this joint effort by 
eleven colleges, the College Entrance Exami
nation Board, and the Southern Associa
tion cxf Colle~ and Schools. Dividends to the 
nation can be many times the money spent 
in the discovery and motivation of these 
young people. It would be a human tragedy 
of serious dimension to deny 7Y:z per cent, 
or any, of these youngsters their chance to 
succeed. 

7. Regional foundations such as Z. Sinith 
Reynolds, Mary Reynolds Babcock, WOOdruff, 
Rich, oallaway, Stern, and the strategic 
Southern Education Foundat.ion make an im
portant dtiference in life in the South. They 
are taking a keen interest in elementary and 
secondary schools, and the aggregate of their 
support is a vital factor in the "growing edge" 
in Southern education. The public kinder
garten movement in the South was 1nit1ally 
fueled by foundations, as were many experi
ments on individualized instruction. 

8. Especially in a time of escalating costs 
and inadequate tax revenues at the state and 
local levels, it would seem unwise to reduce 
educational resources of the kind used for 
stimulus of local effort, for matching pur
poses (required in many federal programs), 
and for the kinds of innovation and long
term search for solutions to problems for 
which public funds are insufficient. 

9. In a dozen Southern cities, fine arts and 
music flourish precisely because of founda
tion support for our symphony orchestras, 
art museums, and concert halls. Without the 
help of national and local foundations, our 
cities would lose major cultural advantages. 

The philanthropy of foundations operating 
in the South has been accomplished with 
competence, wisdom, and freedom to operate 
professionally once grants were made. Be
cause these agencies have traditionally 
worked quietly, without fanfare, the Ameri
can public is not fully aware of their great 
contribution. Thus it is necessary for those 
of us who live close to Southern education 
and who dream of its future to speak up and 
state how strongly we feel about our vul
nerability to any change in public policy 
that--like the proposed tax on founda· 
tions--owould liinit the fiow of private funds 
for education. 

SUMMARY OF STATEMENT OF THEODORE M. 
HESBURGH 

Representatives of a broad variety of 
institutions which derive support from 
foundations-including private colleges and 
universities, state and municipal universities, 
medical schools, and educational institutions 
in the South-are seriously concerned about 
two legislative proposals affecting private 
foundations. One, incorporated in the House 
tax b1ll, would impose a 7Y:z percent tax on 
foundation investment income. The other
not included in the House bill, but recom
mended by some critics of foundations
would terminate the existence or tax exemp
tion of all foundations after a period of years. 

The first of these measures would diminish 
the current funds with which foundations 
carry on their work-and with which they 
support the work of other charitable and ed
ucational institutions-by at least $65,000,
ooo a year. The second would, over time, have 
even more drastic effects upon foundation 
functions. Because the accomplishments of 
private foundations have been of immense 
value to American society and, specifically, 
to the institutions which receive their finan
cial support, representatJ.ves of those institu
tions strongly oppose both the proposals. 

Review of the accomplishments of the 
foundations in several areas demonstrates 
the undesirable consequences which the pro
posals would have. 
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Foundations and private universities 
Through a. system of matching grants, the 

Ford Foundation's Special Program in Educa
tion has s·timulated many colleges and uni
versities to develop resources considerably in 
excess of the original grants. The Rockefeller 
Pounda.tion, the Sloan Founda.tion, the 
Carnegie Foundation and many others have 
also made major contributions to our private 
ed uca. tiona! system. 

Without suc>h assistance, there is serious 
question whether the independent sector of 
our dual, private/governmental system of 
higher education can survive. Yet a. tax on 
foundation income would bring a major re
duction of that assistance. 

Congress should, then, legislate against any 
specific abuses in which certain foundations 
have become involved-but should take care 
not to diminish the funds With which foun
dations make their vital contribution to the 
private educational system. 

Foundations and medical education 
In the field of medical education, too, the 

resources of private foundations have been 
of critical importance. They provide a. con
tinuing flow of support which, in absolute 
terms, contributes substantially to the tra1n
i1ng of our doctors, research technicians, 
nurses and other medical personnel. Even 
m.ore important, foundation funds have been 
of vital assistance in special a.reas of medical 
education for which it has proved ditlicult 
or impossible to obtain support from other 
sources. 

Foundation support is, for example, of 
particular importance in sustaining and im
proving medical school faculties; in estab
lishing new medical schools; in assisting 
schools which experience financial ditlicul
ties; and in developing new techniques of 
medical education, new curricula, and new 
methods of relating medical facilities to the 
provision of health care for our citizens. 

Foundations and public educational 
institutions 

Foundations have also afforded key sup
port to state and municipal colleges and 
universities. In the Southwest, for example, 
they have enabled such institutions to ex
periment with problems as diverse as beef 
production and mineral recovery; to study 
inventive skills and consumer needs; to as
sist linguists and teachers to overcome lan
guage handicaps; and to develop new tech
niques of modern communication for en
gineers and journalists. 

The South: Foundations and education 
The South, with an enormous burden of 

children to educate and fewer dollars to do 
the job than any other region, is especially 
vulnerable to any change in public policy 
that would limit the flow of private funds 
for education and make equalization of edu
cational opportunity more ditlicult. Philan
thropic foundations provide a critical mar
gin-either for excellence or for survival
In many Southern educational institutions. 

The South's growing economy is beginning 
to produce indigenous wealth and a new 
surge of local philanthropic interest in edu
cation. Taxation or undue regulation of le
gitimate foundations wm discourage this de
velopment at a crucial time. 

Educational improvement, innovation, 
pioneering projects, and needed research 
funded by national and local foundations 
are helping the South ca.tch up with the 
rest of the nation. Important new public 
kindergarten programs and continuing edu
cation are two products of foundation sup
port. 

Efforts to transform talented but under
privlleged youth from public 11ab111ties to 
productive, educated citizens provide further 
dramatic evidence of the dividends accru
able from strategic foundation investm.ent 
in human development. 
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MORATORIUM 

HON. BOB WILSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. BOB WILSON. Mr. Speaker, the 
so-called moratorium and its spokesmen 
have arrogated to themselves the right to 
speak on behalf of the Americans fight
ing in Vietnam and oo parade around 
with the names of those who have fallen 
in battle. The time has come to allow our 
fighting men to speak for themselves. 
The moratorium will find a lot of dissent 
among Americans in Vietnam against the 
attempt to undermine the cause for 
which over 45,000 Amerlcans have died. 

I wish oo invite attention of this House, 
Mr. Speaker, to a report on what our men 
in Vietnam are saying aibout the mora
torium. It is their lives which are on the 
line. A Scripps-Howard dispatch from 
Saigon published October 14, 1969, in the 
Washington Dally News, quoted an 
American soldier. He said: 

I'm tired of hearing what politicians who 
sound like Ha-noi demand, what well-mean
ing but amfully uninformed students de
mand, what ivory-tower doves who wouldn't 
dirty their hands over here demand. I am 
weary of hearing how much Sen. Fulbright 
wa.nts out. We all want out. 

He added: 
We all protest the war. We all want peace. 

But not by saying: "Here, Hanoi, take 17 
milllon people. We'll pretend we were never 
involved. We quit." 

Correspondent Don Tate reported 
that many soldiers in Vietnam "have 
become antiwar in the truest sense, but 
they have also become resolutely anti
bugout." 

I include the Saigon dispatch in the 
REcoRD so that my colleagues may be 
informed of dissent from another 
quarter: 
"OTHEn WAR" IN UNITED STATES RILES GI'S 

(By Don Tate) 
SAIGON.-As tomorrow's war "mora.torium" 

will demonstrate, there are two Vietnam 
wars-the one Americans fight in Vietnam, 
and the one Americans fight in the U.S. 
Observers here say the decisive battleground 
is in the U.S. 

They point out that short of a highly suc
cessful Communist offensive, which is ex
tremely unlikely, or a dramatic allied strategy 
change, such as renewed bombing of North 
Vietnam, the killing war in South Vietnam is 
apt to rock along in its fight-lull fight rhy
thm much as it has been, at least until 
many more U.S. troops are withdrawn. 

Meanwhile, the war to win American pub
He opinion and, particularly, the mind of 
Richard M. Nixon, is waxing hotter. What 
happens in the U.S. will determine what 
happens here. As the President warns Amer
icans not to buckle and run, protesters pre
pare to hit the streets, many of them de
manding immediate, unilateral withdrawal 
of a.ll American troops. That translates here 
as "bugout." 

GI DISDAIN "BUGOUT" 
It was difficult to find an American soldier 

here who wants to leave Vietnam that way, 
or as one GI put it, "with our tails drag
ging." It is d1tlicult to find one--even among 
those most disgusted with the war-who 
wishes simply to abandon the South VIet
namese to a Communist bloodbath. 
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It is ditlicult to find one who thinks the 

value of the American word would be worth 
a dime anywhere in the world 1! they did, 
or that a hum111ating U.S. defeat by a blus
tering Communist midget would do anybody 
but the Communists any good. 

These consequences are apparent to most 
Americans here, and they are not acceptable. 
It is largely a matter of national backbone. 
Most express hope that President Nixon 
sticks to seeking a reasonable solution to the 
war. 

There are, of course, many critics of war 
critics here. They charge that a number of 
war critics in the U.S. are using the same 
tactics Hanoi has shown-the more you give 
them the more they demand, and they both 
demand total, immediate and unconditional 
everything. 

In the two wars--one group of Americans 
is convinced of the rightness and necessity 
of bringing this bitter war to a conclusion 
by presenting a united front to Hanoi, the 
other protesting group is more or less con
vinced the only way out of Vietnam is to 
get out fast regardless of consequences. 

MYSTERY IN VIETNAM 
There is often the feeling here that the 

war is only a. secondary feature to the show 
of exposed nerves going on in the U.S. What 
the war has done to the U.S. is the biggest 
mystery of all here. 

"It seems like any American who ever 
wanted to protest anything has found his 
cause in the Vietnam war", one veteran an
alyst contends, "and yet 95 per. cent of them 
have sutfered little direct personal hardship 
because Of the war. 

"You hear so much of the war-weary 
American, and how exhausted he is by the 
war. Yet this exhaustion of the mightiest 
power on earth is a relative thing. It hasn't 
been bombed, or invaded, or lived under the 
Communists a single day. It's manpower loss 
has been a. drop in the bucket compared to 
that of either North or SOuth Vietnam, and 
its suffering has been a thousand times less. 
Many Americans would hardly know the war 
was going on if it wasn't !or newspapers and 
TV. Suppose Americans had to face what 
the South Vietnamese people have yet to 
face? American's exhaustion is a self
induced state of mind, composed mostly of 
confusion." 

One rankled American, with invested years 
and effort in Vietnam, condemned some of 
the ra.ntingest protesters as the "most con
fused of all." 

WEARY 01' "POPPING OFF, 

"Soldiers do the dying," he said, "and these 
others do the popping otf. I'm tired of hearing 
these so-sure people who haven't shed a nose
bleed in this war scream pig this and obscene 
that and run around protesting tor the hell 
of it. 

"I'm tired of hearing what politicians who 
sound like Hanoi radio demand, what well
meaning but awfully uninformed students 
demand, what ivory-tower doves who 
wouldn't dirty their hands over here demand. 
I'm weary of hearing how much Sen. ( J. Wil
liam) Fulbright, D., Ark. wants out. We all 
want out. We all protest the war. We all want 
peace. But not by saying: 'Here Hanoi, te.ke 
17 million people. We'll pretend we were 
never involved. We quit.'" 

Many here feel that some of the protesters 
would do well to focus their moral wrath less 
on President Nixon and more on the Com
munists. 

It is the Communists, they stress, who are 
lt1111ng Americans. It is the Communists who 
butchered, as a matter of policy, the civilians 
of Hue and so many other places, and it is 
the Communists who will murder method
ically thousands more Vietnamese if the U.S. 
totally, immediately and unconditionally 
abandons them, as many protesters advocate. 

To Americans who have put in their time 
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here, it is not good enough to dismiss blandly 
such realities with an: "Oh, well, it is up to 
the Vietnamese to work out their own prob
lems." 

Many here, eyewitnesses to the war, have 
become anti-war in the truest sense, but they 
have also become resolutely anti-bugout. 

THE UNITED METHODIST CHURCH 
TAKES NOTE OF THE WORLD POP
ULATION CRISIS 

HON. RALPH YARBOROUGH 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
we all know that the population of the 
world is projected to increase from 3 to 
7 billion by the year 2,000. We are now 
confronted with a population crisis. 

This crisis is interwoven in and a sub
stantial cause of the pollution crisis and 
food crisis which are now beginning to 
become ominously apparent to all 
·nations. 

Recently I introduced Senate Joint 
Resolution 156, to establish an Inter
agency Commission on the Human En
vironment. This commission has the spe
cific duty of planning for the U.S. 
participation in the 1972 U.N. Confer
ence on World Pollution. 

Man is becoming increasingly aware of 
the fact that unless he is able to bring 
the population explosion under control, 
pollution and food shortages are going 
to become critical. 

Therefore, I was pleased to see the em
phasis being placed upon the population 
issue by the Board of Christian Social 
Concerns of the United Methodist 
Church. It has designated "This Crowded 
World" as the theme for World Order 
Sunday, which is October 19, 1969. I have 
a letter from Herman Will, Jr., associate 
general secretary, Board of Christian 
Social Concerns, dated August 1969, re
lating why the United Methodist Church 
set the population issue as the theme of 
their World Order Sunday. I also have 
a leaflet which was enclosed with the 
letter. It discusses in detail "this crowded 
world" and the tremendous problems 
which have been generated by the pop
ulation explosion. The letter and leaflet 
are worthy of the attention of my col
leagues and I ask unanimous consent 
that both be printed in the Extensions of 
Remarks. 

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

AUGUST 1969. 
DEAR PAsToR: "This Crowded World" is 

the theme for World Order Sunday, October 
19, 1969. The pressures of rapidly increasing 
population have made many of the problems 
of the world-hunger, poverty, ignorance, 
pollution, crime--more desperate. Christians 
should take the lead in shaping policies for 
dealing with the crisis created by the surging 
numbers of humanity. 

World Order Sunday comes near United 
Nations Day (October 24). Our theme is ap
propriate to the observance of both, for this 
subject is one of prime concern to the U.N. 
U Thant has stated that "the most urgent 
conflict confronting the world today is not 
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between nations or ideologies, but between 
the pace of growth of the human race and 
the insufficient increase in resources needed 
to support mankind in peace, prosperity and 
dignity." 

We have prepared special materials to carry 
the message of "This Crowded World" and 
are enclosing samples for your use and for 
sharing with your Christian Social Concerns 
Work Area Chairman. We have also developed 
an action/discussion packet containing ad
ditional resources and suggestions for ways 
to follow up on the interest the World Order 
Sunday literature has stimulated. 

We are besieged these days by problems 
labeled "urgent," but the crisis of explosive 
population growth with its attendant ills is 
truly one we cannot evade or postpone. Let 
us use this special day to affirm that we are 
ready, with God's guidance, to make the 
necessary decisions as a matter of Christian 
responsibility. 

Sincerely yours, 
HERMAN Wn.L, Jr., 

Associate General Secretary, Board of 
Christian Social Concerns, The United 
Methodist Church. 

THIS CROWDED WoRLD 
People, people all over the place. Bumper to 

bumper in the streets. Elbow to elbow in the 
parks and on the beaches. Where did they 
all come from? 

At the beginning of history, it is estimated, 
man's numbers were growing at the rate of 
2 percent every thousand years. Now the 
world's population is growing at a rate of 
2 percent every single year! This fantastic 
change was not caused by each mother hav
ing more children but by the fact that more 
and more of those born survived to grow up 
and have children of their own-a process 
which continues to accelerate. 

Famine and plague used to occur often 
enough to be accepted as a natural part of 
life and were highly efficient population con
trols. For instance, perhaps one-fourth of 
the European population died of the Black 
Plague in the fourteenth century. Now mod
ern miracles of medicine and technology 
have eliminated many such natural controls, 
and population is soaring. 

The 2 percent annual growth rate produces 
a doubling of the population every 35 years. 
Many of the less developed nations actually 
have higher growth rates of 3 and 3¥2 per
cent which means a doubling in 20 to 24 
years. For example Mexico, with a. current 
population of around 50 million growing by 
3¥2 percent a year, would have 100 million 
people in 20 years, 200 milllon in 40 years, 
and in 124 years would have a population ex
ceeding the present number of people in the 
entire world! 

MORE PEOPLE, LESS PROGRESS 

The effect of such pressures in many less 
developed nations is that, in spite of all ef
forts to expand their economies and raise the 
living standards of their peoples, the rise 
in gross national product is to a large extent 
eaten up simply by the basic needs of grow
ing numbers. 

Such countries can build thousands of 
schools only to see even more children than 
before still waiting outside. They build 
houses by the scores of thousands, only to 
see the millions living in poverty-ridden 
slums grow in number every year. New in
dustries are established, but stlll more peo
ple stand unemployed, hungry, hopeless 
every day. 

New seeds and techniques in food produc
tion give us only a temporary victory in the 
struggle to feed all humanity. Better food, 
more food, means more babies wlll survive 
and grow up--to have in turn more babies 
demanding still more food. 

SOme think the struggle is already lost. 
Dr. Paul Ehrlich, Stanford biologist, writes 
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that, sometime before 1985, " ... the world 
will undergo vast famines. Hundreds of mil
lions of people are going to starve to death. 
That is, they will starve unless plague, ther
monuclear war or some other agent kilL~ 
them first." 

THREAT TO ENVIRONMENT 

Furthermore, the all-out concentration on 
raising more food can wreak additional dam
age on the environment by upsetting the 
balance of nature. We increase the threat to 
survival by heavy use of pesticides and other 
chemicals which pollute our streams, linger 
in living tissues, and cause the extinction 
of wild-life species. The pollutants we pour 
into the air not only harm man's health di
rectly, but also may change atmospheric con
ditions dangerously. Increased population 
pressures can only worsen environmental 
problems. 

Our own population, though growing more 
slowly than the less developed nations, will 
double in 70 years. Think of our deteriorating 
transportation situation, our inability to 
solve pr~blezn:> of waste disposal, our noisy, 
dirty, cnme-ndden cities. Are we confident 
we can make urban living bearable for twice 
the present numbers or for four times more? 

Looking beyond our borders, how will we 
deal with political and military problems as 
desperate, starving masses press around us? 
What will be the moral effect of living in rel
ative comfort while countless millions of our 
brothers are dehumanized by suffering, with 
their anguish spread on television screens? 

TOWARD CEILING ZERO 

Population growth results from excess of 
births over deaths. The choice before us is 
absolutely clear. Either we find and use the 
means to halt population growth or the re
lentless forces of famine, war, and pestilence 
wlll do the controlling by raising the death 
rate. 

In the face of this crisis, only a handful of 
governments as yet have programs definitely 
designed to affect the rate of population 
growth. This whole effort is so new to man 
that we do not yet know what will succeed. 

As a case in point, at the start of India's 
family-planning program, the Indian popula
tion growth rate was around 1.3 percent a. 
year, with a population of some 370 million. 
But, after 16 years, the growth rate had 
reached 2.6 percent a. year, and population 
had grown to over 500 milllon despite the 
program. 

Family-planning services should be made 
universally available as quickly as possble. 
We already have enough experience in this 
area., however, to see that far more than fam
ily planning is needed. It is imperative that 
a. major effort be made to find out precisely 
what is required. Then society must have 
the courage to adopt the necessary measures 
to move as rapidly as possible toward a zero 
growth rate in population. 

QUANTITY VERSUS QUALITY OF LIFE 

At the thought of this, something in the 
Christian conscience immediately rebels at 
involving in political decision-making the 
connection between the most intimate love 
relationship and the birth of a new life. And 
yet the birth of new life is not merely a 
private concern. Every birth affects the whole 
community. 

Clearly we do not have a responsibility to 
bring into existence as many new lives as pos
sible. For every baby born, countless billions 
of genetic possibilities never come into being. 
The quality of human life should be an im
portant moral regulator of the quantity of 
human lives. Can we assume that individual 
famllles will understand· and face up to the 
grave dangers in the present runaway growth 
of man's numbers? Can we depend on private 
decision and voluntary control to limit child
bearing in each family to two? 
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Under present circumstances, the answer 

would appear to be "no". Studies have shown 
that women around the world want an aver
age of three to five children. So, if all couples 
had only the children they wanted and 
modern life-saving medicine were available 
to all, population pressures against our 
limited resources would continue to grow. 

To save ourselves from the fiood, therefore, 
we must accept the principle that quality is 
more important than quantity of life. We 
must be prepared to act within society to en
sure a population level which makes possible 
a healthy environment and enough food and 
space for all. 

OUR CHRISTIAN RESPONSIBILITY 

Christians, as disciples of the Lord of Life, 
should take a serious, prayerful, and vigorous 
lead in thinking through the tough questions 
involved in restraining the quantity of life 
so as to increase the quality of life--indeed in 
many cases to preserve life at all. 

What sort of economic inducements, politi
cal incentives, and educational programs can 
we adopt to encourage the two-child family? 
Can that goal be reached Without alloWing 
people the full rights of sterilization and 
abortion? Can society bring about cultural 
changes which would lower the birth rate, 
such as marriage at an older age or in
creased status for unmarried women? Are we 
willing now to see more research funds for 
studies of population regulation including 
contraceptive methods than for medical 
studies to lower the death rates? 

What sort of in:fiuence do we think it right 
to bring to bear on other nations to encour
age them to lower their population growth 
rates? How can we decide what is the opti
mum population for our nation, for the 
world? 

These are incredibly complex questions, but 
we do not have much time to debate them. 
The unparalleled prosperity of our own na
tion gives us special responsib111ty before 
God. Let us act now, that children may not 
be a curse, born to suffering and despair, 
but rather still be the blessed fruit of love 
and the hope of mankind. 

ON ESTABLISHMENT OF THE U.S. 
PEACE ACADEMY 

HON. CHARLES A. VANIK 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, it is with a 
great deal of pride that I call the atten
tion of the House to a speech made re
cently by Thomas C. Westropp of my 
congressional district. Mr. Westropp has 
valiantly fought for betterment of our 
community by actively supporting vitally 
needed housing projects. In conjunction 
with the diocese of Greater Cleveland 
and under the patronage of the bishop 
of the Catholic diocese, his Excellency 
Clarence Issenmann, Mr. Westropp has 
pioneered support for community based, 
soundly financed low- and moderate-cost 
housing. 

Mr. Westropp also addressed himself 
to the vital concern he has always had 
for the establishment of a meaningful 
peace in the world as well as our own 
Nation and its cities. I was so impressed 
with the section of Mr. Westropp's speech 
dealing with the need for the establish
ment of an academy for peace which 
would train people in the complicated 
nature of establishing and keeping the 
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peace that I have introduced a bill in 
the House of Representatives to establish 
such an academy. 

As Mr. Westropp so rightly points out, 
we are fully prepared to wage war, but 
almost totally incapable of establishing 
and maintaining a lasting peace. Further, 
it has become clear that there are few 
avenues available to our Nation to train 
personnel in the methods which must 
be developed to carry forward an active 
program for peace. An academy such as 
I have today proposed would seek out 
the best talents in our land, and provide 
these young people with educational op
portunity in this very special and sensi
tive field. This would significantly com
plement our existing highly intense 
training program for diplomats and allow 
many, who take that first step further, 
training for this specialized work. 

I wish to include a complete text of 
Mr. Westropp's remarks which I com
mend to the attention of every Member 
of this House. The speech and the pro
posal are as follows: 

THE TRUTH ABOUT !NVLATION 

(By Thomas C. Westropp) 
It's a real pleasure for me to meet with 

members of the American Business Women's 
Association, and I thank the Port of Cleve
land Chapter for inviting me to speak here 
tonight. It gives me the opportunity to make 
some comment on women in business. . . . 

I think it's fair to guess that nowhere in 
this city--<>r perhaps in any city-is there a 
businessman who has greater esteem for 
business women than I do. 

May I boast that I feel somewhat more 
qualified than most in this respect. I've ac
quired this insight from experience in a 
rather unique business organization-a fi
nancial institution which owes much of its 
success to the talents of business women at 
every level, including key executive jobs. 

However, I note that some of you have 
invited male bosses as your guests tonight. 
I must concede that their presence here in
dicates they, too, recognize felninine con
tributions to the vitality of American Busi
ness. Apparently they share my great regard 
for the American Business Woman. 

So here we are-business men and business 
women. And what do business people talk 
about when they get together? Business, of 
course. 

And what topic is uppermost in business 
talk these days? A one-word subject. Infia
tion. In:fiatlon-and can It be stopped now! 

"Intlation" has been a bad word for years. 
Suddenly It has become a panic word. 

We've been worrying about "creeping in
fiation" since the end of World War II. Then 
why the great alarm now? . . . 

Simply because infiation has stopped 
creeping-and started leaping I It is leaping 
high enough, and fast enough, so that our 
ab111ty to out-run it is in serious doubt. 

. . . If this leaping monster, in:fiation, 
would confine itself to chasing rich business
men around the block, I suppose the Great 
American Public Inight just sit back and 
enjoy the spectacle. 

Unfortunately---or perhaps fortunately, 
depending on your point of view-the mon
ster wants to swallow everybody. 

It's true that in:fiation is vegetarian; it's 
no people-eater. But it does consume green 
stuff-paper money-with endless appetite. 
And since money is the life blood of our 
economy, the assault on the dollar can be
come a maJtter of national life or death. 

Since the end of World War II, half the 
value of the dollar has been eaten away by 
inflation. 

Just last month Treasury Secretary David 
M. Kennedy predicted that unless infiation 
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is checked, by 1980 what's left of our dollar 
will again be diminished by one-half! 

And a twenty-five cent dollar is nothing to 
contemplate with joy ... 

There can be little doubt that Should in:fia
tion continue at its recent 6 or 7% rate of 
growth, the bubble mus"t burst. 

The economists say the ultimate result of 
continued inflation would be "a serious re
cession" sometime during the 1970's. Econo
Inists like to use cautious language. They 
hesitate to say "depression." But sometimes 
we have to call things by the name they 
deserve, in order to grasp their implications. 

If another Great Depression should occur, 
what would happen in our troubled cit1es? 
... What chaos would there be throughout 
the world? 

It's not a pleasing prospect, or one tha-t 
any of us would care to Witness, let alone 
endure. 

Yet, what can you or I possibly do to com
bat inflation, and prevent the depression 
which ultimately would follow? 

The first thing all Americans must do is 
recognize that a very grave danger con
fronts us. 

Next, we must identify the true causes of 
this "intolerable infia.tion," as secretary 
Kennedy calls it. 

Then when we know what these causes 
really are, we can let our lawmakers and 
officials know what we want done . . . And 
I'm convinced it will be essential for the 
people to make their will known. 

And so tonight I would like to suggest to 
you what, in my judgment, is the source of 
"intolerable inflation." I'd like to examine 
with you how the problem is being handled 
now, and what other steps ought to be 
taken ... 

What's causing infiation? Too muoh em
ployment? High wages? Taxes too low--<>r 
high? Welfare spending? Or, perhap6, war in 
Vietnam? 

People disagree on who or what's to blame, 
but we can agree on what has happened 
since the end of World War II. 

We know that income has been going up, 
and prices even higher. While this has been 
rough on many Americans-retired folks, the 
unemployed, the underemployed-most of us 
have been earning enough to pay higher 
prices. More Wives have been working to 
supplement family income--<>ne out of 
three, in fact. And more people hold two 
jobs, to beat the money squeeze. 

So intlation hasn't been "intolerable"-un
tll 1965, and escalation in Vietnam. 

Then something wild happened. Inflation 
leaped, prices soared, wage demands in
oreased, to compensate for the preposterous 
prices. And a message got across: there was 
no place to go but "up." An intlatlonary psy
chology grasped business and consumers 
alike: "Buy now. Build now. Invest now. 
Next year it'll cost even more." The stock 
market sta.rted fiying. Normally sensible sav
ers looked for go-go equities and a pot of 
gold-not some year, but next week. 

Just a coincidence that Vietnam escalation 
and in:fiation escalation occurred simultane
ously? Maybe so. 

One thing is clear: the government added 
fuel to the tires of intlati.on by avoiding pay
as-you-go financing for the Vietnam War. 

Instead of raising taxes, the government 
relied on the Federal Reserve System to 
create bank reserves and the money to 
finance the war. After all, this was the moot 
unpopular WSJr in our national history. If the 
people Inight be willing to pay the cost in 
blood, it would be asking too much to add
just then-the cost in dollars. 

It wasn't until three years a.fter escalation 
in Vietnam that COngress raised taxes-part
ly to help pay the staggering cost of the 
fighting-and partly to "cool" the economy. 

The phllosophy seem.ed to be this: by put
ting a heavier burden of tax&tlon on John 
and Jane Doe, the lower-income and middle-
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income mass of American consumers--pur
chasing power would be cut and inflation 
would be controlled. 

It didn't work. 
The fact that it didn't work proves one of 

two things: 
Either the avera.ge American still has too 

much money to spend, 
Or, consumer buying isn't the critical fac

tor in inflation, after all. And if not, what 
is? ... 

The government, and most economists, for 
that matter, accept the theory that there 
has been too much money, too much spend
ing by consumers. 

In December of last year, the Federal Re
serve Board took action and effected a "tight 
money" policy. Conservative economists are 
pleased with the course of action. They say 
"the Fed has drawn blood at last." 

Maybe they're right, and bleeding is the 
very remedy we need. However, we might re
call that in previous centuries, physicians 
would resort to drawing blood from the af
flicted. We don't know how many patients 
recovered as a result of this practice, but we 
know there were some with relatively minor 
ailments who succumbed to the treatment. 

In the present instance, some troublesome 
questions arise. One, will it reduce inflation 
to a tolerable level? TWo, will it work too well, 
turn into a recession instead? 

In answer to Question Number One: will 
it work? 

By reducing the supply of money and en
couraging high interest rates, the Federal 
Reserve Board seems to have achieved a cer
tain restraining effect. 

The stock market has lost some of its ex
cessive exuberance. 

Some big industries have canceled plans 
for capital expansion. Unfortunately, they've 
also announced higher prices for their 1970 
lines of merchandise. 

The building industry certainly has slowed 
to a near-halt in housing starts. 

Whether this restraint has reduced infla
tion is another matter. 

Interest rates are part of the cost of pro
duction, and become part of the price of 
goods and services. And scarcer money supply 
for business and industry make goods less 
available, therefore increasing prices. 

But, according to economic theory, these 
higher prices should be temporary, and as 
demand for the goods declines, rate of 
growth of prices will be reduced. 

Certainly we hope that the Fed policy will 
be successful. 

It's disturbing, however, to note some puz
zling contradictions in the evidence being 
presented. 

A month ago the chairman of the Federal 
Reserve Board reported there is less infla
tion momentum than there was three 
months ago. And again, he said "the nation 
might be at the tail end" of the inflationary 
period. The White House reported a drop 
for business and industry make goods less 
available, therefore increasing prices. 

But now it turns out the reported drop in 
wholesale prices didn't occur after all-it was 
a mistake in calculating, and the prices were 
just as high as in July. On this there was no 
comn1ent from the White House, so we don't 
know how it rates in the economic news of 
the year .. 

Another confusing contradiction. The Fed
eral Reserve, through its tight money policy, 
has discouraged plant expansion by industry. 
But now the President is asking Congress not 
to raise corporation taxes-because such 
taxes would discourage plant expansion, thus 
jeopardizing growth of the economy. 

Well, what's going on here? Should the 
Federal Reserve, which is responsible for 
monetary policy, seek to slow expansion
while the government fiscal policy seeks to 
speed expa.nsion? 

It would do no harm, I suspect, if the left 
hand of government knew what the right 
hand is doing. . . . 
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In any event, after nearly ten months of 

an arduous tight money policy by the Fed
eral Reserve System, it is still too soon to 
say whether the anti-inflation measure is 
achieving its purpose. 

The other big question, as I've mentioned, 
is whether this tight money policy-high 
interest rates, scarcity of borrowing funds-
will bring on a recession. 

It happened after Korea, when the Fed 
maintained a policy of monetary ease for a 
puzzling length of time-then decided on 
tight money. 

At that time a friendly critic-an eminent 
Republican and publisher of Business 
Week--agreed that it was wise to apply 
brakes to the economy, then complained 
that "It's nice to know the brakes work, but 
we don't want to go through the windshield." 

It happened again in 1955. The result of 
that tight money policy was the disastrous 
decline in housing in '56 and '57, which soon 
was felt throughout the economy. 

Some observers are convinced that the 
Fed does have a tendency to jam down the 
brakes at the last minute, with predictable 
results. Professor Milton Friedman, most re
spected of the conservative economists and 
a believer in restraints, has asked why the 
Fed is so slow in applying controls, then 
holds them so long and so hard. 

So it's fair to ask, Is the same mistake 
being made again? We can easily see the 
comparison to the late fifties. Once again, 
the home-building industry is being starved 
for credit, and it's predicted that we'll pro
duce fewer housing units in 1969 than in 
any year since the end of World War II. 

This seems to me shocking and dangerous. 
Housing is the most critical need of our 

cities. We've declared a national goal of 
26 million new homes in the next 10 years. 
Not only because of slum decay, but also 
because of our population growth-we need 
to produce in the next 40 years as much 
housing as we've built in the nation's 
history! 

Yet, thanks to tight money, housing starts 
are down 30% since January. This shows a 
certain unawareness of critical national 
priorities, somewhere in government. 

I think we can see some major doubts 
surround the use of "tight money" as a cure 
for inflation. 

Perhaps it would be wise to consider other 
directions. Instead of eLther business or con
sumer spending, we might look at other 
causes of inflation-and their possible cure. 

For years, business has been complaining 
about the wage-price spiral. Management 
blamed labor for demanding too many raises. 
And labor blamed business for raising prices 
beyond the increase in cost. 

The funny thing is that neither side had 
any desire to discuss the wisdom of wage 
and price controls. It's really rather odd
since each claimed the only reason for ask
ing an increase was because of what the 
other was doing. 

Now, suddenly, we begin to hear top labor 
leaders say this may be the answer. Here 
and there, business indicates a willingness 
to listen. The business journals-Dun's Re
view, as an eminent example-actually in
timate some limited controls wouldn't be too 
mad an idea after all. 

Economists have had a failure of nerve in 
avoiding the subject in the past. They've 
more or less muttered, "Nobody would want 
them" and perhaps this has been a mistaken 
assumption. 

The notable exception has been Professor 
J ·ohn Kenneth Galbraith, whose book "The 
A1Huent Society" actually made economics 
popular for a time. Two years ago Galbraith 
said controls would be inevitable in a couple 
of years--which brings us to the present. 

If we're about ready to concede that infla
tion is a contagious wage-and-price disease, 
maybe we're ready to try the medicine. 

I don't think it"s necessary to over-dose 
ourselves with the medicine, any more than 
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it's wise to step too hard on the money 
brakes. The talk has been of "limited con
trols" and a flexible formula 

In my judgment, it should. be tried at first 
as voluntary controls. 

This would have to involve the efforts of 
labor, industry, the financial community
and government itself, which has exhibited 
an unfortunate tendency to give itself fat 
raises in certain categories. 

I believe a voluntary system could work, if 
there is a widespread agreement throughout 
the major segments of the national struc
ture. 

We can recall the crisis during the Ken
nedy Administration, when the President 
persuaded labor to hold back its demands, 
and management raised the price of stee-l! 
Today, however, we can hope that the full 
import of runaway inflation is understood 
and all parties sense the need to hold the 
line. 

If voluntary cooperation fails, controls 
could be imposed. But by far, a voluntary 
system would be the better way. 

Yet, with all this, we've still to face 
the most difficult fact of our economic life. 

We avoid confronting the fact, because 
we're afraid. We are willing-unhappy but 
willing-to pour out $80 blllion-80 billion 
dollars in one year !-because we are afraid 
of enemies who are, in turn, afraid of us. 

Of the $184 billion budget, $80 is military 
spending, and we're promised that the end 
of our fighting in Vietnam will not decrease 
this budget. 

Eighty billion is a powerful piece of in
flationary spending. It is wasteful in many 
ways: wasteful because procurement pro
cedures allow padding of costs, kiting of 
prices. Wasteful because the military buys 
more death-dealing capacity than world pop
ulation can use: we've the abhlity to kill all 
the Earth's inhabitants many times over
which seems unnecessary, since most of us 
are capable of dying only once. 

It is wasteful and inflationary because the 
worker who produces military hardware can
not consume what he produces. America is 
prosperous because the man who helps build 
a Ford can also own one; in Europe, the 
automobile factory worker arrives at the 
plant on a bike. 

But a worker at General Dynamics, or 
Ling-Temco-Vought produces a product he 
prays will never have to be used. And he pays 
for its production through his taxes, and 
the high cost of living. 

When it comes down to basics, war-and 
fear of war-is the primary cause of infla
tion. And if we want to cure inflation, we 
have to address ourselves to the primary 
cause. 

If we look at the history of our middle-
20th-century, we can see it all very clearly. 

Before World War II, if you earned $5,000-
a-year, you were as well off as an American 
who earns nearly $15,000-a-year in 1969. 

During the war, government controls kept 
some hold over prices. In the post-war years, 
creeping inflation began. During the Korean 
War, it accelerated. It ran amok again with 
the escalation in Vietnam. 

After each war, we'Ve increased our stand
ing armies. We have actually reduced the 
percentage of consumer spending. And as 
we know, there has been an increasing cost 
of goods. 

Most of our national debt is related to war. 
We haven't yet finished paying for the Span-
ish-American War. 

It seems only natural to inquire, "Can we 
afford it? Do we have the substance to re
build our cities, to clean our polluted en
vironment, to pay the armaments bill-and 
venture beyond the moon?" 

Almost automatically, we say "yes, we're 
big enough and strong enough to do any
thing." We Americans have always had a 
magnificent faith in our capacities. There 
is a boundary line, however, where faith be
comes self-deception ... 
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The truth is that we are not big or strong 

enough to do everything; if we are, why do 
we neglect critical needs at home, in order 
to pay for arms and space? 

It comes down to the bitter fact that we 
don't know how to maintain peace. Our 
principal policy is to arm ourselves to the 
eyeballs-and on occasion, engage in hor
rendous warfare in the name of peace. But 
the time has arrived when ignorance is 
no excuse. If human intelligence is capable 
of sending representatives to the moon, ca
pable of investigating Mars, capable of cre
ating water that won't freeze and countless 
other miracles of modern endeavor-we 
can't plead "not guilty by reason of stupid-
ity." "H 

It is appropriate to ask ourselves, . ow 
were we able to perform all the other mlra
cles of modern times?" They didn't happen 
through inspiration, they came about as a 
result of concerted study by trained men and 
women, students of the scientific disciplines. 

our military recognizes the need for this 
kind of education in its own partic~ar 
"science"-and the War College, the vanous 
service academies and a number of univer
sity affiliations serve such a purpose. 

Who studies Peace? 
Why do we have no Peace Academy, where 

the rising generation can prepare to serve 
humanity's most urgent need? Is there 
nothing that can be learned about Peace, 
after thousands of years of human history? 

Of course there is much that can be taught, 
much that can be learned-and God willing, 
much that can be discovered by dedicated 
intelligence. 

To name a few practical and meaningful 
areas of study: 

A farm program is needed to promote world 
peace. Hunger is a growing specter in the 
world. In 1958 our farmers produced huge 
surpluses to feed the world's hungry; this is 
no longer true. We need to know how we
and other nations--can multiply the world's 
food supply in the not so distant future. 

Advanced technology is needed to promote 
world peace. Not only do we need this to 
assure life-giving food and water-at home, 
as well as abroad-we must also know how 
it can be used to help under-developed na
tions solve their own problems. 

We need to know more about the psychol
ogy of other peoples, in countries where the 
rising nationalism and rising expectations 
conflict with our own goals. 

We need to study disarmament. We must 
learn how to lead our military-aerospace 
industry into conversion for peaceful pro
duction. 

There are some of the practical studies for 
a national Peace Academy. These are some of 
the basic factors in war or peace. 

such a Peace Academy would train young 
men and women, who would be selected by 
just as rigorous standards as those used by 
the mill tary service academies, to work not 
only in government and other public au
thorities, but also in business and industry. 
The faculty of this academy would draw 
scholars from the universities and men and 
women who have first-hand experience from 
working on the new frontiers of science, 
technology and husiness. 

There are those who feel , with considerable 
cause, that this government needs a new 
cabinet post with peace-keeping as its single 
purpose. They feel the State Department does 
not have this function, but rather must de
vote itself to a struggle for American power, 
peaceful or otherwise. 

Senator Vance Hartke recently stated his 
intention to continue his drive on behalf of 
a new Peace Department in the federal gov
ernment. If he succeeds in this, one wonders 
who will be ready to serve in such a depart
ment. 

This is another indication that we must 
have a national Peace Academy. 

Nobody could imagine that this would have 
immediate results. It certainly wouldn't end 
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the need for military spending next year
it could hardly end inflation in a hurry. 

But we know that somehow, next year has 
a way of becoming tomorrow-and if we 
don't start long-range plans right now, the 
distant day arrives and nothing has been 
done. 

If there were no other purpose than to 
save our economy in future decades, I would 
say that a national Peace Academy is the 
best investment we could make .... 

It seems to me especially appropriate to 
make these remarks to this particular audi
ence. This is a gathering which includes 
many women who have a joint responsibil
ity-as homemakers and business women. 

In a way, the economy is more the concern 
of such an audience than any other. We 
say the business world is still a man's world. 
Yet, women own more of the wealth in this 
country. And in day-to-day life, women have 
to spend most of the money. 

It's the woman who pays for groceries, 
family clothing and other needs. You must 
stretch the dollars and bring home what
ever it can buy. 

That's why I believe you have a special 
interest, since you live in both worlds-the 
business world, with its costs and profits; 
and the consumer's world of meeting the 
cost-of-living. 

But even more important, I believe that 
you, as women, have the most passionate 
interest in the survival of future generations. 

This is why I hope you will make estab
lishment of a Peace Academy a determined 
purpose in your lives. It will be a single step, 
of course-one small step which may start 
us, finally, on the path of peace. 

It's a path we must find, because all other 
roads lead endlessly nowhere. . . . 

Following is a copy of the bill I will 
introduce to establish a national peace 
academy: 
A BILL To PROVIDE FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF 

A U.S. PEACE ACADEMY 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "United States Peace 
Academy Act." 

SEc. 2. The Secretary of State is authorized 
and directed to establish and maintain, in 
or near the District of Coli.unbia, a United 
States Peace Academy (hereinafter referred 
to as the "Academy") for the instruction and 
training of students in preparation for serv
ice as personnel in the agencies of the United 
States which deal in the areas of Peace and 
International Relations. 

SEc. 3. (a) The supervision and charge of 
the Academy shall be in the Department of 
State, under such officer or officers as the Sec
retary of State may appoint for or assign to 
that duty. 

(b) The course of instruction and training 
for students at the Academy shall be pre
scribed by the Secretary of State, and shall 
be the equivalent of the curriculum pre
scribed by accredited colleges and universities 
and graduate schools as a prerequisite to the 
granting of the degree of bachelor of arts 
and master of arts in Peace. In prescribing 
such course of instruction and training, the 
Secretary of State shall provide that special 
emphasis be placed on the study of and field 
work in history, political science, interna
tional organizations, psychology, sociology, 
economics, and the application of technology 
and science to the solution of world tensions. 
Upon satisfactory completion of the pre
scribed course of instruction and training, 
students shall be granted the degree of 
bachelor of arts. Upon satisfactory comple
tion of the prescribed course of advanced 
studies, students shall be granted the ~e
gree of master of arts in Peace. 

SEc. 4. (a) Students shall consist of such 
individuals as may be selected and admitted 
to the Academy upon competitive entrance 
examinations as prescribed by the Secretary 
of State. 
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(b) Students while in attendance at the 

Academy shall be entitled to quarters and 
subsistence. 

(c) Citizens of foreign nations shall be 
encouraged to attend the Academy for study, 
at an appropriate fee determined by the 
Secretary of State. 

(d) The Secretary shall enter into agree
ments with foreign nations to provide for 
exchange teacher, student and employment 
programs involving the Peace Academy and 
the agencies of the United States which deal 
in the areas of Peace and International 
Relations. 

SEc. 5. There shall be appointed each year 
a Board of Visitors to the Academy, which 
shall consist of five members from the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate 
and five members from the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representa
tives, to be appointed by the respective 
chairmen of such committees. The Board of 
Visitors shall exercise the same functions 
and be entitled to the same expense allow
ance as is provided in the case of the Board 
of Visitors to the United States service 
academies. 

SEc. 6. Upon the graduation of the first 
class from the Academy and thereafter, in 
making original appointments of perma
nent officers in the Foreign Service and other 
agencies of the Federal government involved 
in international relations and the conduct 
of Peace, preference shall be given to grad
u ates of the Academy. 

THE ARMS TRADE-PART VII 

HON. R. LAWRENCE COUGHLIN 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, I think 
my colleagues will be interested in several 
sets of unclassified arms sales figures that 
I just received from the Department of 
Defense. It is important, I believe, to 
view these figures in print since they 
show in clear detail the size and range 
of our current arms sales program. 

The first chart shows to whom we 
have sold arms from fiscal years 1962 
through 1968 and part of 1969. These 
figures do not include our grant aid-or 
giveaway-arms program which, if in
cluded, would add approximately $400-
$500 million to the fiscal year 1969 total. 

To put the chart's figures in perspec
tive, it must be recalled that since 1945, 
the United States has either sold or given 
away to more than 80 countries over $50 
billion in arms aid, of which the $11.5 
billion total below is only a part. The 
rest of the world, including the Com
munists, has pumped another $16 to $18 
billion worth of arms into the interna
tional markets. 

What bothers me about our arms sales 
program is the emphasis we have placed 
on its economic benefits. We no longer 
provide a nation with arms primarily be
cause it is in either party's long-range 
national interest to do so. 

We now sell arms as a short-range 
expedient to solve our balance-of-pay
ments problem, to keep the munitions 
industry booming, and to appease tem
porarily the demands of other nations. 
Yet, as I have pointed out many times in 
the past, this arms sales program has 
also brought down friendly governments, 
bankrupted treasuries, and encouraged 
the outbreak of wars. 
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MILITARY EXPORT SALES, FISCAL YEARS, 1962-69 

[In millions of dollars) 

Country and region 

Europe and Canada: Austria ______ ___________ ________ _ 

Belgium __ ----------------------_ 
Denmark ____ ---------------- ----
France _______ -------------------
West Germany ___________ ---------
Italy _____ -----------------------Lu xem bourg ____________________ _ 

NATO/NAMSO ___ ----------------Netherlands _____________________ _ 
Norway _____ -------------- __ -----PortugaL _____ ----- _____ ________ _ 
Spain ______________ __ ----------_ 
Sweden __ -----------------------Switzerland ___________ ---- ______ _ 
United Kingdom ____ ___ -----------
Yugoslavia ____ -------- ___ __ _____ _ 
Canada _______ ________ __________ _ 

Fiscal 

1sli!J: 

58.2 
172.7 
91.4 

403.6 
3,601. 8 

525. 0 
1.6 

156.5 
235.1 
170.5 

6.4 
199.0 
141.7 
195.6 

1, 743.8 
4.4 

385.0 

Fiscal 
year 
1969 

1.5 
10.8 
11.4 
25.2 

525.3 
73.8 

.1 
32.5 
8.4 

27.8 
1.0 

29.7 
3.1 

27.0 
27.7 

.6 
36.0 

SubtotaL________________ ___ ___ 8, 092.3 841. 

Latin America: 
Argentina _____ -------- _______ ---_ 
Bahamas. ____________ --------_--

55.0 19.0 
2. 4 ----------Bolivia __ __ _____ ---- __ -- ________ _ .5 .1 

Brazil. ______ __ --------- __ --- -_ -- 91.7 9. 9 
Chile _____ ----------------------- 19.7 12.6 
Columbia ___ -------- __ ------- ___ _ 6. 1 1. 9 
Dominican Republic ______________ _ 
Ecuador _____ ---------------- - ---

. 9 ----------
2.6 • 3 EI Salvador _________ __ ___________ _ 1.3 1.1 

Guatemala ______ ----------------- 2. 7 • 8 
Honduras. __________ ------------- .1 ----------
Mexico ________ -- --- ---- --------- 5.9 2. 4 
Nicaragua _________ ----- _____ -_---
Panama _____ --------------------

.6 . 2 
• 2 ----------Peru _______________________ __ __ _ 19. 2 1. 1 

Uruguay ________ __ ____ -----------
Venezuela ________ -_-------------

.3 .4 
59. 8 1. 6 

Subtotal___________ ____________ 269. 0 51.4 
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MILITARY EXPORT SALES, FISCAL YEARS, 1962-69-Con. 

[In millions of dollars] 

Country and region 

Near East and south Asia: 
Greece ___________ ---------------
1 ndia __ _____________________ ____ _ 
I ran _____ _______ -------- __ -------

¥~~ey: :: = = ==:: ::::::::::::::::: 

Fiscal 

1sli!J8 

24.1 
98.7 

515.4 
19.8 
10.6 

Fiscal 
year 
1969 

33.5 
1.7 

183.7 
.2 
.6 -------

SubtotaL _______ --------------- 668.6 219.7 

Africa: Congo ________ ___ _______________ _ 
Liberia _______ __ _________ __ _____ _ 1. 7 .1 

.1 ----------Libya _____________ ______ _____ ___ _ 48.9 2. 7 

~f:~~~~==== =: ::::::::::::::::::: 23.5 10.3 
.4 .3 

South Africa, Republic ot_ ________ _ 

~~~fsk:: ::::::::::::::::::::::: 
35.5 3.1 

2. 0 ----------.2 .2 
United Arab Republic ____________ _ 1. 4 • 3 

SubtotaL______________________ 113.7 17.0 

East Asia and Pacific : Australia _______________________ _ 797. 7 34.2 
China, Republic ot_ ______________ _ 
Indonesia _______________________ _ 91. 5 37.5 

18.4 ----------Japan ____________ ______________ _ 
Malaysia ________________________ _ 
New Zealand _______ _ -------- ____ _ 

365. 9 81.4 
18.4 • 8 
91.2 2. 8 Philippines _______ ________ ___ ___ _ 

Singapore _______________________ _ 
Thailand ________________________ _ 

1. 5 . 8 
14.9 6.9 
6. 9 8.6 

Vietnam _______ ----- ____ ___ _____ _ 5.8 .4 

SubtotaL ____ ----------------- 1, 413. 2 173.4 
Other__ ___ _____ ______ _____ ________ __ 1. 7 9. 7 
Classified countries___ ________ ________ 974.2 432.4 

Total, worldwide ______ __________ 11, 532.7 1, 745. 5 
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Several points are apparent from this 
cll..art. First, it is with some surprise that 
I see we are still selling arms to South 
Africa--in direct contravention of our 
own arms embargo imposed in 1963. A 
State Department spokesman told me 
that this ban is still rigidly enforced. 
Apparently the Defense Department has 
not been told. 

Second, it is also of interest to note 
that our Government still sells arms to 
the United Arab Republic. I can only 
surmise that this equipment is being 
used against the Israelis, who we also 
equip with arms. 

Third, our arms aid to the Greek dic
tatorship in fiscal year 1969 is almost 40 
percent more than we sold in the pre
vious 6 years. This equipment will no 
doubt be used to stamp owt whatever 
voices of freedom remain at large. 

Finally, it is fascinating to note the 
countries-namely Greece, Iran, Repub
lic of China, Thailand, El Salvador, Chile 
and Morocco--where our level of aid in 
fiscal year 1969 has skyrocketed com
pared to the average of the previous 6-
year period. Are we doing the same thing 
in Morocco, for example, that we did in 
Libya--deluging them with arms that 
will eventually be used against our own 
interests? 

The second chart breaks down our 
arms sales in the last 7 years by type of 
order and region: 

FOREIGN MILITARY SALES ORDERS-WORLDWIDE SUMMARY BY TYPE OF ORDER AND REGION 

[In millions of dollars) 

Projected orders 
Type of order by regions 

Projected orders 
Actual orders, -------- Type of order by regions Actual orders, --------

fiscal years 
1962-68 Fiscal r:tJ 

Commercial: 

fiscal years 
1962-68 

Europe and Canada_______ ________________ 2,399. 4 
Near East and south Asia____ ______________ 383.7 
East Asia and Pacific_____ _________________ 283.5 
Africa_____________ _________ ________ _____ 41. 3 
Latin America_______________ _____________ 53.6 

Fiscal {%J Fiscal year 
1970 

238.6 333.4 
54.0 131.8 
40. 1 70.3 

5. 0 ------- --- - ---
18.5 26.0 

Fiscal year 
1970 

Foreign military sales credit: 
Europe and Canada_______________________ 80. 4 ----------------------------
Near East and South Asia_________________ 816.7 223.3 226.0 
East Asia and Pacific______________________ 211. 9 26. 0 41.0 
Africa___________________________________ 21. 8 4. 5 16. 0 
Latin America___________________________ 166. 3 22. 4 50. 0 

-------------- Contingency ___ ------------------------------------------------------ 17. 0 
SubtotaL_________________ ___________ _ 3,161. 5 356.2 561.5 

===================== SubtotaL ____ ------------------------- 1, 297.1 281.2 350.0 

793. 7 
326.0 

Foreign military sales cash: 
Europe and Canada_______________________ 4,588. 2 
Near East and south Asia__________________ 439.2 
East Asia and Pacific__ ____________________ 411.8 43.7 
Africa___ _________ ___ ______ ______________ 50.6 14.0 
Latin America___________ ________________ _ 49.1 14.5 

440.8 
123.0 
44.4 
5. 7 

18.0 

===================== 
Totals: 

Europe and Canada_______________________ 8, 094. 2 1, 086.9 
Near East and south Asia____________ _____ 1, 639. 6 603. 3 
East Asia and Pacific ___ ------------------ 1, 416. 2 205. 8 
Africa___________________________________ 113. 7 28. 5 

834.6 
480.8 
215.7 

-------------- Latin America____________________________ 269. 0 55. 4 
21.7 
94.0 
17.0 SubtotaL______ _________________ ______ 5, 538.9 1, 191.9 631.9 Contingency ___ -----------------------------------------------------_ 

Eximbank/p rivate credit: Grand totaL--------------------------- 11, 532. 7 1, 979. 9 1, 663. 8 
Europe and Canada__ _____________________ 1,026.2 54.6 60.4 ====::::========== 
Near East and south Asia _____ ----------------------------- -------------------------- Developed countries__________________________ 10, 447. 3 1, 417. 8 1, 193. 3 
East Asia and Pacific______________________ 509.0 96. 0 60.0 Less developed countries______________________ 1, 085.4 562.1 470.5 
Africa . . - ----- ---- ----------------------------------------------- - -------- --------- --------------
Latin America ____ ___________ -------------_------------------ __ --------------------- Grand totaL--------------------------- 11, 532. 7 1, 979. 9 1, 663. 8 

SubtotaL ________ _________________ ___ _ 1, 535. 2 150.6 120.4 
===================== 

This chart is also noteworthy. By com
paring the regional subtotals of the first 
chart with those of the second, one can 
estimate with reasonable accuracy where 
the "classified countries," noted on the 
first chart, are located: namely, in the 
Near East and South Asia. Qualifying 
for prime consideration would be Pak
istan, Jordan, Israel, Saudi Arabia, Abu 
Dhabi, Bahrain, Qatar and Iran-above 
what is unclassified. I do not see why 
we must hide the names of these coun
tries and the true amount of arms each 
receives behind a government shield of 
secrecy when a cursory glance will indi-

cate where the aid is going. Our Govern
ment is not fooling the Soviets, only the 
American taxpayer who is not being told 
how and where his money is being spent. 

It is also noteworthy that totals for 
Africa on both charts--$113.7 million
are the same, yet nowhere is there any 
indication of the huge volume of weap
onry we have supplied to Ethiopia-a 
quantity of arms valued in excess of our 
military aid to all other African nations 
combined. 

More important, the Defense Depart
ment figures indicate that in the last 6 
years only 9.4 percent of our arms sale8, 

or $1,085.4 million-see bottom of second 
chart-has gone to "less developed coun
tries.'' This does not seem to be borne 
out by the facts. 

The Pentagon's definition of "less de
veloped countries" comes from Executive 
Order 11285 of June 10, 1966, which re
verses matter by listing only those free
world countries that are not "econom
ically less developed," spec1flcally: Aus
tralia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Den
mark, Federal Republic of Germany, 
France, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Japan, 
Kuwait, Kuwait-Saudi Arabia Neutral 
Zone, Libya, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, 
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Monaco, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nor
way, Portugal, San Marino, Saudi Ara-. 
bia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Union 
of South Africa, and United Kingdom. 
These countries supposedly get 89.6 per
cent of our arms aid, and the remaining 
non-Communist countries in the world
of which there are approximately 90-
receive only 9.4 percent. 

This list is obviously padded with four 
names: Kuwait-Saudi Arabia Neutral 
Zone-which is not even a country
Liechtenstein, Monaco, and San Marino. 
OUr Government sells nothing worth 
mentioning to these areas. 

Furthermore, according to the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency's 
"World Wide Military Expenditures and 
Related Data, 1965," Iran, Iraq, Libya, 
Portugal, and Saudi Arabia have average 
per capita gross national products of, 
respectively, $241, $233, $548, $407 and 
$354-all of which are well below the 
world average of $641. Therefore, by any 
definition these five nations are econom
ically less developed. · 

Thus, there remain 20 countries that 
qualify as "developed" and which also 
receive arms from the United States. 
From all indications it appears that these 
countries receive between 70 and 80 per
cent of all U.S. arms sales each year. 
The rest goes to the "economically less 
developed" non-Communist countries 
around the world. It seems that U.S. arms 
sales to Iran, Iraq, Libya, Portugal, 
Saudi Arabia, and Ethopia alone account 
for between 10 and 15 percent of our 
arms sales each year. 

Even if it were true, as the Pentagon 
claims, that only 9.4 percent of U.S. 
arms sales has gone to the less developed 
nations, it still l'OSes some of its magic 
when compared to the fact that these 
same countries have only 18 percent of 
the world's gross national product but 71 
percent of its population. In addition, 
there have been 56 wars in the world 
since 1945, all but two of which have been 
fought in the less developed areas. 

Mr. Speaker, a nation that has spoken 
so passionately as the United States in 
favor of nuclear controls should also 
speak out in favor of conventional arms 
control. In our attempt to eliminate 
hunger, poverty and disease throughout 
the world, we must avoid providing the 
less developed nations with expensive 
and useless armaments. 

It is for this reason that I once again 
call for our Government to seek to have 
the question of conventional arms con
trol put on the agenda of the forth
coming Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 
in Geneva. 

HON. TIM LEE CARTER 

HON. WILLIAM 0. COWGER 
OF KENTUCKY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. COWGER. Mr. Speaker, I have 
had the pleasure of serving with my 
colleague from Kentucky, TIM LEE CAR
TER, since my coming to Congress. I have 
a great deal of respect for his legislative 
ability and for the great efforts he puts 
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forth for Kentucky's Fifth Congressional 
District. 

These qualities are known among my 
colleagues, but all may not know of his 
outstanding career as a physician. He 
has exemplified his medical ability on 
this floor when our distinguished col
league Congressman Bow collapsed. And 
there have been other times when he 
attended to the wounds of a young 
Treasury agent gunned down on a Wash
ington street. 

Such examples as these have earned 
our recognition of his medical ability 
but recently Mr. CARTER was recognized 
by members of his own profession, the 
American Academy of General Practi
tioners, for his outstanding service. On 
September 28, at their annual conven
tion, the American Academy of General 
Practitioners awarded the certificate of 
meritorious service to Dr. CARTER. 

This is the governing body for the 31,-
000-member Academy of General Prac
titioners and in presenting this highest 
award to Dr. CARTER he was cited for his 
outstanding service in the practice of 
medicine and for his dedication to ac
complishing more meaningful health 
legislation. 

I join with the members of his profes
sion and his friends in congratulating 
him for this most appropriate award. 

CONCERNING CHANGING THE 
FISCAL YEAR 

HON. ODIN LANGEN 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
day to thank the gentleman from Illi
nois, ROBERT MicHEL, for his support of 
a growing movement to change the Fed
eral Government's fiscal year. I, too, have 
submitted a bill not unlike the one being 
introduced today. My distinguished col
league speaks to a great need when he 
asks this body to make a slight alteration 
in its procedure. 

During the years since I first intro
duced a bill that would make the Federal 
Government's fiscal year coincide with 
the calendar year, more attention has 
been focused on the problems created 
by this condition. The developing com
plexity of the business of Congress is well 
known. The longer annual meetings that 
have been made necessary by the evolv
ing complexity of congressional business 
are equally well known. The difficulties 
in the administration of federally f'l.lllded 
programs that result from the increased 
complexity of Federal business are well 
known. Not as well known, is the degree 
to which the difficulties have been com
pounded by failure of this Congress to 
make necessary adjustments in proce
dure. 

As I have pointed out on several oc
casions before this body, inefficiency is 
expensive. The present plan for the Fed
eral fiscal year is very inefficient. There
fore, we can assume that the fiscal year 
arrangement is very expensive. 

The deep concern I have been express-
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ing over the failure of the old fiscal year 
to meet the needs of today has not fallen 
on deaf ears. There have now been more 
than 60 similar bills introduced in Con
gress. They do not vary to any significant 
degree. The change is coming soon but 
none too soon. 

The problem is historic. By the time 
Congress has made its decisions and de
termined its priorities, the fiscal year is 
already well underway. The patch-work 
resolutions that allow the Government to 
function at all are misleading, do notre
flect the desires of Congress and leave 
executive agencies feeling their way 
through the dark. 

It is worthwhile to recall that the first 
Congress met in December to make and 
pass the appropriation bill for the fol
lowing year. Following 1789, Congress 
passed its appropriation bill-and later 
appropriations bills-after the beginning 
of the fiscal year. This practice continued 
for over 50 years before the present plan 
was enacted. When the inability of Con
gress to pass appropriations bills in time 
for the beginning of the fiscal year first 
became critical in the 1820's, the 
financial dealings of the Federal Gov
ernment were not nearly so complex as 
they are today nor did Federal spending 
and efficiency so universally affect the 
American people as it does today. From 
the time Secretary of the Navy Samuel 
Southard first noted the problem in 1825, 
it was 19 years before a change was made. 

But the change certainly was made 
and it will be made again. The condi
tions are very different in 1969 even if 
the problem is much the same. In 1825, 
the delay in appropriations past the 
beginning of the :fiscal year was described 
as a serious inconvenience by the Navy 
Secretary. In 1969, only stronger words 
would describe the difficulties which are 
being explained today. In 1825, the Fed
eral Government spend $15,857,000 and 
in 1969, we spent nearly $200 billion. 

This year, not one single appropria
tions bill was passed and signed at the 
beginning of the fiscal year. The prob
lems grow more complex and the work 
becomes more demanding. We shall not 
assume a return to passing our appro
priations bill on time. We must make ad
justments in our system. I hope it does 
not take 19 years. 

MORATORIUM DAY 

HON. LESTER L. WOLFF 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, today on 
the eve of what we all hope and pray 
will be a peaceful and meaningful day 
of debate and discussion about this Na
tion's involvement in Vietnam, I would 
like to present for the attention of my 
colleagues, a resolution that was sent to 
me by Mr. Jerry March, secretary of the 
Faculty-Student Senate of Adelphi Uni
versity. This resolution, which was 
adopted by an overwhelming vote of 15 
to 3 surely merits our consideration be
ca;use it so clearly sets before us the 
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thinking of many of those in today's ac
ademic community. 

As all of us go about our business to
morrow, whether as participants of 
"Moratorium Day" activities or not, I 
feel we can best serve the cause of peace 
by calmly and rationally addressing our
selves to the alternatives available to 
our Government in the present situa
tion. May I therefore, respectfully sub
mit the following resolution of the Fac
ulty-Student Senate of Adelphi for the 
thoughtful consideration of each of you? 

Resolved, the Faculty-Student Senate ex
presses its opposition to the war in Viet
nam. While as individuals we differ in detail, 
this body agrees that the most reasonable 
plan for peace is the immediate withdrawal 
of all U.S. troops. We join in a united and 
continuous national effort to bring our troops 
home. 

THE ROAD TO PEACE 

HON. JOHN DELLENBACK 
OF OREGON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. DELLENBAOK. Mr. Speaker, the 
most immediate pressing issue of these 
days so far as America's international 
involvement is concerned is how to 
achieve an early and sound peace in 
Vietnam. Certainly almost everyone in 
America wants peace. The real question 
is not one of goal or objective, but rather 
one of method of achieving peace in such 
a way that the long-run dangers and 
damages will not outweigh any short
run advantages. 

It is against this background that we 
should view the idea of the October 15 
moratorium. The basic question to ask 
is what it will contribute to bringing 
about an early and sound peace. Will it 
help or will it hurt? 

I am personally convinced that per
manent peace in the world will not be 
achieved through military means. Con
stant building of new weapons systems 
or actual outright conflict are merely 
way stations to deeper and more serious 
problems. The only chance for perma
nent peace in the world lies down the 
road of sincere meaningful negotiations 
which result in binding agreements be
tween the major nations of the world. 
The only man who can negotiate peace 
for the United States is the President. 
The present occupant of that office will 
remain therein for more than 3 addi
tional years. If he is successful in his 
negotiations, each American is better 
off. If he is unsuccessful, each of us is 
the loser. It is of vital importance at this 
time that he not be discredited or his 
flexibility eliminated in this field of in
ternational relations. 

As important as ending the conflict in 
Vietnam is, in and by itself, of equal im
portance is the manner in which it is 
ended. For if it is ended in a way that, 
in the long run, contributes to the en
hanced arms race or in a way that leads 
to additional conflicts of a similar nature 
elsewhere in the world, then the price 
paid for temporary peace in Vietnam will 
have been prohibitively high. If it is 
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ended in a way that will materially re
duce the tempo of the arms race and 
drastically reduce the possibilities of con
flicts of a similar nature elsewhere in the 
world, then each sacrifice of an American 
life in Vietnam will have been an im
portant part of a major contribution to 
permanent worldwide peace. 

The present occupant of the Presi
dency of the United States has com
mitted himself to a policy of deescalation 
and Vietnamization of the Vietnam war. 
He has not only proclaimed these as his 
goals, but his actions have consistently 
backed up his pronouncements. So long 
as he moves steadily and soundly in the 
directions which he has announced as 
his goals and which he has followed 
faithfully so far, the course of wisdom 
for every American is to continue to 
stand firmly behind him. To do anything 
else would, while perhaps appearing 
temporarily desirable or politically ad
vantageous, be short sighted and cal
culated to do injury to the cause of 
worldwide peace. 

Certainly ours is a nation which has 
long prized freedom of speech. Every 
American has the right on October 15, 
or any other day, to speak his mind, so 
long as the speech remains lawful and 
does not call for action of a violent or 
unlawful nature. Some of us may dis
agree with what others say, but I think 
that it would be a most serious wrong for 
us to attempt to muzzle someone merely 
because he would say things with which 
we personally might disagree. 

But I sadly fear that much of what 
may be said or done on October 15 will 
not lead this Nation or the world any 
closer to permanent peace. Indeed I be
lieve that in fact in many places that 
which is said or done this day may be 
misinterpreted and will take us further 
from permanent worldwide peace. This is 
to be most seriously regretted. 

For myself, I express my deep grati
tude to each of those persons who has 
sacrificed in Vietnam for the sake of this 
Nation and of the world, I reaffirm my 
deep dedication to peace, and I reaffirm 
my intention to support the President in 
the course of action which he has initi
ated to bring about permanent peace for 
the world as rapidly as possible. 

FUND AND FINISH CANAL 

HON. BILL CHAPPELL, JR. 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. CHAPPELL. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to express my regret that on October 8, 
1969, we were unable to write into H.R. 
14159 at least $9 million for the con
struction of the Florida Cross-State 
Barge Canal. Six million dollars is simply 
not enough to move construction of the 
canal along at a reasonable pace. 

The canal project calls for public rec
reation areas, pleasure boating, as well 
as establishment of businesses along its 
route. While I opposed certain routes of 
the canal because of a desire to preserve 
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wildlife habitats and the natural beauty 
of many sections, I realize the canal was 
already under construction before I was 
elected to Congress and that it is now 
simply a matter of time until it is com
pleted. 

Since the plans for the canal have al
ready been made--since the canal is to 
be built-it seems to me that we ought 
to properly fund it and finish it. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to urge that 
we include $9 million in this bill for the 
Cross-State Barge Canal. 

NEW MEXICO IS U.S. CHILI CAPITAL 

HON. ED FOREMAN 
OF NEW MEXICO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. FOREMAN. Mr. Speaker, those 
of us from the Southwest have a variety 
of favorite foods. However, chili-flavored 
dishes are certainly No. 1 on our list. 
The popularity of chili is growing rapidly 
nationwide as the rest of the United 
States acquires taste for a food that has 
been popular in the Rio Grande Valley 
for hundreds of years. 

Thirty percent of all the chili grown 
in the United States is raised in New 
Mexico. A great future is foreseen for 
the New Mexico chili industry. 

In the October 9, 1969, edition of the 
Herald, a Truth or Consequences, 
N.Mex., newspaper, Mr. Everett Reb has 
reported on the future of this important 
New Mexico crop. Mr. Speaker, this ar
ticle is worthy of the attention of the 
Members and will, I am sure, be of inter
est to them. The article follows: 

NEW MEXICO Is U.S. CHILI CAPITAir
EXPANDING MARKETS FORECAST 

(By Everett Reb) 
New Mexico produced 30 % of all chili 

grown in the United States last year with 
production up 50 % over the last five years 
as the popularity of so-called "Mexican" 
dishes have grown by leaps and bounds in 
many parts of the country and abroad. 

Reflecting this growth, in popularity, new 
processing plants have been built in one of 
the country's leading chili producing areas 
in the Rio Grande Valley south of Truth or 
Consequences. More than 2,000 acres of chili 
were planted this year in Sierra County alone. 

In line with the increased interest in the 
chili-flavored dishes among "yankees", many 
of the producers have switched to the milder 
varieties of chili preferred by those who are 

· not "natives" of the Southwest. 
Many major food companies and restaurant 

chains are engaged in promoting Mexican 
styled foods into Eastern U.S. markets, and 
market testing shows that they are meeting 
with great success, especially among the 
"younger" set. A Gallup poll prepared for a 
national food magazine revealed that 46% 
of the 21-34 age group (expected to total 
50.7 million by 1975) preferred Mexican food 
as their number-one "foreign" food choice. 
Of all age groups nationwide, 32 % chose Mex
ican food over Italian and Chinese food. 

A great future for the chili industry in New 
Mexico is seen in the processing plants that 
are being developed in the Rio Grande Val
ley near Truth or Consequences, which use 
modern technology to move this distinctive 
product from the growing fields to the mar
ket. 
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While less picturesque than the traditional 

methods of hanging ripe red pods in ristras 
along the wall of homes or spreading them in 
huge sheets on the ground, the new tech
niques achieve a much higher standard of 
sanitation. They also assure a better and 
more uniform product reaching the market. 

Such new methods eliminate possible 
sources of contamination which exist when 
it is sun-dried out in the open, exposed to 
dust and to insects. 

Just as research has improved the quality 
of chili by developing new varieties, so have 
changes in processing, packaging, and storing 
chili resulted in a product that has a wider 
variety of uses and appeals to an expanding 
market. 

At the processing plants, new mechanical 
equipment for washing, drying and packaging 
can accomplish the entire process within 
eight hours. Under the old method, sun-dry
ing took about two weeks alone. 

New methods of freezing chili, at tem
peratures set at 30 below, again permit rapid 
processing and new and expanded markets 
for chili. 

Chili reaches the market in a variety of 
ways. Green fresh chili in southern New 
Mexico is ready to market by mid or late 
July and remains on the market shelves and 
roadside stands until frost comes in Novem
ber. The season for fresh red chili is naturally 
shorter since the chili remains in the field 
longer than when picked green. 

Chili also is canned in whole pods, usually 
packed in 4-oz., 10-oz., and No. 2Y2 cans. 
They are usually labeled hot or mild. Four 
and 10-oz. cans of chopped chili are also 
common, as are red and green chili sauces. 

A staple item in markets throughout the 
state are dried red chili sold whole or ground 
into powder. Dried red chili is packaged in 
a variety of ways. 

Green and red chili sauces are available in 
most frozen food cabinets at local markets. 
Ready-to-use frozen chopped or whole chili 
are available in some markets, as are such 
frozen specialty items as cocktail tacos and 
burritos. Combination dishes may include 
chili along with beef or cheese in tortillas or 
spaghetti. Green and red enchiladas are pop
ular. An increasing number of TV dinners, 
sometimes called "Mexican dinners," are ap
pearing on the market. 

VIETNAM MORATORIUM 

Hon. G. V. (SONNY) MONTGOMERY 
OF MISSISSIPPI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, 
some of my colleagues might not have 
been in favor of my actions last night 
which brought an end to the moratorium 
speeches in this Chamber. But I did not 
want to give the American people the 

· impression that these efforts were being 
supported by a majority of the Members 
of this body. I am afraid if we had con
tinued the marathon session that is 
exactly the impression they would have 
received. I believe by the fact that a 
quorum was not present at the time of 
the last quorum call and that a majority 
of those remaining voted for adjourn
ment dispels any impression that the so
called moratorium has the wholehearted 
support of this body. I too fear that some 
people have reversed the old adage of 
President Teddy Roosevelt to walk softly 
and carry a big stick. Instead, they are 
walking loudly and carrying only a small 
and broken twig of commonsense and 
intelligence. 
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A DAY OF PEACE 

HON. SEYMOUR HALPERN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, Richard 
M. Nixon said upon assuming the Presi
dency: 

The greatest honor history can bestow is 
the title of "peacemaker." 

Indeed he eloqUently stated our objec
tive to be "where peace is unknown to 
make it strong; where peace is tempo
rary, to make it permanent." 

After several months on the job, the 
President has taken great strides toward 
reaching his objective. Indeed, I heartily 
subscribe to his efforts toward deescalat
ing the war in Vietnam. This is a peace 
initiative in the right direction and it 
is most commendable. 

His forthright action to withdraw 
thousands of American troops from Viet
nam is a long step forward from the 
previous policy. The President, like all 
of us, deplores the killing of our youth. 
He also deplores the slaughter of human 
beings in Southeast Asia, or anywhere 
that war rears its ugly head. 

I envision the vigils and the prayers 
and today's debate as a basis for strength
ening, rather than weakening, the Presi
dent's hand. I feel dialog is essential. I 
feel the President should look at it as 
a buttress to his efforts toward peace. 
There is no question but that the major
ity of the American people want peace 
and want it at the earliest possible time. 
That is why the call for meaningful steps 
toward this goal will serve to assure 
Hanoi's negotiators that this administra
tion is ready and willing to act for an 
immediate solution to the holocaust. 

On the eve of the moratorium then, a 
solemn, d.ignitied expression of citizen 
concern that the United States must ex
tricate itself from the anguish of the war 
in Vietnam, I can think of nothing more 
patriotic for Americans to do than to 
register their feelings to the President 
that we support every effort for the 
quickest possible end to the war. 

To suggest that what we are doing 
in this august Chamber this evening will 
undermine the President's peace initia
tives is absurd. I see it as a buttress and 
strengthening of his position at the bar
gaining table, and dramatizes what De
fense Secretary Melvin Laird just the 
other day described as the irreversible 
Vietnamization of the war. 

For indeed, the pressures President 
Nixon and his adyisers must carry are 
enormous, and if I was 1n his position, I 
would welcome every source of informa
tion, every suggestion, every propo-sal 
that could mean one less American life 
will be wasted in this t ragic Southeast 
Asian conflict. This is why I am pa.rtic
ipat]ng in this dialog tonight, for if I 
suggest one new thought, one new insight 
into the public debate on Vietnam, I will 
be serving my country. 

Understandably, vigilance is the eter
nal price of freedom, and it is my firm 
conviction that I would be negligent in 
my duty as a U.S. Congressman to stand 
by in silence as the Nation struggles to 
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halt the war. I can think of no higher 
perception of my role as a legislator 
than to partake in this debate. For me, 
to do otherwise, would be unpatriotic. 

And I do not wish to imply that I dis
agree with the administration's approach 
to resolving the war. To the contrary. 
I hail the steps the President has been 
taking to reduce American participation 
and to call for an enforceable, meaning
ful peace. In my prerogative as a Mem
ber of Congress, I feel that as a matter 
of policy, de-Americanizing the war 
should proceed at a faster pace. This 
will show that we mean business. As a 
practical, administrative reality, what I 
am advocating, of course, will take a little 
time. And President Nixon's careful, 
prudent first steps toward deescalation 
recognize this reality. No one is suggest
ing, even remotely, that the United States 
suddenly pull out of Vietnam, leaving 
American soldiers exposed to enemy at
tack. What is being suggested is that our 
troops withdraw as expeditiously as 
possible, protecting human life in the 
process. 

I want to again commend the Presi
dent's peace efforts. They are a move in 
the right direction. Surely they are a 
long, forward thrust from the previous, 
discredited policy of total Americaniza
tion of the war. Certainly the President 
deplores the killing of Americans and 
Vietnamese as vehemently as the most 
ardent antiwar advocate does. And it is 
also understandable that after previous 
administrations were slowly sucked into 
the quagmire of Southeast Asia, despite 
our impatience, the President does need 
time to maneuver and establish his pri
orities. 

As I said in my opening thought, I do 
not see the moratorium as disrupting the 
President's peace initiatives. I would 
want the dialog to complement his 
position. Indeed, it dramatizes to Hanoi 
that this Nation is ready and willing to 
negotiate and enforce a peaceful solu
tion to Vietnam. 

It is my feeling that we also use 
this time during the moratorium to pay 
tribute to the gallant young men who 
have sacrificed their lives in Vietnam. 
The list of fatalities is staggering, and 
has tragically robbed America of the 
talents of thousands of young men. This 
year alone, the war list reads as follows: 

Dead Wounded 

January __ ______ ____________ _ 
February ______ _____________ _ 
March ________ ---------- ___ _ -
April_ ______________________ _ 
May ________________________ _ 
June ___________________ ____ _ 
July __________ _________ _____ _ 

745 5, 569 
1, 073 5, 966 
1, 316 7, 904 

847 9, 726 
1, 209 7, 635 
1, 100 7,631 

638 5, 999 August_ ______ ________ ___ ___ _ 795 5, 291 

The young Americans represented by 
these figures are the Nation's youth: 
senselessly removed from their families, 
friends, and community. 

How many of them were cut down 
in the brilliance of their youth? How 
many of them would have been tomor
row's doctors, tomorrow's builders of our 
cities, and the teachers of yet unborn 
generations of Americans? 

The late John F. Kennedy once said 
at a war memorial: 
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It is against the law of nature for parents 

to bury their children-a son with all of his 
life before him. 

These young men are "selected" by a 
system whose inequities are notorious. 
Indeed, the draft is a device difficult to 
justify under any circumstances, but 
when it operates to send American boys 
to die in a war in which many of them do 
not believe in or do not understand-a 
war in which our official aim has never 
been clarified, then it becomes a great 
tragedy. 

This explains to a large degree why 
our youth today is rebelling against the 
draft, against the war, against the so
ciety which produced both and sent them 
to fight without convincing them of its 
reasons. 

Not claiming to be an expert on de
fense strategy, I would now like to ex
plain the consequence of the Vietnam 
war on my constituents in Queens 
County, N.Y.-what it has meant to their 
lives as individuals, their ability to live 
a decent, modest life and provide for 
their families. 

For Vietnam has had a disastrous ef
feet on our economy, and is considered 
one of the major causes of today's run
away inflation. 

This was reflected in the testimony of 
J. Sinclair Armstrong, a prominent Re
publican financier, before the Senate Ap
propriations Committee: 

As financiers, we see the destabilization of 
our domestic and international finance that 
it (Vietnam) has brought about. As citizens 
in our home communities, we see the blight 
that its excess visits on us in curtailment 
of resources for housing, education, health 
facilities, mass transport and productive em
ployment. As taxpayers, we feel the burden of 
its cost-the surtax recently re-enacted, and 
the proposed repeal of the tax credit for in
vestment in capital equipment by which 
goods are produced and America is kept mod
ern. We see the enormous cost of restrictive 
monetary and fiscal measures and the record 
high interest rates, 7Y:! percent on U.S. Treas
ury notes, and the curtailment of avail
ability of credit, with the resulting drastic 
curtailment of vital housing and other con
struction. We feel the inflation, the monthly 
increases in the cost of living, steadily up 
one-half of one percent, with no end in 
sight. 

Indeed, our Vietnam-induced war in
fla tion is depressing consumer buying 
power. :Wages are at new highs in many 
mdustnes, but consumer prices are rising 
faster and salary increases are not keep
ing pace. This past year the cost of liv
ing rose 5.1 percent-the biggest jump in 
17 years. And based on current estimates 
prices will rise 10 percent in 1969. ' 

For bankers and Government bureau
crats, the wave of Vietnam-caused in
flation means continuing the 10-percent 
income tax surcharge and increased Fed
eral Reserve requirements. 

While the average family in Queens is 
suspicious of this fiscal medicine for 
curbing inflation in this period and at 
best bewildered by the statistics behind 
the Consumer Price Index, in every day 
terms inflation expresses itself in dollars 
and cents. It now takes almost $12.50 to 
buy what $10 bought a decade ago. 

In Queens, a housewife wrote me last 
week saying she could not afford to feed 
her children fresh vegetables this winter. 
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In Jamaica, a section of my district, a 
worker I know reduced the number of 
nigh~ h~ bowls each month. A family 
man m Little Neck complains that a year 
ag~ his wife spent $20 a week for gro
cenes; now she needs $35. A year passed 
while a couple raised enough money for 
a downpayment on their dream house· 
in that time the price rose $6 000 closing 
costs increased 5 percent, a~d {nonthly 
mortgage payments were now more than 
they anticipated because building costs 
have skyrocketed due to increased Viet
nam construction. 

And stories abound of how Vietnam
caused inflation is nibbling at the fixed 
incomes of retirees, those living on pen
sions, savings, and social security. Even 
the more affiuent in my district feel the 
pinch. 
. Indeed, a recent study indicates that 
m t~o dozen major industries, workers 
received anywhere from $8 to $30 in 
weekly wage increases during the height 
of the Vietnam war-but rising taxes 
shrunk actual take-home increases some 
50 percent and rising prices s-apped an
other 50 percent from purchasing power 

~axes drained $4.78 from the weekly 
$8 mcreases, and when inflation's effect 
is considered, the worker actually had a 
net weekly loss of $6.32. And taxes 
siphoned off $11.13 of the $30 weekly in
crease, with spiraling prices reducing the 
net gain to only $4.93 weeklY. 

What's wrong? During a war every
thing soars in cost, and somebody must 
pay for it-usually the taxpayer. 

"Taxes are like a pregnant woman " a 
customer in a Jamaica store said to' me 
recent~y. "Once they get started, they 
stay With you . ., 

Total taxes now gouge about 35 percent 
?f the average family's salary. Federal 
mcome taxes take the lion's share but 
the Federal tax rate has not cha~ged 
since the Korean war. It is State and 
local taxes that have skyrocketed during 
the Vietnam war-to pay the cost of 
education, highways, and escalating 
social needs, while Federal dollars went 
to pay for a war in Asia. 

Unfortunately, unless the war ends 
soon, the future looks bleak for taxpay
ers-new schools, safe streets, and im
proved municipal services cost money 
When th~ Vietnam war ends, if the mili~ 
tary dram on the Federal budget is 
c~rb~d, many economists predict that 
w1thm a few years Uncle Sam will have 
a "fiscal dividend" of $30 to $40 billion
enough to relieve the burden of local 
spending for social needs while cutting 
taxes. 

While the American consumer has paid 
dearly for the Vietnam war, in terms of 
reduced buying power, American busi
ness has benefited from war profits. 

Business Week reports: 
At the peak of war in 1968, U.S. corpora

tions earned more money than they ever did 
before in a single year-thanks in good part 
to sharply rising prices and continued war 
expansion of industry. 

Here are the facts: Since the war be
gan through last year, after-tax corpo
rate profits soared 95.5 percrnt and divi
dend checks to stockholders increased 
73.1 percent-while the average weekly 
after-tax earnings for nonsupervisory 
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~mployees went up only 26.6 percent and 
m terms of buying power, increased 
merely 11 percent. 

What oan be done about this wave of 
spiraling inflation during a war? The 
American economy is prospering because 
workers spend their wages to buy new 
products-despite Vietnam. The more 
workers buy, the more jobs there are. 
And so on. The same holds true for the 
government. The more it spends on 
schools and social needs, the more jobs 
there are for workers. 

But when Government imposes taxes 
it denies workers money they might 
spend on consumer needs. Economists 
believe when the economy is bal,anced 
Government revenue should equal Gov~ 
ernment expenditures. But if unemploy
ment exists--as it now does during a 
war-and the economy is not operating 
at full capacity, if the Government 
spends more than it receives in taxes 
borrowing the rest, total spending in~ 
creases, stimulating economic growth 
and new job opportunities. 

But if Government reduces expendi
tures and increases taxation simulta
neously, it dampens or slows down eco
nomic growth during a war-inflated 
period-cutting its own expenses and re
ducing consumer buying power. This is 
just what is being urged now by the 
administration. This policy may or may 
not work, but it has to be carefully con
trolled to be successful. 

The Federal Reserve Board raised in
terest rates to their highest level in a 
century this year, also hurting consumer 
purchasing power. This means home 
mortgage payments, auto installment 
payments, and interest on time-payment 
plans and revolving department-store 
charge accounts are escalating. 

What this means to the average fam
ily in my district is tough to swallow. 
In 1950, a Government-guaranteed 
~mortgage cost 4% percent with pre
nuum charges. On a $20,000 mortgage 
for 30 years, this meant total interest 
payments of $17,584 in addition to prin
cipal. 

Under the new rates FHA interest now 
totals 8 percent with a premium charge. 
Now a 30-year, $20,000 mortgage re
quires total interest payments of $33 387 
in addition to principal. The interest ha~ 
practically doubled in 20 years. 

The other most commonly sought 
loans in Queens are for automobiles. In
terest rates for auto payments have also 
increased. Five years ago banks charged 
4% percent per $100, discounted in ad
vance. That meant a worker who bought 
a $2,000 car had to borrow $2,312 on a 
3-year loan, for an effective interest 
rate of 10.1 percent. 

Today rates are up to 6 percent per 
$100. This means it now tak~s $2,439 to 
finance a $2,000 car, for an effective 
interest rate of 14.2 percent. 

Let us face it, the demand for war 
profit is not about t9 vanish, but con
sumers should not pay for someone else's 
greed while soldiers die in Vietnam. 

War profits must be limited. Corpo
rations could easily limit their war profits 
while satisfying their need to maintain 
their growth. Prices would th~n be 
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stabilized during this war period and the 
consumer's dollar would have more value. 

Indeed, corporations that share in the 
Vietnam economy should be accountable 
to public agencies, with reasonable price 
ranges established. 

The time has clearly arrived then, to 
curb war profits while American boys 
fight under the American ftag. 

The Vietnam tragedy, then, has had a 
disastrous effect on American society
the sad waste of human resources and the 
American dollar can never be replaced. 
And it is my feeling that unless we reduce 
the scope of our military involvement, we 
may be contributing to the destruction of 
the Vietnamese society we are trying to 
save. 

Some wise thought and counsel has 
been given to our policy objectives in 
Vietnam by a former aide to President 
Eisenhower, Emmet John Hughes. He 
makes a lot of sense. I would like to read 
from these writings now: 

All the bleak choices (in Vietnam) rather 
inexorably dissolve toward one. As a wise and 
sympathetic statesman of Southeast Asia 
stated to me: "You are going to leave Viet
nam .. You are not going to be routed or hu
mlliated: Your armadas and your bombers 
make you the greatest power even in the 
South Pacific. But you are going to leave 
because the earth-bound politics of Viet
nam cannot be solved by the airborne cavalry 
of America. 

"You now have probably a last decision 
to make. You may try to smother all forces 
in Vietnam seeking compromise and peace-
thus pitting them all against you. Or you 
may try to work with the best of these 
forces in their confused attempts at nego
tiation, so that the very imperfect end of 
it all st111 wm allow you to leave with dig
nity. Your last choice, then, is clear: Either 
you will one day withdraw because you 
shrewdly appear to want to--or because it 
plainly appears you have to. Is this really so 
hard a choice?" 

It may not seem a hard choice in abstract 
logic, but it is a stern choice in American 
politics. It would require of Washington al
most a convulsion of candor and a revolution 
of courage. This means the courage to con
cede, after all, that the present hope of his
tory f'or Vietnam has never been more, in 
truth than a nation dealing with Peking, 
much as Poland duels with Moscow. It means 
the resolve to ignore all zealots who still 
shout their preposterous prescription that a 
little more military medicine can cure polit
ical sickness. And it means the wisdom to 
sense that American repute in Asia is not 
dignified but diminished by untiring war 
for the unattainable victory and American 
honor is not tarnished but brightened when 
so great a power can say, with quiet assur
ance: we have judged poorly, fought splen
didly, and survive confidently. 

I can think of no other way that the lead
ers of the United States might match the 
courage of the soldiers they have dispatched. 

BIG TRUCK BILL 

HON. FRED SCHWENGEL 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, my 
editorial for today is from the July 21, 
1969, State Journal of Topeka, Kans. 
The editorial follows: 
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TRUCKS WANT MORE HIGHWAY ROOM 
Millions of motorists take to the Inter

state Highway System wherever possible on 
their journeys, for the safety the better
engineered and wider roadways provide. 

Through their gasoline taxes they are pay
ing for them, and generally consider it money 
well spent. 

Now the big trucks, limited by federal law 
to 8 feet wide and 32,000 pounds tandem 
axle weight, want to be allowed an extra half
foot in width and another ton on the axles. 

The American Automobile Assn. has taken 
up the fight against the proposal in Congress, 
calling it an "anti-safety bill" almost iden
tical with the one which failed of passage 
last year. 

Not only ·are there traffic hazards to con
sider, an AAA official testified before the 
House roads subcommittee. He quoted figures 
to show that the heavier trucks would neces
sitate the expenditure of billions of dollars 
for reconstruction of older pavements and 
additional costs in highways yet to be built. 

Effects of allowing wider, heavier vehicles 
on the Interstates would be felt on most 
other roads, according to AAA executive vice 
president George F. Kachlein Jr., who added: 

"Since truck bodies are not made to op
erate exclusively on the Interstate System, . 
the wider truck will be found on all of our 
highways where trucking operations are car
ried on. Neither will the 8¥2-foot width be 
confined to the big cargo carrier. We can be 
sure that the smaller trucks will be manu
factured to take advantage of the greater 
cube capacity. With a half-foot added to 
every truck, it would be like cutting a foot in 
width from every two-lane highway in the 
country." 

Seriousness of aocidents involving big 
trucks already on the highways is a major 
consideration. 

Trucking industry statistics were quoted by 
Kachlein, showing that while trucks over 
26,000 pounds comprised only 1.54 per cent 
of total vehicle registration, and drove only 
5.33 per cent of all vehicle mileage, they 
were involved in 11.6 per cent of fatal 
accidents. 

The Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety re
ported that half of the accidents of carriers 
reporting to it involve collision with a pas
senger car. 

How does truck size affect death rate in 
crashes? 

An AAA study found there are 0.3 fatal 
injuries per 100 persons in collisions between 
passenger cars and pickup trucks. When a 
tractor-trailer truck is involved the rate is 
7.1. With a tractor-two-trailer combination 
fatal injuries jump to 13.3 per 100 persons 
involved. 

Congress must consider the lives and prop
erty of over 100 million little drivers in de
ciding whether the big trucks wm be per
mitted to shrink our highways. 

EXCHANGE CLUB HONORS 
"GENERAL" EAGLE 

HON. JOHNJ. DUNCAN 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 
Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, as a trib

ute to a fine American and citizen of 
my district, I would like to place in the 
RECORD a news story from the Knox
ville, Tenn., Journal of October 10. 

This story really needs no introduc
tion, and I only wish to add, "Hats off 
to General Eagle." 

The news story follows: 
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EXCHANGE CLUB HONORS GENERAL 

WILLIAM EAGLE 
(By Pat Fields) 

Praises such as few men hear in a life
time were heaped upon William H. Eagle at 
Knoxville Exchange Club's "Gen'l Eagle 
Day" observances Thursday in S&W Cafe
teria. 

Sam E. Young, a 50-year Kiwanian sched
uled to be honored at his own club for half
century membership, gave up that meeting 
to reminisce with many others on long 
friendships with the 82-year-old former Ten
nessee assistant attorney general and re
cently retired Supreme Court clerk here. 

"It was 45 years ago when B111 and I paced 
the corridors of Fort Sanders Presbyterian 
Hospital together while our daughters were 
being born," said Young. "Neither of us ever 
had to go through that again." 

Retired Criminal Oourt Judge J. Fred 
Bibb came to tell of his early membership 
in Exchange, which he called "an organiza
tion with a solid f'oundation built by men 
like Blll Eagle . . . We had a great time 
meeting in the basement of the Chamber of 
Commerce Building, then at Church and 
State streets where, like so many other land
mark sites, a parking lot now operates . . . 
Blll and I were said to be look-alikes in those 
days, when I was fatter and he was skinnier 
than we are today ... I had to give up the 
club in 1926, but Bill has lived the life of 
a true Exchangite (Motto: Unity for Serv
ice)." 

Attorney Ray Jenkins, a friend and as
sociate for 50 years, sent a letter to be read 
by Exchange President Grover Boyd: "There 
is no finer man than Gen'l William H. Ea
gle ... warm of heart, sympathetic in his 
outlook, tolerant in his judgments, chari
table i~. his decisions, forgiving in his na
ture ... 

H. D. Swanson, chairman of the commit
tee charged with putting together the Ex
change Club's "Book of Golden Deeds 
Award,'' called the task "a pleasure" and 
gave the honor of its presentation-for the 
first time to an Exchange Club member
to H. A. (Hat) Tiller, who has been an 
Eagle friend f'or 60 years. "In fact, he was 
best man at my second marriage a few 
years ago, and my wife still thinks he is," 
said Tiller. 

The honoree accepted the gilded book, 
filled with pictures and testimonials to his 
life of service, with in his own words "a 
full heart," thanked all who had spoken 
so highly of him, and in response to Swan
son's expressed wish that you live just as 
long as you want to! said: "I can't possibly 
live that long, but it has been a wonderful 
life so far, especially the 56 years of it I've 
spent with the little lady back there--my 
wife." 

As a surprise to the "Gen'l'' his daugh
ter, Mrs. George (Mary Eagle) Keith of 
Nashville and granddaughter Ann 4, young
est of the five Keith grandchildren, were 
here to attend the luncheon in his honor. 

Gen'l Eagle seemed especially touched by 
remarks volunteered by the younger gen
erations of Exchangites, citing his inspira
tion to them in joining the organization 
and making its motto their own. 

OUR HIGH SCHOOLS MUST NOT 
BECOME ARMED COMPOUNDS 

HON. JAMES F. HASTINGS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 
Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, there 

is growing concern over violence and 
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vandalism in our high schools. Hardly 
a day goes by in the Washington area 
without reports in the news media of 
teachers and students being assaulted, 
of armed robberies in classrooms and of 
school property being damaged and 
destroyed. 

My esteemed colleague, Representative 
LAWRENCE J. HOGAN, of Maryland, re
cently gave a talk on this most serious 
problem. He outlined with considerable 
skill, clarity, and courage some of the 
steps which must be taken if our high 
schools are not to become guarded com
pounds where students and teachers can 
function in safety only behind a cordon of 
armed police. 

Because of the pertinence of his re
marks, I should like to insert his most 
perceptive speech in the RECORD: 
AnDRESS BY CONGRESSMAN LAWRENCE J. HOGAN 

BEFORE THE COLMAR MANOR-COTTAGE CITY 

PARENT-TEACHER AsSOCIATION, OcTOBER 7, 
' 1969 
As I understand it, my address here this 

evening is to center on the theme of the PTA 
as a communicative organ for schoolchildren 
and their community. I hope that my re
marks will not stray too far from this ave
nue, but I ask you as parents to look ahead 
to the time when your children, who are now 
in elementary school, are teenagers in high 
school. 

You have probably guessed my intent, be
cause the situation at Bladensburg High 
School in your community, and the similar 
problems at Duval High School, have been 
constantly pressing for attention during the 
last few weeks. I would like to spend this 
evening presenting my views and then solicit
ing your opinions and your aid in seeking 
some kind of solution. Many of you, as 
parents of elementary schoolchildren in Col
mar Manor, also have older sons and 
daughters who attend Bladensburg Junior 
and Senior High School and can therefore 
offer my insights into the problems and 
turmoil that have occurred there in recent 
weeks. 

Let me begin by reiterating the position 
that I first enunciated during the 1968 con
gressional campaign, that is, that Govern
ment officials-among whom I must now in
clude myself-do a disservice to all citizens 
when they fail to vigorously enforce all 
breaches of law. It is now time to broaden 
that statement to include educators, civil 
leaders, and parents. 

It will take the combined efforts of all of 
us to tackle the problem we face in our high 
schools. Yes, high schools-this sounds 
strange to our ears because we've only now 
become accustomed to the thought of dealing 
with dissension and disruption on our col
lege campuses. But it is true-today's youth 
are no better and no worse than any other 
generation of young people, but they are 
more intelligent, better educated, more ma
ture, more aware of social injustices, more 
motivated by conscience than any genera
tion we have ever produced. 

Unfortunately, however, in too many in
stances-such as those we have witnessed re
cently in our own community-this social 
awareness has caused total rejection of the 
system by some, rather than total commit
ment to the betterment of the system. Even 
worse than this is the fact that, while some 
students are voicing their intent simply to 
take over the educational process from ad
ministrators and faculty-and this is bad 
enough-they are in effect destroying the 
educational process. This we cannot allow to 
happen. 

When I returned from a tour of college 
campuses last spring, the one conclusion 
which received the overwhelming support 
of all the congressmen who participated in 
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that study mission, was that violence in any 
form, in any measure, under any circum
stances, is not a legitimate means of protest 
or mode of expression. It can no more be 
tolerated in the educational community than 
in the community at large. If there is to be 
orderly progress and a redress of legitimate 
student grievances, student violence must 
be averted. 

I have said before, and I will say over 
and over again, that lawlessness cannot be 
tolerated. Laws are the very fibers which 
hold a civilized society together and, while 
everyone has the right to try to change the 
laws through the prescribed legislative proc
ess, until they are changed they must be 
obeyed by all citizens. 

This is a point of view which, I believe, is 
shared by all concerned residents of this 
area, as well as the students and parents 
who are directly involved. Over and over 
again these past weeks, I have received tele
phone calls and letters from parents, stu
dents, and educators and in every case, with
out exception, the same point was made. Let 
me quote from the letters of some Bladens
burg parents-perhaps your neighbors and 
friends-

"We, as concerned parents, are writing to 
demand that immediate action be taken to 
eliminate the lawlessness and disruption of 
classes. 

"Action must be taken-and taken soon
or we will see our educational system taken 
over by a group of hoodlums who want no 
part of education, nor do they want to allow 
anyone else the right and privilege to be 
educated. 

"I hope that you will agree with me that 
action in this regard should be immediate. 
Too long have we hesitated to deal with 
troublemakers-something must be done 
now-before much of our freedom is lost to 
us forever." 

I wholeheartedly agree with these obser
vations but the question still remains, "What 
can be done?" To answer this query, I solicit 
your opinions and aid tonight. 

It is clear that this problem is no longer 
only a question of black and white, or of 
student demands again a repressive faculty 
or administration. There are established 
proper channels where student grievances can 
be aired and redressed and it is a relatively 
simple matter to make known to students 
what those proper methods are and who the 
proper authorities are. This is a communica
tions problem which can and must be solved. 

But the real problem here is much deeper. 
We have an underlying race relations prob
lem, but more importantly we are confronted 
with the ugly specter of violence. Assault, dis
ruption of the educational process, and the 
closing of schools are violent acts. They must 
be responded to as such. I believe that at 
Bladensburg the response to the disruption 
was in the right direction. I commend Prin
cipal David Dean for calling in police to 
restore order because it is the responsibility 
of the schools to educate our children and 
unless there is order, there can be no 
education. 

Allow me to relate an incident which oc
curred on the morning that I visited Bladens
burg, during the height of the turmoil. While 
there, I observed two groups of roving stu
dents-one black, one white--who were 
roaming on the school grounds, wrapping 
belts around their fists, and actively seeking 
a confrontation with each other. Had it not 
been for the cool manner in which the police
men conducted themselves and handled these 
students-thereby completely defusing the 
tense atmosphere--there would surely have 
been a race riot at Bladensburg that morning. 

I am not alone in my praise of Principal 
David Dean and of the Prince George's Police 
who were assigned to Bladensburg High 
School. The Executive Committee of the 
Bladensburg PTA sent a petition to my office 
expressing their gratitude for Principal 
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Dean's handling of the disturbances. In addi
tion, WTOP Radio and Television broadcast 
an editorial on September 29 and 30 which 
followed in the same vein: 

". . . Thanks partly to the police, Bladens
burg High has had several days of quiet. 
Some adults, both inside and outside the 
school, are working hard for a resolution of 
the racial conflicts which have led to trouble. 
Other adults are out looking for scapegoats. 

The Bladensburg principal, David Dean, 
is a convenient target. The local NAACP 
chapter wants him fired, but Dean is not the 
villain. Close observers of the recent strife 
credit him with a cool head and a firm hand 
which kept the lid on more serious out
breaks. 

The real villains, if there are any, are 
scattered among the homes and apartments 
which surround Bladensburg High .and 
which feed young people into it. With lusty 
cheers from the sidelines and With subtle in
struction at the dinner table, many mothers 
and fathers have encouraged prejudice and 
mistrust. Racial slurs and animosity come 
in all colors, and their origins are not too 
hard to find. 

For many, the social changes taking place 
just across the District line in Prince 
George's County seem overwhelming. But 
the Bladensburg area is not the only place 
in Washington where blacks and whites are 
living shoulder-to-shoulder. In numerous 
places they have learned-if not to like each 
other-to get along with each other. 

Bladensburg has to learn that, too. The 
alternative is more police--more often. Real 
education cannot possibly take place within 
such a climate of fear." 

But tonight I would like to spend some 
time discussing parental leadership and re
sponsibility. As the father of a 21-year-old 
daughter and a 13-year-old son, I, too, am 
faced with these same problems. 

In fact, because of my rather hectic sched
ule which requires speechmaking or appear
ances such as this almost every night of the 
week, I am unable to spend as much time as 
I should with my children. We parents must 
make the effort to communicate more often 
and more meaningfully with our offspring. 
We must pass on to them respect for author
ity and for society-its laws and its insti
tutions. Too many of our youngsters are not 
sold on our system of government. 

Much of the crisis of the generation gap 
results from the ever-growing trend in our 
society to turn over more and more of the 
parental role to various institutions and 
agencies. Intentionally or perhaps uninten
tionally, the child has been removed from 
the home the greater part of the day. Nurs
ery school or preschool begins the exodus, 
then K through 6; until, finally, the child is 
a teenager in junior and senior high 
school. We hardly know him or her anymore 
because in addition to the 9-3 school day, 
we've found time to send the child to cub
scouts and brownies, to camp for vacations, 
and on and on. We provide these oppor
tunities, feeling that we are making great 
sacrifices for our children; but, in reality, we 
are simply reducing the amount of time 
spent at home together. We've delegated 
the responsibility for rearing our children 
to others and in too many cases their in
fluence on our children has been harmful. 

I started this evening speaking of leader
ship and communication and this is where I 
would like to conclude. I hope I haven't just 
given the impression of being down on par
ents as a result of the turmoil in our high 
8Chools and colleges; but, my real point is 
this : we have a deep-seated societal problem 
which has no easy solutions and no ready
made answers. 

However, I was assured this morning by 
several County officials that the following 
measures have been taken to quell any 
future disruption of the educational process 
in County schools: 
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The School Board has instructed all prin

cipals to call the Prince George's Police De
partment immediately when trouble erupts; 

Principals have in turn instructed all 
teachers to report all incidents immediately; 

Chief of Police Vincent Free said that the 
Police Department would immediately re
spond to all violations of trespass laws and 
enforce those laws; 

Student troublemakers will be suspended 
and/oc expelled; 

State's Attorney Arthur Marshall has as
sured that his office will vigorously prosecute 
violators of the laws in the courts, or if 
necessary, in Juvenile Court. 

Finally, I will urge the Department of 
Justice to prosecute interstate people who in
cite trouble in our school system. 

These enumerated guidelines are the con
structive reactions of officials but, on reflec
tion, it seems to me that we, as parents have 
an obligation to make a beginning through 
better communication, particularly between 
the generations. 

I have made some efforts in this regard by 
introducing a joint resolution authorizing 
the President to proclaim a National Adult
Youth Communications Week. This measure 
was signed into law and President Nixon 
proclaimed last week-september 28th-Oc
tober 4th-National Adult-Youth Communi
cations Week. In addition, I have estab
lished a task force on youth--composed of 
students representing every high school and 
college in the fifth district-to advise me on 
matters which are under discussion for possi
ble legislative action. 

Therefore, we cannot say that communi
cation between the generations is an im
possible task in our hectic, busy world be
cause meaningful communication is not a 
matter of time but of quality. I hope now 
to have an opportunity to sample that 
quality by opening the floor to communica
tion from you to me because I have spoken 
long enough. 

PENNSYLVANIA AMONG 10 LOWEST 
STATES IN LOCAL AND STATE 
TAXES 

HON. JAMES G. FULTON 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, under leave to extend my re
marks in the RECORD, I include the fol
lowing article: "Finance Week-Where 
Taxes Are Highest, Lowest," from U.S. 
News & World Report edition of October 
20, 1969. 

Pennsylvania has an excellent record 
on low State and local taxes. 

The article follows: 
FINANCE WEEK-WHERE TAXES ARE HIGHEST, 

LOWEST 

State, local taxes per $1,000 of income range 
from $105.40 in Illinois to $190.96 in North 
Dakota, a new report shows. 

Consolation for higher-tax States: Pro
posed plans offer them proportionately larger 
slices of revenue-sharing funds. 

People groaning under an ever-increasing 
burden of taxes can get an idea how heavy 
their load really is from a new survey by the 
Census Bureau. What is disclosed: 

When it comes to tax loads related to per
sonal incomes, the variations among the 50 
States are quite extreme. 

These relative tax burdens are growing 
much more rapidly in some States than in 
others-and actually shrinking in some. 
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The basic figures, set out in the chart on 
this page, have recently taken on added sig
nificance for all taxpayers. As one result, the 
figures now offer a clue to tax-relief pros
pects. 

The reason: Tax burdens related to in
comes have come to be accepted as the ma1n 
measure of "tax effort"-the degree to which 
each State and locality is willing to tax itself 
to solve its problexns. A high rating for tax 
effort, in turn, means a bigger chunk of 
money from virtually all federal revenue
sharing plans that have been proposed, in
cluding the one sent to Congress by Presi
dent Nixon. 

The promise is that States shouldering the 
heaviest tax burdens in relation to incomes 
will get proportionately larger slices of reve
nue-sharing money. They, thus, have the 
strongest hope for relief from their own 
State and local taxes. 

On the average, across the country, the 
total of State and local revenue collections 
amounts to $134.51 for each $1,000 of per
sonal income. 

The range among the States is from a low 
of $105.40 in Illinois to a high of $190.96 in 
North Dakota. 

Washington: special. The District of Co
lumbia is a special case. With so much of its 
real estate owned by the federal and foreign 
governments, a large part of the District's 
money is provided by the Treasury to com
pensate for lost property taxes. 

Most of the industrial States rank low on 
the tax-burden--or tax-effort-list. Illinois, 
Ohio, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Rhode Is
land, Connecticut-all are in the bottom 10. 

New York and California are the stand
out exceptions in that group. Both stand 
among the 10 States in which tax burdens 
are heaviest in relation to income. 

The majority of the Mountain States, along 
with Alaska, are in a special group. Their 
ranking in the top group is due in large part 
to the taxes they collect on the extraction of 
minerals within their borders. 

Those taxes are, in major degree, "exported" 
to other States. One result is that these States 
can expect something of a windfall when, 
or if, federal revenue sharing begins. 

The new figures explode a widely held idea 
that most of the Southern States actually are 
carrying some of the heaviest tax burdens if 
their relatively low incomes are taken into 
account. 

Only one Southern State, Louisiana, now 
ranks close to the top 10 in that respect. In 
nearly all Southern States, taxes related to 
personal incomes are well below the national 
average. 

Midwestern farm States tend to rank in 
the middle third for tax loads. North Da
kota, Minnesota and South Dakota, all high 
up on the scale, are exceptions. 

Pacific Coast States are all above average 
for tax loads. California stands in eighth 
place now. 

Shifting loads. Tax collections are rising 
nearly everywhere. Tax rates are being raised 
and new levies imposed by deliberate actions. 
Even without that, continuing prosperity 
and inflation swell the inflow of revenues. 

In most areas, that rise has been outstrip
ping the growth of incomes. Thus, relative 
tax burdens have been getting heavier and 
heavier. 

For the U.S. as a whole, the increase in 
the latest year was 2.6 per cent. 

In two States, Nebraska and Alaska, the 
one-year jump wa.s more than 10 per cent. 
In nine others, the rise exceeded 5 per ceillt. 

Loudest groans from taxpayers, however, 
are heard in States that show little or no 
increase in the latest year counted. The rea
son is that there are States in which sizable 
increases have occurred over several years. 
In the country as a whole, State and local 
revenues related to incomes have risen 6.2 
per cent in a four-year oeriod. 
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For Alaska, the comparable rise has been 

more than 34 per cent. 
In four States-Delaware, Maryland, Ne

vada and Wyoming-the inorease in that 
period has been from 18 to 23 per cent. 

The four-year increases have exceeded 10 
per cent in 10 other States--Hawaii, Idaho, 
Massachusetts, Missouri, Nebraska, New York, 
North Dakota, Utah, Virginia and West Vir
ginia. 

In only six Stat~Indiana, Kansas, Lou
isiana, Maine, Mississippi and Te~id 
taxes decline in relation to incomes in the 
latest span of four years. 

STATE-LOC.AL TAX BURDENS-HOW STATES RANK 

Revenue 
collections in 

1968 per $1,000 Percent 
of personal change 

income from 1967 

U.S. average_______ $134.51 Up 2.6. 
----------------------

North Dakota _____ ·------· 190.96 Up 5.8. 

~~~m~~~ico~~============ t~5: ~~ ~g U: 
~~~~~============= ==== = ~~~: ~~ ~~ ~~s~· Minnesota ___ .___________ 162.69 Up 3.7. 
Nevada______________ ____ 162. 19 Up 8.4. 
California________________ 160.84 Up 7.8. 
Arizona _____ .____________ 159.26 Down 1.5. 
New York----- - --··· ----- 158.21 Up 0.9. 
Louisiana _______ .________ 157.88 Up 1.3. 
South Dakota_______ ______ 157. 62 Up 3.3. 
Idaho________ ______ ___ __ 156.59 Down 0.5. 
Montana_________________ 155.89 Up 6.3. 
Utah___ _________________ 153. 72 Up 3.1. 
Vermont______ ___________ 150.61 Up 5.5. 
Colorado __________ .______ 150.12 Down 3.5. 
Washington______________ 149.43 Up 3.1. 
Wisconsin________________ 148.82 Up 3.5. 
Iowa _______ .____________ 143.99 Up 5.1. 

~~~~~~~t============ == ~:~: ~ gg:~ ~J Oregon _______ ____ ____ •• _ 140.66 Down 3.2. 
Florida__________________ 138.13 Down 3.1. 
Michigan ___ _ .___________ 138.13 Up 9.0. 
West Virginia _____ ._______ 136.14 Up 6.4. 
Delaware_____________ ___ 135.50 No change. 
Nebraska____ __ ____ __ ____ 135.38 Up 10.5. 
Kansas._________________ 134.35 Down 2.5. 
Georgia__________________ 132.80 Up 4.9. 
Alabama__________ ___ ____ 130.79 Up 3.8. 
Maryland-----------·---- 129.96 Up 3.6. 
Massachusetts.___________ 129.26 Up 0.2. 
KentuckY------------·--- 126. 25 Down 0.7. 
North Carolina___________ 125. 13 Up 1.2. 
Maine _________ ·--·------ 123.71 Down 3.7. 
Tennessee______ _______ __ 123.57 Up 1.5. 
South Carolina_____ ___ ___ 123.17 Up 0.7. 
Arkansas________________ 122. 93 Down 3.0. 
Indiana ___ ·-----------·-- 122.42 Down 2.7. 
Virginia__________________ 120. 82 Up 4.7. 
Texas_________ _________ _ 118.74 Down 1.1. 
Rhode Island _____________ 118.48 Up 3.3. 
New Jersey______________ 114.13 Up 3.0. 
Pennsylvania___ __________ 113.38 UP 0.1. 
Missouri_________________ 112.72 Down 2.7. 
Ohio____________________ 111.99 Up 6.2. 
New Hampshire__ ________ 111.59 Down 0.8. 
Connecticut______________ 107.31 Down 0.4. 
Illinois__________________ 105.40 Up 3.2. 
District of Columbia_._____ 105.13 Up 6.9. 

Note: Figures are for States' fiscal years that ended in 1968. 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 

SOCIAL SECURITY 

HON. CLARENCE D. LONG 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, 
I am deeply concerned with the plight of 
our older citizens, many of whom have 
no income other than social security pay
ments. Much of my mail from the elderly 
has been heartbreaking, and their tre
mendous needs have prompted me to in
troduce a bill calling for a 15-percent 
increase in social security payments and 
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a 45-percent increase in minimum bene
fits. I recently received a very touching 
letter from a Maryland resident in re
sponse to my legislation, and I would like 
to share this letter with my colleagues 
today. The difficulty this man is having 
in making ends meet points up the neces
sity of acting on social security legisla
tion in this session : 

PASADENA, MD. 
DEAR FRIEND MR. CLARENCE LONG: Dear Sir 

and Friend. I am sending you this letter be
cause I listened to you speak on the radio 
about the elderly people and that is the reason 
I am sending this letter to you. I am 82 years 
of age and only receive $51.00 a month old 
age pension. I live along Cocky Creek in 
an old shack along the river and have a 
very hard time trying to live. I don't receive 
any Welfare money or food. I make the 51 
dollars do all the work. I was born Novem
ber 14, 1887 in Philadelphia, Pa. but lived 
in Baltimore 55 years. I enjoyed hearing you 
speak on the <air. If we old people had more 
like you, we old people could live a more 
happier life and eat like other people do. I 
got a medicare card but I can't eat that. I 
am not well and depend on other people to 
bring me food from the store and if no one 
comes, I don't eat much. I can't walk far. I 
got a very bad leg. I go to the doctor once a 
month. 

Try to live on 51 dollars a. month. Electric 
bill, food, kerosene b111, clothing, tobacco to 
roll my own cigarettes ... I don't have much 
company. 

When you have nothing, no one wants you. 
Well, I wish you all the luck in the world to 
get us old people to live and get a. good meal 
once in a. whlle. 

Thank you and God bless you. 
Mr. JOHN W. MATT, 

P.S.-Please answer if you can and care. 

VIETNAM 

HON. WILLIAM F. RYAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, the Vietnam 
moratorium on October 15 will reflect the 
deep concern of millions of Americans 
over the tragic war in Vietnam and their 
determination that it be brought to a 
prompt conclusion. As the Gallup poll 
reported on October 11, a majority of 
citizens sampled throughout the Na
tion-57 percent--support the with
drawal of all U.S. troops from Vietnam 
by 1970 and 58 percent believe it was a 
mistake to have involved American 
troops in Vietnam. 

In the face of this public opinion 
survey, it is incredible that the President 
would say he would not be affected by 
the moratorium and that "there is 
nothing new we can learn from the 
demonstrations." It is incredible that the 
Vice President would dismiss the mora
torium as absurd. As WCBS radio in 
New York commented editorially these 
statements "reflect contempt for a sub
stantial body of public opinion which 
cuts across age and party." 

I include in the RECORD the WCBS 
News Radio 88 editorial which was 
broadcast on October 13 and 14: 

VIETNAM 

Vice President Spiro Agnew has done it 
again. This time, one of his utterances con-
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cerns the forthcoming Vietnam Moratorium. 
It seems destined to join the declaration "if 
you've seen one ghetto, you've seem them 
all" a.s another classic example of insen
sitivity. 

Seventeen United States Senators and 47 
members of the House have endorsed the 
planned non-violent protest by students op
posed to the Vietnam war. Leaders of all 
religious faiths, including Cardinal Richard 
Cushing, have given the demonstration their 
blessing. So have the trustees of Massachu
setts Institute of Technology, the Senate of 
Columbia University and the Faculty of Arts 
and Sciences of Harvard University. 

Yet--Vice President Agnew has dismissed 
the student protest set for Wednesday as 
"ironic and absurd". Previously, in discuss
ing the Vietnam Moratorium, President 
Nixon had assured a. White House news con
ference: "Under no circumstances whatever, 
will I be atfected by it." 

Both statements apparently proceed from 
the same tunnel vision that afflicted the pre
vious Administration concerning American 
involvement in Vietnam. They reflect con
tempt for a substantial body of public opin
ion which cuts across age and party. 

Informed national policy demands that 
leaders listen carefully to dissent, from what
ever quarter it comes and however unwel
come. It is precisely the conviction that 
theirs are voices in the wilderness, dismissed 
as of no political consequence, that has 
brought a great many thoughtful students 
to the point of desperation and alienation. 

The peaceful demonstration of opposition 
which has been planned is an essentially 
constructive and moral action. It is intended 
to bear public witness to the belief of mil
lions of Americans that President Nixon 
must take the initiative in ending, speedily, 
this disastrous and divisive war. It is a war 
which has for too long ravaged the spirit and 
the resources of this nation. 

VIETNAM 

HON. LOUIS STOKES 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, we meet 
here tonight ladened with heavy respon
sibilities. We seek a proper way to extri
cate our country from one of the longest, 
bloodiest, and most costly wars of her 
history. It is an undeclared war, despite 
a constitutional provision indicating that 
this kind of a war was never conceived 
by the founders of our Nation. It is a 
war during which the U.S. Congress, 
especially the House of Representatives, 
has consistently failed to exercise its full 
constitutional responsibilities. 

But, we are here tonight to help rec
tify past omission. We gather to rethink 
and rediscuss our involvement in the 
Vietnam conflict, and to aid our col
leagues and our President in the unani
mous quest for peace. For joining me in 
this effort, I salute and thank you. 
Though our numbers are few, I firmly 
believe our contribution will be substan
tial. 

I would be remiss if I did not also pre
liminarily salute the millions of Ameri
cans of all vocations, races, economic 
statuses, and hair styles who will join 
together tomorrow in a peaceful demon
stration on behalf of a rapid resolution 
to this war. Their request for a cessa
tion of the killing, whatever its form so 
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long as it be nonviolent, will be an ex
hibition of good citizenship in its high
est form, and should serve as an inspira
tion and example to those of us charged 
with the responsibilities of determining 
our country's policies. 

In this vein, it seems highly regrettable 
to me that the one man who bears the 
greatest of these responsibilities has al
ready indicated that he will pay no heed 
to tomorrow's events. How the President 
of the United States can publicly pre
judge and ignore such manifestations of 
the national conscience escapes me com
pletely. Certainly he does so at his own 
political peril and at the peril of thou
sands of brave young American men now 
prosecuting this war half a world away. 
I would hope that the President would 
carefully reexamine this rather extraor
dinary position and acknowledge that all 
citizens of this Nation have not only a 
right to petition their Government, but 
also the concomitant right to be heard 
and respected in their opinions. 

An examination of our present policies 
in Vietnam must begin with a look at the 
premises upon which these policies have 
rested during the 5 years of our active 
involvement in that conflict. This is obvi
ously necessary, for if our policies are 
based upon anything but realities, we 
are engaged in self -delusion of the first 
order and are embarked on an extremely 
dangerous course of action. Unfortu
nately, a careful scrutiny of our Vietnam 
policies reveals that most, if not all, of 
those premises were indeed not realities, 
but myths-military myths, diplomatic 
myths, and political myths. 

Militarily, it was once assumed that 
the bombing of the bridges, factories, and 
cities of the north would destroy the 
fighting capability and break the spirit 
of the North Vietnamese people. It did 
not work, and this particular myth was 
destroyed. Others, however, have per
sisted. 

It was assumed, for example, that 
bombing the Ho Chi Minh Trail would 
stop the infiltration of men and materiel 
from the north. It has not done so. It 
has naturally had some inhibiting im
pact, but basically infiltration proceeds 
as the north chooses. 

It was assumed that "pacification" and 
"search and destroy" missions would 
gradually erode the strength of the Viet
cong and bring ever increasing amounts 
of territory under the aegis of Saigon. It 
has not done so. The political map of 
South Vietnam is still polka-dotted with 
spheres of influence and has undergone 
little change since 1965. 

It was assumed that our forces could 
flush out the enemy and destroy them 
through means of conventional warfare. 
They have not done so. Indeed, when
ever the strategy did work, our fighting
men performed admirably and almost al
ways won smashing victories. But the 
adversary, with both time and terrain on 
his side, has usually successfully avoided 
direct confrontation, and there is every 
reason to believe he will continue to do 
so in the future. 

Finally, it was assumed that the te
nacity, will to win, and strength of belief 
of our small, yellow adversary was less 
than that of our own "revolutionaries" 
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who fought to free us from foreign dom
ination 2 centuries ago. Nothing could 
have been farther from the truth. For a 
quarter of a century the Vietnamese 
people have fought against corrupt rule 
from within and colonial rule from with
out. Their dedication to their concept of 
freedom is precisely that of Patrick 
Henry's "Liberty or Death." 

On the diplomatic front, more myths 
abound. It was assumed that by raising 
the hue and cry of "international Com
munist aggression" we would rally a great 
majority of the non-Communist world 
to our side in Vietnam. They have not 
come. While South Korea has sent a 
substantial number of troops, and 
Australia and New Zealand have offered 
token forces, none of our traditional al
lies and leaders of the free world have 
responded to this all-too-familiar shib
boleth. 

It was assumed that we could convince 
world opinion that the Vietnamese con
flict was not a civil war, but a matter 
of flagrant aggression from the north. 
We have not done so. Indeed, world 
opinion has become increasingly critical 
of our presence in what most nations 
now clearly see as an internal affair. 

It was assumed that our intervention 
in Vietnam would deter future "wars of 
liberation." It has not, and will not, do 
so. In fact, it has probably had the op
posite effect. Buoyed by the success of 
the Vietcong and the dejected spirit of 
the American people, guerrilla fighters 
throughout the world are likely to be 
encouraged to action. 

It was assumed that we could foist a 
corrupt, unresponsive, militaristic gov
ernment upon the world as a potential 
bastion of freedom. It has not worked. 
Far too many leaders around the globe 
know of the distasteful record of under
handedness and political repression com
piled by the Thieu-Ky regime to be so 
easily duped. 

And only recently we have arrived at 
final, fallacious diplomatic assumption
that men closely tied to past policies of 
military intervention can now be our 
harbingers of peace. This can never suc
ceed. Men like Ellsworth Bunker-wed
ded steadfastly to the Saigon generals
and Henry Cabot Lodge-who, a year 
and a half ago, predicted that if we were 
just patient the Vietcong would disap
pear into the earth, never to be heard 
from again-cannot be expected to in
spire the requisite confidence in our foes 
to make them want meaningfully to talk 
of peace. 

Lastly, myths have also been abundant 
on the home political front. As in the in
ternational arena, it was here assumed 
that the words "communism" and "ag
gression" would evoke a unanimous 
knee-jerk response to a position solidly 
behind our policy. This did not succeed. 
The American people were far too 
thoughtful and independent to be herded 
blindly down the path of war by Penta
gon terminology. 

It was assumed that the antiwar move
ment was made up of perennial left
wingers, hippies, and assorted ne'er-do
wells. If the 1968 Democratic primaries 
did not disprove this, tomorrow certainly 
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will. I hope the President will be paying 
attention. 

It was assumed that the term "com
mitment" could be used as a talismanic 
phrase which would mesmerize our citi
zenry into lulled support for our policies. 
For a while this did succeed, but after 
$100 billion, 40,000 deaths, and a quarter 
of a million casualties, an overwhelming 
number of people are beginning to feel 
that whatever commitment existed has 
been amply fulfilled. 

Finally, it was assumed that our people 
would idly stand by, watching their 
schools and homes deteriorate, their 
transportation system break down, their 
air and water become even more polluted, 
and their children go hungry to pay for 
this war. This was the most pernicious 
assumption of all, and we have reaped 
the consequences, therefore, in Watts, 
Hough, Washington, D.C., and Chicago; 
and at San Francisco State, Harvard, and 
Cornell. 

HISTORY NEGLECTED 

How could our Government have made 
so many crucial errors in determining our 
Vietnam policy? That is a question more 
and more of our fellow Americans should 
and do ask every day. 

I am neither a psychologist nor histo
rian. It seems apparently, however, that 
the great majority of those myths were 
spawned by an unseeing devotion by the 
White House and the Congress to the 
idea of America's military and moral 
superiority. Fresh from victories in two 
major world wars and from spearheading 
the unsanctioned repulsion of North Ko
rean aggression-a young nation, proud 
of its acknowledged role as leader of the 
Western World-we grossly deluded our
selves into the invincibility of our mili
tary strength and the righteousness of 
our every cause. In doing so, we over
looked several immensely significant his
torical facts. 

It was forgotten, for instance, that the 
centuries-old antipathy of the people 
of Vietnam for their Chinese, Laotian, 
and Cambodian neighbors strongly mili
tated against both the popular "domino 
theory" and the possibility of Vietnam 
ending up as a puppet of Chairman Mao. 

No heed was paid those who warned 
that it would take 15 men well trained 
in counterinsurgency to counterbalance 
a single guerrilla. 

Little note was given that despite very 
favorable "kill ratios" and incredible ex
penditures of time, money, and men, the 
French were forced to abandon their 
colonial dreams in Indochina. 

Incredibly, no thought was apparently 
given to the drums of nationalism that 
had been beating throughout the world 
since the Second World War. 

No regard was offered those here at 
home who saw the beginnings of fer
ment and disruption within our Nation's 
ghettos and universities. 

And finally, and most essentially, few 
of those in power remembered the warn
ing of the late President Kennedy, who 
in 1963, while speaking of our relation
ship with the Saigon government and the 
conflict in general, stated that in the 
last analysis it was "their war" and they 
"are the ones who must win or lose 
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it." Tens of thousands of lives, and tens 
of billions of dollars later, we have still 
not fully comprehended that fact. 

DISENGAGEMENT AND WITHDRAWAL 

But our chief purpose this evening 
is not review. As the distinguished Sen
ator from Idaho <Mr. CHURCH) recently 
said in a brilliant statement on the 
situation: 

There will be time enough, when peace is 
restored, to contemplate the "lessons of Viet
nam .. " 

Tonight we should seek not recrimina
tion, but resolution on the eve of the 
country's greatest outpouring of senti
ment against the war in our history, our 
question must not be why or how we be
gan that war, but how we can most hon
orably and expeditiously terminate it. 

After a complete review of our present 
status in Vietnam, it seems to me that 
we must take five key steps to accom
plish those goals. 

First. As a preliminary measure, the 
President should immediately recall Am
bassador Bunker from Saigon and Chief 
Negotiator Lodge from Paris. 

Bunker, while a distinguished and 
rightfully respected diplomat, has al
ways been, and continues to be, an in
flexible, wholehearted supporter of the 
present Saigon regime and the militaris
tic clique which surrounds them. What
ever the pros and cons of that regime
a topic I shall discuss forthwith-there 
is absolutely no doubt that it is loathed 
by the Vietcong and mistrusted by a sub
stantial number of South Vietnamese 
loyalists. Ambassador Bunker's presence, 
therefore, and his well-advertised enthu
siasm for Messrs. Thieu and Ky only 
serve as a symbol of intransigent support 
for the present Saigon government by 
Washington, and consequently consti
tutes a significant impediment to any 
efforts aimed at erecting a provisional 
and/or coalition regime in that country. 

Similarly, Ambassador Lodge was long 
President Johnson's emissary of escala
tion in Saigon. Moreover, he was often 
prone to unguarded asides in which he 
disclaimed the :fighting prowess and will 
to succeed of the Vietcong. Unquestion
ably, the Vietcong were aware of these 
facts, and in light thereof it is difficult to 
believe that they have a great deal of 
respect for either his opinions or his 
veracity. Yet now he sits next to them 
as the chief negotiator for a peaceful 
solution. 

Surely there are many persons not so 
inexorably tied to the failures of the past 
whom the President could appoint in lieu 
of these men. Former Ambassador to the 
United Nations, Arthur Goldberg, is a 
name which comes immediately to mind. 
As President Johnson once crossed party 
lines to appoint Ambassador Lodge, so 
should President Nixon be willing to do 
so. Surely the issue of successfully ef
fecting the negotiations for peace is far 
above partisan politics. I would defer, of 
course, to the President's choice in the 
matter, but firmly believe that a change 
must be made and made soon. 

Second. We should immediately stop 
all offensive actions in South Vietnam, 
and pull those troops currently being 
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used for those purposes back to the 
areas we now hold secure. For 5 long 
years our courageous young men have 
roamed the Vietnamese countryside on 
pacification and search-and-destroy 
missions. Yet, a brief glance at the maps 
of South Vietnam then and now reveal 
a painfully small amount of progress for 
the lives and dollars expended. More
over, many areas taken over by the 
United States or the ARVN and under 
their protectorate by day, revert to the 
Vietcong by night. This cannot con
tinue--at least not with American 
troops. The price per square foot is far 
too dear. 

Not only should the pullback greatly 
reduce American casualties, but there is 
a substantial possibility that such a move 
could lead to a marked winding down 
of all hostilities. Both the Vietcong and 
the North Vietnamese have shown a def
inite proclivity for avoiding direct en
gagement with our forces. If we retreated 
to areas already firmly secure, therefore, 
it is quite likely to result in an overall 
deescalation. In addition, by removing 
the outposts and other units from some 
of the far north recesses, a great num
ber of the North Vietnamese troops will 
no longer be necessary to defend the 
Vietcong territory, and well might re
turn to their side of the DMZ. 

Third. If these pullbacks result in 
some reduction of the fighting level-as 
they almost assuredly will-all of the 
units currently used for offensive ma
neuvers should be withdrawn as soon as 
possible. At a minimum, this should 
mean another 200,000 men brought home 
by the first of the year. In other words, 
unless it becomes obvious that our ad
versary will take advantage of the pull
backs to prepare allout assaults on our 
now secure territories, all offensive troops 
should be removed. Our days of the of
fensive in South Vietnam should be over. 
We must admit that they are basically 
ineffective and are too costly in terms 
of human lives to continue. Thus, unless 
removal of the offensive troops from the 
secure areas would clearly endanger the 
defensive troops re111aining there, they 
should be removed immediately. The net 
result of this action will be to reduce by 
half our forces in Vietnam by January 1, 
1970. 

Fourth. After the offensive troops are 
gone, we should make clear to the Saigon 
government that the remainder of our 
forces will be withdrawn by December 1, 
1970. This action would be advantageous 
for several reasons. First, it would assure 
total withdrawal of all forces by the an
nounced date. All Americans would know 
that the war would soon be over for their 
fathers and sons. Second, it would put 
the Saigon government on final definite 
notice that as of that date, the Vietnam 
war was once again, as President Ken
nedy said it should be, theirs. The im
portance of this cannot be overempha
sized. It is only natural that Thieu and 
Ky will take their own sweet time about 
training the ARVN and substituting 
them for American units as long as we 
remain there to assure the safety of their 
Government. If faced with the prospect 
of protecting their own necks, however 
I think a great change of speed and atti-' 
tude would be perceptible. 
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A third advantage of this plan of ac
tion is that by leaving a substantial 
number of American forces in our secure 
areas for several months, we would in
sure that the bloodbath which many pre
dict the Vietcong would precipitate 
upon South Vietnam peasants and vil
lagers who had been friendly to us would 
not occur. By the specified cutoff date, 
however, the ARVN forces should be 
ready to hold these positions. 

Finally, by pulling over half our troops 
out by January 1, 1970, with a commit
ment to remove the remainder by De
cember 1 of that year, we should have 
both the time and bargaining position to 
assure the release of all U.S. pris
oners of war. Once the opposition 
sees the sincerity of our efforts to with
draw completely, they ought to be more 
than willing to meet this demand. Cer
tainly the demand should be the sole 
non-negotiable condition to the removal 
of our defensive troops. The point is, 
whatever be the Vietcong and North 
Vietnamese initial reaction to this pro
posal, there will be ample time before we 
are conur.dtted to remove our forces to 
work out the details of this transfer. 

Fifth. Throughout this entire process 
we should make every effort to encour
age the Thieu-Ky government to greatly 
broaden its base of support. Our troops 
would be gone by December 1, 1970, but 
all of us realize that we have sacrificed 
too much to see South Vietnam end up 
in the hands of a dictatorship of any 
stripe. Even more importantly, we would 
like to see an end to all belligerency in 
that country. It is quite apparent, how
ever, that neither of these goals will be 
realized unless and until the Saigon 
regime takes a more conciliatory ap
proach toward both dissidents loyal to 
the government and the Vietcong. 

A first step would be to cease the un
acceptable amount of political repression 
presently being employed by the Saigon 
government. The report on political re
pression in South Vietnam prepared by 
my distinguished colleague from Mich
igan <Mr. CoNYERS) and several other 
prominent religious and civic leaders 
last summer, clearly indicated that all 
elements not absolutely supportive of 
Thieu, Ky, and their ruling elite, were 
being subjected to constant and severe 
harassment. That is not the way to unify 
a country. 

Similarly, the pronouncements of the 
Saigon machine about never accepting a 
coalition government must be ceased. 
The Vietcong control more territory
though fewer people--in South Vietnam 
than Saigon does. Thus, to expect to 
negotiate a peace settlement without a 
provision for substantial Communist 
representation in the ensuing govern
ment is pure folly. The only alternative 
for Saigon is to continue the fighting 
until all vestiges of the guerillas are 
wiped ou~a task we know for a fact 
to be an impossible one. 

Those are the steps. Replace Lodge 
and Bunker; retrench American troops 
in s~cure positions; pull out 200,000 of
fensive troops by January 1, 1970; with-
draw all remaining forces by December 
1, 1970; and put all possible pressure on 
the Saigon government to become a 
force of reconciliation and peace. It is, 
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in my estimation, a workable blueprint. 
I hope the President and the Congress 
will take heed of it and accept it. 

RESTRUCTURE PRIORrriES 

If we can accept it, maybe we will be 
able to at last return our thoughts to 
where they should have been all along
with the critical domestic problems fac
ing this Nation. The war has been costly 
in many ways. Over $225 million in Fed
eral tax money has been spent on the 
war from my district alone. We could 
have used that money in Cleveland, Mr. 
Speaker-used it for food, schools, cloth
ing, homes, transportation, and to com
bat the poisoning of our environment. 
The only memorial to that money now 
is several hundred Cleveland boys dead 
or maimed, and a few burned-out vil
lages. It was not worth it. 

The important task now, however is 
to build on the past, confess the erro~ in 
our policies, and begin working toward 
restructuring our national priorities. Our 
national spirit has been badly demoral
ized by this war. It has alienated par
ents from children, students from uni
versities, neighbors from neighbors. It 
has exacerbated the growing racial 
crisis, and has impeded social progress 
on all fronts. 

But Americans are a resilient lot. Just 
as they can be demoralized, they can be 
revitalized. Their moral energies can 
once again be harnessed and guided to 
the betterment of the Nation. To provide 
this leadership will be our responsibility. 
It will be our job to see that henceforth 
our Government will buy bread before 
bombers, homes before howitzers, and 
schools before submarines. If we are suc
cessful in this effort, America will have 
turned the corner to world leadership in 
the coming decades and taken a giant 
step toward the creation of a peaceful 
and just society at home. 

MAN IN THE BALANCE OF NATURE 

HON. JOHN D. DINGELL 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, the Royal 
Bank of Canada devoted its monthly 
letter of February 1969, to a discussion 
of man and his environment. So that my 
colleagues may have an opportunity to 
read this article, entitled "Man in the 
Balance of Nature," I include its text at 
this point in the RECORD: 

MAN IN THE BALANCE OF NATURE 

Why are people so disturbed about pollu
tion of air and water? It is not simply be
cause they have become more refined and 
aesthetic, but because they begin to realize 
that we have reached a critical point in 
human habitation of the earth. 

As far back as 1947 the question before a 
conference at Princeton University was "the 
fate of man". Would he go the way of the 
dodo and the dinosaur? Or would he take 
his destiny in his own hands and make a 
better creature of himself? Opinion was di
Vided. 

There was no split of opinion at the 
UNESCO headquarters in Paris last year when 
more than two hundred experts from fifty 
countries met ln conference. Within twenty 
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years, t hey decided, life on our planet will be 
showing the first signs of succumbing to pol
lution: the atmosphere will become un
breathable for men and animals; life will 
cease in rivers and lakes; plants will wither 
from poisoning. 

This opinion was made public following the 
Inter-Governmental Conference of Experts 
on the Scientific Bases for the Rational Utili
sation and Conservation of Biospheric Re
sources. 

The biosphere is the part of the earth and 
its atmosphere which contains living things. 
In this layer, only a few miles thick, man is 
creating far-reaching imbalances. He threat
ens the stability of his own ecology by de
stroying resources and burdening his en
vironment with the waste products of his 
own activities. 

The biosphere is so immensely complicated 
that it s workings are imperfectly understood, 
but it is known that any interaction of fac
tors, however insignificant, can produce re
percussions whose chains often span con
tinents or even girdle the earth. 

After commenting on the damage done by 
swift depletion of minerals and forests, the 
report of the UNESCO Conference in the 
Manchester Guardian goes on: "As cities 
spread in monstrous fashion the problem of 
refuse inherent in urban life attains the 
size of an insoluble problem. Carbon dioxide 
and all the host of air-borne industrial 
wastes are fouling the atmosphere and poi
soning fresh water. In the last twenty years 
the whole process has been accelerating at a 
crazy speed." 

WHAT SHALL WE DO? 

We must be willing to ask such questions 
as "What is the meaning of life? What is 
our relationship with everything around us? 
What shall we do in the short stretch be
tween birth and death to preserve and im
prove our inheritance?" We need the courage 
to ask such questions-as the UNESCO Con
ference did-with respect and seriousness, 
and the gumption to do what the answers 
tell us to do. 

There is no better way of giving our lives 
the dimension of depth than by identifying 
ourselves as important factors in the balance 
of n ature and putting our weight on the 
side of conserving what is good, correcting 
what is wrong, and progressing to something 
higher in the scale. We were put upon Earth, 
according to the Book of Genesis, "to dress 
it and to keep it." 

But man has become a prober and a med
dler. Fire, the axe, the plow, fire-arms and 
the bulldozer have been the fundrunental 
tooLs of our modern culture. We have 
spurned the fact that Nature is a total of 
the conditions and principles which influ
ence the existence of living things. Her I:a.ws 
were so contrived that land, water, plants 
and animals should, and under natural con
ditions do, exist in harmony and inter
dependence for pel'}Jetual productiveness. 

Nature has been at work for a great many 
millions of years to get things as they are. 
Cause and effect are tied together like stones 
in a well-built wall. Without careful inves
tigation you never can tell which is a key
stone, the removal of which will bring down 
a large section of the structure in ruin. 

Man is only a oomparatively small element 
in this massive system. As Anthony Tucker 
put it in his report of the UNESCO Confer
ence: "'I1he system developed without him, 
determined his evolution, and shaped his 
dependence on life cycles which in turn were 
already dependent upon complex living and 
chemical relationship in a relatively stable 
environment." It is imperative to his sur
vival that man should recognize his animal 
nature and live within the boundaries set 
b(V his organic world. 

Throughout history one species after an
other of animal and plant has clisappeared 
from the earth, and one culture after an-
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other has passed to oblivion, because of in
ability to adjust to environmental change. 

NATURE'S LAWS 

We are, then, an integral part of our en
vironment. "Nature" embraces all existing 
things-fields, oceans, mountains, forests , 
deserts, the wild creatures ... and human 
beings. We are part of it, and we must live 
in concert with it. 

Our discovery of nature's laws does not 
mean entering a state of slavery. On the 
contrary, once we know what they are we 
can learn to co-operate with them, and by 
so co-operating increase our own freedom 
within them. Take fire as an example: we 
learned far back in our aboriginal state that 
fire burns you if you touch it, not to punish 
you, but because that is the ru~.tural bvw of 
fire. From there we went on to use fire for 
our useful purposes within the bounds of itB 
law. 

Ecology is the science concerned with the 
relation of living things to their environ
ment, and with the factors which influence 
that environment. It is an expression of the 
realization that man must give over trying 
to mould the rest of the natuml world to 
his wishes without adequate understanding 
of the laws that govern it. 

What are some of the things needful to 
know? The subject is so vast that no human 
mind has ever fathomed all its secrets, but 
the basic principles are becoming known. 
First and foremost is the lesson so hard to 
learn: that Nature is the expression of a 
definite order with which nothing interferes 
successfully, and that the chief business of 
men is to learn that order and govern them
selves accordingly. 

Consider our disregard for plant life. The 
green leaf pigment, called chlorophyll, is the 
sole link between the sun and life: it is 
the conduit of energy to our frail organisms. 
Every plant, even the most humble, even 
algae, the simplest form in the vegetable 
kingdom, is a specialist, adapted by its habit 
of growth and its special requirement for 
light and moisture, to grow best in its pre
ferred environment, and there to fulfill its 
destiny in serving Nature's purpose. 

Let disaster strike the microscopic plants 
upon which the tier of life is built, and 
whole organizations will come tumbling 
down. The forces we set in motion to carry 
out our great projects move out to affect the 
lives of other creatures, and come back to 
act upon us. 

Our worst conservation problems owe their 
existence largely to our short-sighted pre
occupation with our immediate affairs, our 
personal lives, our ignorance of our place 
in the balance of nature. A person who has 
once perceived the greatness of nature's 
smallest creature or :flower, can no longer 
be happy if he allows himself to be petty, 
self-seeking, and greedy in his dealing with 
Nature. 

Because there are men and women who 
have not received this vision, it is necessary 
to have man-made laws to enforce the laws 
of nature. 

Why should anti-pollution regulations 
raise objections? Do they restrict our free
dom, that word so cherished in democracies? 
So do traffic laws and signals, which limit 
the freedom of action of the driver of the 
automobile. None the less, intelllgent drivers 
gladly obey the regulations, even when there 
is no policeman at the corner to enforce 
them, because they know that in the ab
sence of such organization of traffic their 
freedom to move in a chosen direction would 
be enormously more impeded by traffic jams 
and accidents. 

On a higher scale than enforcement by law 
is the self-regulation taught to Boy Scouts: 
always leave the camping ground better than 
you find it. There are unwritten laws ob
served by woodsmen and mountain climb
ers: not to kill a porcupine or a fool hen 
unless there is no other food to be had; al-
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ways replenish the wood-pile at a shelter 
hut to at least the size it was when you 
took shelter there. 

SOMETHING ABOUT MEDDLING 

Meddling with small parts of a related 
whole produces evil consequences. Whatever 
we do in altering nature must be done in 
full awareness of Nature's reactions to and 
on ourselves. 

For lack of adequate knowledge, much 
of our manipulation is based on technologi
cal criteria without thought of its over-all 
biological results. Some of this tampering 
starts a chain of events that upsets the bal
ance of nature with destructive effects. 

Consider the undisputed facts of life in 
the soil. These facts were studied by the 
UNESCO Conference and reported by Mr. 
Tucker. Something like forty billion tons of 
vegetable material are made and destroyed 
on the earth every year. The mass of land 
animals and smaller organisms amounts to 
less than one per cent of the vegetation. Of 
this tiny "zoomass" (which includes man) 
some 95 per cent consists of invertebrate 
organisms with crucial roles in the decompo
sition processes of the life cycle. Since they 
form an essential part of the natural capital 
it is utterly profligate to bring about their 
mass destruction through indiscriminate 
use of such things as nonselective pesticides. 

Irresponsible chemical eradication of 
weed and insect pests presents not only a 
serious threat to wildlife conservation but 
holds out the danger of contamination to hu
man beings. A pesticide, possibly used to kill 
rats in a wheat field, was blamed for the 
death of seventeen children in Mexico. Alfalfa 
that had been sprayed with DDT was fed to 
cows by scientists. The cream was churned 
to butter, the butter was fed to rats, and the 
still toxic DDT was found in their body fat in 
substantial amounts. 

OUR POISONED WATER 

What use is it to make a fetish of clean
liness of the body, of hair, of teeth, if we 
continue to pour sewage into rivers, thence 
to be carried inside our bodies? 

In one midwestern city in the United 
States, as John H. Storer tells us in The Web 
of Life, testB of the city's water showed that 
during the period of low water in the winter 
it was one-half straight sewage. 

Water, the most important natural re
source, can be the medium for the transmis
sion of germs and toxic substances. The 
World Health Organization reports that 
about five million children die every year 
from intestinal diseases caused by water. 

There is a point at which the rivers them
selves rebel. The load of poisons from city 
sewers, factories, slaughter-houses and farm 
lands becomes unsupportable. These kill the 
cleansing plants, use up the purifying oxygen 
in the water, and clog up the filtering gravel. 

Once the mass of pollution exceeds a cer
tain amount, animal and vegetable life dis
appears; the river dies. 

To clean up our lakes and rivers we must 
deal with many types of man-made pollut
ants: detergents, fertilizers, insecticides, 
weed-killers, sewage, industrial waste, and 
hundreds of other products. This clean-up 
does not involve primarily treatment, but 
prevention, and some movement is being 
made in that direction by municipalities and 
industries. 

Our lakes are dying. The United States 
public health service has warned shippers in 
Lake Erie that water within five miles of the 
shoreline should not be used for drinking or 
cooking. This stretch of near-shore water 
is so polluted that even bo111ng or chlorina
tion will not remove the contamination. 
Farther out, pollution has stimulated the 
growth of vegetation, using up oxygen, so 
that a large expanse of dead water has de
veloped. 

In 1965, Dr. G. B. Langford, F.R.S.C., Direc
tor of the Great Lakes Institute, University 
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of Toronto, concluded a report The G1·eat 
Lakes and Their Problems in this way: .. Gov
ernmentl> in the United States are facing up 
to the situation much more realistically than 
are those in Canada The insignificant sup
port of research in the Great Lakes by the 
governments of canada stands in sharp con
trast to what our neighbours are doing. An 
unbaised observer would wonder if we actual
ly share these lakes, for we do not share the 
responsibility of saving them from the pend
ing disaster." 

OUR POLLUTED AIR 

Hamlet put it this way: "This most ex
cellent canopy, the air, this brave o'erhang
ing firmament ... wppea.reth nothing to me 
but a foul and pestilent congre~tion of 
vapours." 

Today we seem to look upon smog and air 
pollution as incidents of urban life, until a 
public health disaster such a.s the death of 
4,000 people in London's smog in 1952 calls 
our attention to the fact that this can be a 
killing negligence. 

At least a hundred air pollutants have 
been identified, and their interaction pro
duces others. 

The cost of air pollution in Canada has 
been estimated at from $20 to $65 per per
son, depending on where he lives. This is 
for laundering, painting, cleaning of build
ings, filtering of ail', and doctors' bills. 

But cost and loss in dollars and cents do 
not tell the whole story. Air pollution con
stitutes a serious hazard to health. Atmos
phere pollution has been found to lower re
sistance to disease, to reduce vitality, and to 
increase sickness. Relatively low levels of air 
pollution may be involved in the develop
ment of chronic degenerative diseases, in
cluding skin and lung cancer, heart and vas
cular disorders, and chronic bronchitis. Paul 
Koiin, of the University of California, has 
established that several of the organic com
pounds produced by the combustion of gaso
line and diesel oil are carcinogenic. 

The best means of preventing combustion
caused pollution is simple: use better com
bustion equipment. This improvement 
should be insisted upon by those who have 
the responsibility for community welfare and 
hold the legal power to enforce it. 

RESTORING THE BALANCE 

Some people who have not thought seri
ously about the matter shy away from the 
word "conservation" under the misapprehen
sion that it means "stop using". Resource 
conservation is fundamentally nothing more 
than wise use of our resources in accordance 
with the laws of nature. 

Personal conscience is the beginning of 
any effective conservation effort. A Washing
ton State Supreme Court decision reads: 
"An unwritten compact between the dead, 
the living, and the unborn requires that we 
leave the unborn something more than debts 
and depleted natural resources." 

Nature maintained her balance for mil
lions of years, but she is now up against 
something new. All other participants in 
nature live by habit and instinct but men 
try to manage things, to force things into 
new ways. Their conceited and arrogant in
terference has brought about the deteriora
tion in living conditions which alarms us, 
the extinction of many animals and plants, 
and the defilement of air and water. 

Now that their continued existence is 
shown to be at stake men are called upon to 
rethink many things, to relearn lessons long 
forgotten, and to get back on the right road. 

Our research and its findings and the les
sons it teaches give hope to a world as yet 
largely unconscious of the gravity of its sit
uation. Scientists and research people do not 
make laws, but discover them. The laws of 
nature are there, and scientists find them 
so that we may obey them. 

This involves a new duty: communica
tion. The facts of the balance of nature and 
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man's part in it must be presented to the 
people of all countries in understandable 
terms. By this means scientists can place the 
decision about these grave issues in the 
proper hands. 

No municipal, provincial or national effort 
to preserve the balance of nature can be ef
fective unless it is pressed for and ade
quately supported by informed public opin
ion. Every citizen need not be an expert in 
this or that branch of science, but he should 
know what the scientists are talking about, 
what the technicians are doing, and what 
his elected governments should be doing. 

What could be a higher ideal than that 
of an intelligent informed citizenry with an 
attitude toward nature that is b.a-sed upon 
an understanding and knowledge of man's 
dependence on his total environment? An 
effective programme with this end in view is 
being carried out by the 4-H Clubs in Can
ada. By intelligent and sympathetic guid
ance, these young people are learning con
servation .as a way of life. 

REDEMPTION 

We have disregarded our place in the bal
ance of nature for long enough, and we are 
face to face with our man-made confl.ict 
between the pr.inciple of freedom to use up 
and the principle of husbandry to use wisely 
and replenish. We can imagine the trees and 
the wild creatures .and the earth itself watch
ing and listening, alive and aware, holding 
their breaths in anticipation of what their 
human neighbours will do with their com
mon heritage. 

We face the hard task of putting natural 
forces to work in restoration and redemp
tion. We need to deal with the necessary 
steps one at a time and with reasonable 
judgment. 

Government programmes are being estab
lished, but at a snail's pace. They cannot 
succeed until they are enlarged to match 
the size of the problems, and until citizens 
are ready to pay the huge blll which we have 
already incurred by our assaults on the qual
ity of our environment. 

Political and geographical boundaries 
must not be allowed to impede the national 
effort. The first conservation duty of a city 
is to clean itself, and fastidious citizens will 
see that it does so. Then it must work hand
in-hand with adjoining mun-icipalities, for 
how can people close their minds to the fact 
that much of the water flowing from their 
kitchen taps has already passed through 
other people's drains? Counties and town
ships and provinces are interlinked in any 
honest attempt to restore the baLance of na
ture. 

All of these divisions need to give atten
tion to another aspect of nature. Our 
country-side is becoming wearied with the 
constant encroachment of factories and 
housing developments. Men pleading spe
cious needs violate parks, forests and wilder
nesses. They ruin for all time what the time 
of man on earth c.annot replace. 

We need people rich enough in under
standing and imagination, and strong enough 
in fibre, to insist that adequate forests and 
outdoor space be left to be admired, not 
destroyed. Unless natural outdoor spaces re
main, young people are denied their instinc
tive wanderings. Trapped in city corridors, 
enmeshed in sprawling suburbs, empty of 
heart, mind and hand, cheated of experiences 
that are by nature necessary to them, they 
will turn their energies to protest and to 
evil. 

When a young person goes for a stroll or 
paddles his canoe in a nature park he realizes 
that he is not merely an observer of nature, 
but a part of nature. His troubles grow petty, 
not because they are unreal, but because they 
dissolve within the larger plan. 

A VALUE JUDGMENT 

Man, part of nature, has become enticed 
into a nearly fatal illusion: that his skills in 
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science and technology make him independ
ent of the laws of nature. 

He spread insecticides without examining 
into whether they would be fatal to birds and 
beneficial insects and might kill people. He 
poured millions of pounds of detergents into 
rivers before learning that they polluted the 
water. He allowed lakes to die of oxygen 
starvation. He contributed to the deadliness 
of smog by floating noxious substances into 
the air. 

What is required is a value judgment 
which compares the known risks with the 
anticipated benefits. This is where conscience 
and intelligence enter the scene. Said Barry 
Commoner in his powerful article entitled 
"Pollution: Time to Face the Consequences" 
in the mid-summer 1968 Think: "No scienti
fic procedure can tell us how many defective 
births from fallout radiation we ought to 
tolerate for the sake of a new nuclear 
weapon. . . . No scientific principle can tell 
us how to make the choice--which may be 
forced upon us by the insecticide problem
between the shade of the elm tree and the 
song of the robin .... The necessary judg
ments are therefore the responsibility, not 
of scientists and technologists alone, but of 
all citizens." 

Man emerged on this space ship Earth and 
is biologically bound to it forever. The mes
sage from the UNESCO Conference to world 
governments and people is that either they 
keep the space ship healthy or we die with it. 

What is the paramount thing? To come to 
nature with clean hands, unsoiled by spoil
age, destruction and waste. This involves a 
great deal of governmental wisdom, a lot of 
scientific research, and a lot of engineering 
ingenuity. Behind all these must be the pres
sure of public demand. 

BANKING INSTITUTIONS IN THE 
NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION 

HON. DEL CLAWSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, on 
September 23, 1969, I introduced H.R. 
13928, a bill addressed to the problems 
faced by banking institutions in the Na
tional Capital region. This bill is identical 
to S. 2569 introduced by Senators SPARK
MAN and BENNETT. Hearings Were held by 
the Senate Banking and Currency Com
mittee last week on S. 2569. The Federal 
Reserve Board reported on these hear
ings. 

Mr. Speaker, I am particularly im
pressed by the thoughtful report sub
mitted by the Federal Reserve Board 
in support of this legislation. I would 
like to share this report with my col
leagues. I am therefore inserting it at 
this point in the RECORD: 
STATEMENT oF WILLIAM McC. MARTIN, JR., 

CHAmMAN OF THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS 
OF THE FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 

I appreciate your invitation to present the 
views of the Board of Governors on S. 2569, 
which would amend section 3 (d) of the 
Bank Holding Company Act to allow bank 
holding companies in the District of Colum
bia to expand into the suburbs, and grant 
reciprocal privileges to Maryland and Vir
ginia holding companies. 

Section S(d) prohibits the Board from ap
proving an acquisition by a bank holding 
company of a bank located outside the State 
in which the holding company's banking op
erations are principally conducted, unless the 
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acquisition is specifically authorized by State 
statute. S. 2569 would add two exceptions to 
section 3 (d). Under the first, a holding 
company whose banking operations are prin
cipally conducted in the District of Columbia 
on the date of enactment (or when it be
comes a holding company if that is later) 
might acquire, with the Board's approval, 
banks located in Montgomery and Prince 
Georges Counties in Maryland and in Arling
ton, Fairfax, Loudoun, and Prince William 
Counties and the cities of Alexandria and 
Falls Church in Virginia. Under the second, 
a holding company whose banking opera
tions are principally conducted in either 
Maryland or Virginia on the date of enact
ment (or when it becomes a holding com
pany if that is later) might acquire banks 
located in the District of Columbia. However, 
the authority of a holding company to ex
pand the scope of its operations across State 
lines might be affected by State laws in view 
of section 7 of the Act, which reserves to the 
States their rights with respect to banks, 
bank holding companies, and subsidiaries 
thereof. 

The Board believes that the unique situa
tion in Washington merits special considera
tion. In its application to the District of 
Columbia section 3 (d) is obviously far more 
restrictive than it is with respect to any 
other area. A rule adopted with States like 
California in mind is unrealistic as applied 
to an area of 61 square miles that is entirely 
metropolitan and entirely surrounded by 
expanding suburbs. The inequity of the sit
uation with respect to the City of Washing
ton is more apparent now than it was when 
section 3(d) was enacted in 1956. The two 
States that surround Washington permit 
banks located therein to expand State-wide, 
and State-wide banking organizations have 
become prevalent in recent years in both 
States. Several of such organizations have 
offices located in the \Vashington metro
politan area. 

The Board believes that permitting bank
ing organizations in the District of Colum
bia to establish offices in the suburbs and 
vice versa would be beneficial to the com
munity interest by promoting competition 
and facilitating the allocation of resources 
in meeting credit demands. 

Other provisions of section 3 of the Act 
afford protection against abuses of the pro
posed new authority. Under section 3(b) of 
the Act, the Board is required, upon receipt 
of an application for its approval of a pro
posed acquisition by a holding company of a 
State-chartered bank, to inform the appro
priate supervisory authority of the interested 
State. If such authority opposes approval of 
the application, the Board must order a hear
ing and permit all interested parties to 
testify on the proposed transaction. 

Protection against potentially anticom- . 
petitive effects arising from enactment of 
S. 2569 is provided by section 3 (c) of the 
Act and the antitrust laws. Under section 
3 (c) the Board may not approve an acquisi
tion that would have serious anticompeti
tive effects, unless it finds that such effects 
are clearly outweighed in the public interest 
by the probable effect of the transaction in 
meeting the convenience and needs of the 
community to be served. And section 11 of 
the Act requires the Board to notify the At
torney General of its approval of any ac
quisition, and establishes procedures under 
which the Attorney General may invoke the 
antitrust laws to prevent the consummation 
of the transaction, despite the Board's ap
proval. 

A possible alternative approach to accom
plish the purposes of S. 2569 would be to 
modify the Federal branch banking law (12 
U.S.C. 36) to permit national banks (and 
State member banks so far as Federal law is 
concerned) with offices located in the Wash
ington metropolitan area to establish new 
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banking offices throughout such area, with 
the approval of the appropriate Federal su
pervisory agency and, in the case of a State
chartered bank, with the approval of its 
State supervisor. This new-b-ranch alterna
tive might tend to minimize any potentially 
anti-competitive effects in removing the bar
rier of political boundaries to the expansion 
of banking organizations. 

A third approaoh by which District banks 
might appropriately be permitted to enter 
the sub-urbs and suburban banks to enter 
the District would be by direct acquisition 
of an existing b-anking office through pur
chase of assets, merger, or consolidation. 
Federal law provides the same kind Of pro
tection against haNilful consequences re
sulting from such direct acquisitions as it 
d~es for bank acquisitions by a bank holding 
company. 

In the Board's judgment, each of these 
approaches has merit. However, under the 
approach of S. 2569, approval of entry by 
District bank holding companies into the 
suburbs and Maryland or Virginia holding 
companies into the District would be cen
tralized in the Board. Although such cen
tralization of authority is not critical to 
appropriate expansion of banking offices, it 
would assure that the relevant considera
tions in expanding banking offices across 
State lines to the limited extent permitted 
by the bill are considered on a uniform basis, 
which would seem to be desirable in depart
ing from the rules based on poll tical 
boundaries. 

In one respect the provisions of S . 2569 
may go further than necessary. If a District 
of Columbia based holding company acquired 
a bank in the Maryland suburba, there is 
nothing in the bill as introduced to prevent 
the subsidiary Maryland bank from estab
lishing branches throughout the State. We 
question whether the new authority to ex
pand in the metropolitan area should be 
used to expand throughout Maryland and 
Virginia. Accordingly, the bill should provide 
that a Virginia or Maryland bank acquired 
by a District of Columbia based holding com
pany may not have a banking office outside 
the metropolitan area. 

The Board recommends en'81ctment of S. 
2569 with an amendment as suggested in the 
immediately preceding paragraph. 

My State of California has lived with 
the problem of large credit demands for 
many, many years. It seems to me that 
California has so approached its public 
policies as to meet these demands 
promptly and adequately. I am pleased 
to see this imaginative approach adopted 
by the Federal Reserve Board to meet 
the large credit demands that loom 
ahead for the National Capital region. 

LABELING OF FOODS CONTAINING 
HIGH CHOLESTEROL CONTENT 

HON. SIDNEY R. YATES 
OF IT.LINOJS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I had pre
viously placed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD copies of my correspondence with 
the Consumer Protection and Environ
mental Health Service of the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare. 
I pointed out at that time that the ques
tion of proper labeling was "a matter of 
some urgency to people who are on anti
cholesterol diets," which usually are rec-
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ommended by their physicians to mini
mize possible incidence of heart disease. 

In furtherance of my campaign for 
proper labeling of foods to reflect their 
fat content, I am attaching copies of 
letters which I have mailed to and re
ceived from Dr. Campbell Moses medi
cal director of the American Heart As
sociation. I also am attaching hereto, 
Mr. Speaker, a copy of my letter of Oc
t?ber 10 to Dr. Herbert L. Ley, Commis
sioner, Food and Drug Administration. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot understand why 
Dr. Ley continues to procrastinate in 
coming to a decision in this important 
matter. He has the authority to require 
labeling which will protect the public in 
this very important respect and I trust 
he will be moved to take action on the 
matter promptly. 

OCTOBER 1, 1969. 
Dr. CAMPBELL MOSES, 
Medical Director, American Heart Associa

tion, New York, N.Y. 
DEAR DR. MOSES: Mr. Merliss of the Public 

Health Service said that you may be interest
ed in the fight I am having with the Con
sumer Protection and Environmental Health 
Service of the Department of Health, Edu
cation and Welfare to properly label foods 
containing high cholesterol content. I am 
enclosing a copy of the Congressional Record 
for September 29 and invite your attention 
to my comments beginning on page 27398. 

I would appreciate any comments you care 
to make on the point I have made. 

With kindest regards, 
Sincerely yours, 

SIDNEY R. YATES, 
Member of Congress. 

AMERICAN HEART ASSOCIATION, INC., 
New York, N.Y., October 8, 1969. 

Hon. SIDNEY R. YATES, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. YATES: In support of your efforts 
to have the Consumer Protection and En
vironmental Health Service insist on proper 
labeling of foods, I am enclosing the state
ment of the American Heart Association on 
Diet and Heart Disease and copies of our 
recent correspondence with Dr. Herbert L. 
Ley, Jr. in this matter. 

If you can move this labeling problem off 
dead center, we will all be in your debt. 

Very truly yours, 
CAMPBELL MOSES, MD., 

Medical Director. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCA
TION, AND WELFARE, 

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE, 
Washington, D.C., January 23, 1969. 

CAMPBELL MOSES, M.D., 
Medical Director, 
American Heart Association, Inc., 
New York, N.Y. 

DEAR DR. MOSES: This letter responds to 
your inquiry of January 14, 1969, concerning 
the labeling of foods with respect to fat 
content and composition. 

We have before us proposals for labeling 
foods with information about their saturated 
and polyunsaturated fat content. These pro
posals are currently under extensive study, 
and we have made no commitment as to the 
course which we will take in this important 
matter. 

You may be assured that if the conclusion 
is reached that a final regulation or state
ment of pollcy should be issued in this area 
such a step will not be taken without ampl~ 
opportunity for comment and discussion on 
the part of all who may be in teres ted. 

Sincerely yours, 
HERBERT L. LEY, Jr., M.D., 

Commissioner of Food and Drugs. 



30288 

HERBERT L. LEY, M.D., 
Commissioner, 

JANUARY 14, 1969. 

Food and Drug Administration, 
Arlington, Va. 

DEAR DOCTOR LEY: As the problem Of per
missive labeling of the fat content and 
composition of foods has been bubbling up 
and down for a long time, I would appreciate 
word from your office as to the present 
status. 

Thank you for past courtesies and for this 
present one. 

Very t ruly yours, 
CAMPBELL MOSES, M.D., 

Medical Director. 

DIET AND HEART DISEASE 
(This statement was developed by the Com

mittee on Nutrition and authorized for 
release by the Central Committee for Medi
cal and Community Program of the Ameri
can Heart Association) 
The development of atherosclerotic coro

nary artery disease is influenced by many 
factors; among the factors associated with 
an increase in this disease are : 

1. A familial history of coronary heart dis
ease; the presence of diabetes melitus, hy
perlipidemia, gout, hypertension, obesity, and 
certain personality characteristics. 

2. Sex and age: Men are generally more 
susceptible than women and both become in
creasingly susceptible with advancing years. 

3. Environmental factors such as a diet 
rich in saturated fat and cholesterol, ciga
rette smoking, and habitual physical inac
tivity. 

There is growing evidence that the early 
identification and correction of these risk 
factors may favorably influence the course 
of coronary disease. For this reason, the 
American Heart Assocfiation has urged the 
implementation of risk factor identification 
programs (Risk Factors and Coronary Dis
ease; a Statement for Physicians, A.H.A. 
1968). 

The fact tha,t control of diet is one method 
of correcting or modifying some of these risk 
factors led the American Heart Association 
to release two previous reports ( 1961 and 
1965) on the relationships between diet and 
atherosclerosis. Since that time, additional 
supporting data have been accumllllated, 
particularly on the effects of diet on the 
occurrence rate of myocardial infarction.1- 5 

Accordingly, the American Heart Association, 
through its advisors, has revised its State
ment on Diet and Heart Disease to include 
these reports.6 

It is most important to note that much 
of the data currently available on the rela
tionship of diet to coronary artery disease 
are from studies using subjects unusually 
susceptible to coronary disease or atypical 
of the general population of the United 
States. There is an urgent need for more 
tightly designed, prospective studies involv
ing larger numbers of healthy subjects so as 
to provide an unequivocal answer. A report 
on the feasibility of the dietary modifica
tions for such a study has been published.7 

It has been repeatedly documented that 
in populations with high concentrations of 
serum cholesterol, the frequency of athero
sclerotic coronary heart disease is high, 
whereas in populations with lower concen
trations of cholesterol in their serum, the 
frequency of coronary disease is lower. The 
evidence now indicates that avoidance of 
prolonged elevations of serum cholesterol 
can decrease the hazard of developing pre
mature coronary disease. 

It has already been shown that in most 
(but not all) persons, elevated concentra
tions of cholesterol in the serum can be de
creased significantly and can be maintained 
at a lower level by conscientious and sus
tained adherence to a nutritionally sound 
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modified fat diet.6 7 It has been suggested, 
but it has not been proven, that this type 
of diet will minimize the progressive rise in 
serum cholesterol concentration that gen
erally occurs in most adults. 

DIETARY RECOMMENDATIONS 
Although the dietary recommendations in 

this statement are designed for "healthy" 
individuals to reduce the risk factors in
fluenced by diet, they are particularly appli
cable to individuals who are shown to have 
increased risk as determined by plasma 
lipid or lipoprotein concentrations.7 In gen
eral, a diet designed to decrease the risk of 
coronary heart disease involves the follow
ing recommendations. 

1. A caloric intake adjusted to achieve 
and maintain proper weight. Obesity is sta
tistically associated with both hypertension 
and diabetes, and secondarily, with coronary 
heart disease. Correction of obesity may also 
reduce elevated serum lipid concentrations. 

2 . A decrease in the intake of saturated 
fats, and an increase in the intake of poly
unsaturated fats. This will lower increased 
concentrations of cholesterol in the serum 
of most people. The ideal quantity of fat 
needed in the diet is not known, but an 
intake of less than 40 % of calories from 
fat is considered desirable. Of this total, 
polyunsaturated fats should probably com
prise twice the quantity of saturated fats. 
Many studies have shown that saturated fats 
elevate the serum cholesterol of man and 
that polyunsaturated fats lower serum 
cholesterol. The cholesterol-elevating effect 
of saturated fats is about twice as great as 
the cholesterol-lowering effect of polyun
saturated fats. 

Considerable confusion has resulted from 
the regulation forbidding manufacturers to 
label vegetable oil products with their actual 
polyunsaturated fatty acid content. This has 
made it difficult to distinguish between a 
product "made with vegetable oil," but heav
ily hydrogenated (saturated) in manufac
ture, and one retaining a high content of 
polyunsaturates in the final product. Sine£: 
1961, many manufacturers have made a sub
stantial effort to increase the polyunsaturate 
content of vegetable oil shortenings, the 
lightly-hydrogenated salad and cooking oils, 
and especially, the tub-type margarines. 
Accurate labelling would make it possible to 
identify the brands with a high-polyunsatu
rated fat content. For the present, marga
rines that are high in polyunsat urates 
usually can be identified by the listing of a 
"liquid oil" first among the ingredients. 
Margarines and shortenings that are heavily 
hydrogenated or contain coconut oil, which 
is quite saturated, are ineffective in lower
ing the serum cholesterol. 

It should be noted that quite commonly, 
diets severely restricted in fats, with carbo
hydrate filling out the caloric requirement, 
may accentuate hypertriglyceridemia. Al
though the exact role of the triglycerides in 
atherogenesis is not clearly established, there 
is increasing evidence that hypertriglyceri
demia is associated with an increased inci
dence of coronary disease in younger men. 

3. A substantial reduction of cholesterol 
in diet. The average daily diet in the United 
States contains approximately 600 mg. of 
cholesterol. Sharp reduction in the amount 
of cholesterol in the diet has been found to 
lower the concentration of cholesterol in 
the serum of most people.s 10 In hypercholes
terolemic individuals, reduction of dietary 
cholesterol to less than 300 mg. daily is 
recommended. Because cholesterol is abun
dant in many protein foods of high biological 
quality, careful planning is necessary to 
lower the intake of cholesterol without im
pairing the intake of foods high in protein. 

Other dietary factors: Although there is a 
great deal of interest In the possible role of 
other dietary factors 9• 10• u (simple sugars vs. 
complex carbohydrates, alcohol, coffee and 

October 15, 1969 
artificial sweeteners, such as the cyclamates 
and saccharin) in the development of coro
nary heart disease, the available evidence is 
incomplete. Dependence on foods such as 
vegetables, cereals and fruits to supply most 
of the dietary carbohydrates is preferable to 
excessive use of sugar including candy, soft 
drinks and other sweets. 

In the application of these recommenda
tions to family groups with a high incidence 
of coronary disease and/ or with risk factors, 
any change in the diet must preserve the 
principles of good nutrition. Although nutri
tional requirements differ during certain 
periods of the normal life cycle, the demands 
for optimal nutrition during periods of 
growth and development of infants, children 
and adolescents, and of pregnant and lactat
ing women can be met by appropriate modi
fications of the recommendations under 
these dietary principles.10 Dietary habits 
which are formed during the developing 
years m ay continue life-long and infiuence 
the severity of atherosclerosis in later life. 
Diets similar to those recommended herein 
have been consumed by many persons for 
periods of more than ten years without any 
evidence, clinical or biochemical, of deleteri
ous effects. 

As already mentioned, coronary heart dis
ease is a result af many factors. Diets rich in 
saturated fat and cholesterol represent one 
important risk factor that can be safely 
modified. Dietary management does not ex
clude a,ppropriate use of drugs and other 
measures for control of risk factors. 

This statement is designed primarily for 
the scientific community. A more detailed 
discussion of this subject is contained in 
"Modern Concepts of Cardiovascular Disease" 
for September-october, 1968.7 The American 
Heart Association has translated these die
tary recommendations into several publica
tions which are available to the general pub
lic and to patients through local Heart 
Associations and the AHA: 
FOR PATIENTS, ON A DOCTOR'S PRESCRIPTION 

ONLY 
Planning Fat-controlled meals for 120Q-

1800 calories (Em 288). 
Planning Fat-Controlled Meals for Ap

proximately 2000-2600 Calories (Em 288A) . 
FOR THE GENERAL PUBLIC, NO PRESCRIPTION 

REQUIRED 
Two campanian booklets, The Way To a 

Man's Heart {Em 455) and Recipes for Fat
Controlled, Low Cholesterol Meals (Em 
455A). 

All of the publications listed a,bove are 
available to physicians, dietitians and others 
in related professions. 
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OCTOBER 10, 1969. 
Dr. HERBERT L. LEY, JR., 
Commissioner, Food and Drug Administra

tion, Consumer Protection and Environ
mental Health Service, Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, Wash
ington, D .C. 

DEAR DR. LEY : I am enclosing the Congres
sional Record for September 29 which con
tains my correspondence with the Consumer 
Protection and Environmental Health Serv
ice of the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. I call your attention to the 
letters I have received from the National 
Heart Institute and the pamphlet I am en
closing from the American Heart Associa
tion. You apparently have had this matter 
under consideration for more than nine 
months. How long must it take for your 
Service to come to a decision on such an 
important matter? 

Sincerely, 
SIDNEY R. YATES, 
Member of Congress. 

A PERUVIAN MISINTERPRETATION 
OF HOUSE ACTION ON FISHERIES 

HON. THOMAS M. PELLY 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, my position, 
and indeed that of the majority of the 
Members of the House of Representa
tives, has been misinterpreted by a Peru
vian magazine regarding the fisheries 
dispute between our two countries. 

The magazine Pesca in the July 1969, 
edition, carried an article entitled, "Our 
Fishing Industry Confronting 'Amend
ments,' " and in it a rather nationalistic 
view is cast toward actions of this body 
that have been taken as measures to 
get the issues dividing our countries to 
the negotiating table. 

Mr. Speaker, as everyone here knows, 
what is needed is traditional friendli
ness between our c<>untries both during 
the negotiations and following them. 
These four-party talks between the 
United States, Chile, Ecuador, and Peru 
already have begun and hopefully the 
next round will be conducted before the 
end of the year. 
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Again I emphasize, Mr. Speaker, that 
there is no need for a fight over the claim 
of 200-mile jurisdiction by these Latin 
American countries. To me, that is not a 
negotiable issue anymore than is our 
12-mile limit. What I reiterate is that 
settlement be made on the basis of his
torical fishing rights to the sea, for this 
is an area of the Eastern Pacific histori
cally fished by Americans and agreement 
should be reached as has been the case 
with Canada and Mexico in this regard. 
Once historic rights are given American 
fishermen, then we can get down to dis
cussions of more and better trade be
tween our nations and the serious matter 
of conservation. Any good farmer never 
takes more out of his soil than he puts 
in it, and this is the same way the re
sources of Peru should be treated. And, 
frankly, the United States has not fol
lowed such a policy in Latin America. 

It is my sincere desire, Mr. Speaker, 
that future articles will appear in Pesca 
about the great contributions that are 
being made to the economies of Peru and 
the United States as a result of resolving 
disputes including the fisheries matters. 

For the information of my colleagues, 
under unanimous consent, the transla
tion of the aforementioned article ap
pears at this point in the REcoRD: 
[From Pesca (Fishing), a Peruvian magazine 

of worldWide circulation, Vol. XIX, July 
1969, No. 1] 

0UB FISHING INDUSTRY CONFRONTING 
"AMENDMENTS" 

We have to a.clmit under duress that in the 
Peru-U.S. controversy over the extension of 
the territorial waters and the proposal to re
duce the two hundred miles of the Peruvia.n 
Sea to twelve miles, the representatives of 
the State of California in the U.S. Congress 
are winning the battle thanks to ~presenta
tive Pelly, the Republican from the State of 
Washington and those instigated by the in
fiuential "pressure group" composed of the 
tuna fish canning manufacturers and the 
shipowners of San Pedro and San Diego, 
California. 

They are winning because of their expedi
tious way of cutting the Gordian knot in this 
dispute in favor of the above industrialists. 
The "Pelly amendments" and their system of 
sanctions and reprisals tend to impose as a 
legitimate "right" the demand that nobody 
in the territorial waters of the South Pacific 
must hinder the acts of piracy of the Cali
fornia tuna boats carried out by these stub
born clandestine robbers of the Peruvian 
fishing grounds. In order to overcome the re
sistance of the seashore states in the defense 
of their sovereign rights, the "amendments" 
provide for the application of measures of 
economic aggression which, in an effort to 
protect the impunity of the acts of piracy, 
are a revival of the imperialist "Big Stick" 
policy, the old and ominous U.S. policy of 
this club. 

But since Peru does not have to yield to 
threats and compulsion, this can only be a 
Pyrrhic victory, as it could, at the same 
time, bring about a U.S. defeat. The most 
shameful defeat, indeed, caused by the re
jection and the bankruptcy of the principles 
and statements on U.S. international policy 
that had forged the false image of an Uncle 
Sam, professing to be a cooperator and friend 
of Latin America, the promoter of its de
velopment without ulterior imperialist mo
tives, and a state that had respected the 
sovereignty and rights of the Latin American 
countries. It will put an end to the friendly 
inter-Americanism that had started with the 
"good neighbor" policy and which allowed 
the building of the bridges of cordial under-
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standing and cooperation between North and 
South America, which Representative Pelly 
is dynamiting now. 

He now seeks to obtain approval of his 
third constitutional amendment against the 
Peruvian fishing industry and economy. As 
a reprisal against the detention of U.S. fish
ing boats, which operate without a license 
within the 200 miles, the amendment pro
vides that the U.S. market will be closed to 
imports of fish fiour and fishery products 
t bani to canned goods) from Peru. 

The United States buys from us approxi
mately half a million tons of fish fiour which 
is, more and less, the quantity produced by 
the U.S.-funded enterprises that operate in 
our shore areas. The remaining million and 
a half tons of the national production (a 
little more than two million tons in 1968) 
find a ready market in the European, Asian 
and Latin American countries. 

If the third Pelly amendment will be ap
proved and applied to our country, then it 
appears fair to demand that in such an 
emergency the exclusively Peruvian produc
tion be given export priority to the available 
ultra-continental markets. This means: that 
the fiour export licenses to these markets be 
given only to Peruvian-funded enterprises 
and not to the U.S.-funded fishing industries 
which must look for new markets for their 
products or else suffer themselves the eco
nomic damage which their fellow country
man Pelly intends to infiict on Peru. 

In view of the third "amendment" pro
posed in the House by U.S. Representative 
Thomas Pelly, Republican from the State of 
Washington and as an antidote against his 
poisonous proposals-poisonous for the 
economy of our country and its fishing indus
tries-the folloWing "Quispe" Amendment 
has been conceived in Peru. 

"Quispe" in this case is a purely symbolic 
name, standing for the PeruVian fisherman, 
this half-breed of European and Indian par
entage of the Peruvian coast who by vocation 
and heritage is the representative of a thou
sand-year-old fishing tradition, a natural 
born sailor who likes the hard work at sea. 
Since the Peruvian fishermen would be the 
ones Mr. Pelly's sanctions would hit most, it 
only appears fair that the Peruvian reply 
carry this symbolic name. 

The "Quispe Amendment" has been de
vised and prepared for execution, in the 
event the third amendment should be ap
proved by the U.S. Congress, promulgated 
by the Washington Government and applied 
to Peru. If, for some reason, said amend
ment will not be approved-which appears 
to be probable now for the reasons we Will 
give later-the "Qulspe Amendment" log
ically will not be carried out either. 

The U.S. legislative amendment Is a law 
that has the character of a constitutional 
mandate that will force the Chief Executive 
to comply. This is not the case with the 
"Quispe Amendment" which is only a meas
ure of protection and defense against a U.S. 
Congressional decision that would amount to 
an act of economic aggression against Peru. 

"QUISPE" VERSUS PELLY 
Acting as the spokesman and forceful rep

resentative of interests that are not those 
of the State he represents, but clearly the in
terests of the tuna canning manufacturers 
and the tuna ship owners of San Pedro and 
San Diego, California-in whose service he 
has placed his infiuence as a legislator of 
great prestige and of high Congressional sen
iority-Thomas Pelly has attacked our coun
try like a bulldog his prey. 

His vigorous bites are visible In three suc
cessive amendments: 

The first of these amendments-already 
being applied to Peru-prohibts the sale of 
firearms and military equipment (for the 
continental defense) , to the countries that 
prevent fishing boats :flying the U.S. flag 
from fishing in those waters which these 
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countries consider to be territorial waters 
and which the United States is determined 
to consider as international waters where 
fishing is free. 

The second amendment, already approved 
but not yet put into force, strictly applies 
to the fishing problem of one of the Hicken
looper amendments. It provides that the 
fines, a country imposes on U.S. fishing boats, 
be deducted from the foreign aid given to 
that country. 

The third of the Pelly amendments--which 
at the time of this writing has been under 
consideration by the U.S. House Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries Committee whose pre
liminary sessions were temporarily sus
pended--closes the U.S. market to the Peru
vian fish flour, Peruvian bonito canned goods 
and frozen tuna. 

The proposed measure is decidedly a sanc
tion and a reprisal against the detention of 
California fishing boats which operate with
out license in the Peruvian Pacific area. 
Authentically, however, it is an act of com
pulsion applied to assure the impunity of 
the tuna piracy carried out by these vessels 
in Peruvian waters; a new "Big Stick" policy 
which instead of debarking marines for the 
purpose of taking possession of foreign ter
ritory, now uses economic aggression as a 
means of intimidation for the purpose of 
taking possession of fish and other re
sources--the tuna fish of the Peruvian Sea. 
According to a statement made in Washing
ton by a spokesman of Pelly, it, hypocriti
cally, is not interpreted to be a "punitive 
measure" but a "method of compelling Peru 
to start negotiating with the United States" 
on the two hundred mile issue and the com
mon exploitation of its fish resources. Un
fortunately for Pelly, there is not and there 
will not be a "Big Stick" of any sort, no 
matter how drastic, that would force Peru 
to negotiate under compulsion and intimi
dating threats. 

As a countermeasure against this third 
amendment the "Quispe Amendment•' has 
been devised with the general consensus of 
the fishing industry. It will be applied-we 
repeat--only in the event the third amend
ment should be approved and applied to our 
country. 

With regard to the proposed clo~e of the 
U.S. markets to the fish flour, the "Quispe 
Amendment", on its part, proposes the close 
of the other markets for this product (the 
markets of Europe, Asia and Latin America) 
that is, for the fish flour produced by the 
u.s. fishing industry in our coastal areas. 

In order to carry out the close of the other 
available markets to the "United States" fish 
flour production in Peru, the "Quispe 
Amendment" recommends the following ex
peditious procedure: Export licenses--with
out which products cannot be shipped from 
Peruvian ports-would be only granted to the 
exclusively Peruvian fishing enterprises 
which are entirely funded by national capi
tal. In the case of mixed enterprises (Peru
vian-U.S.), [licenses would be granted] to 
that part of the production carried out by 
the associated Peruvian enterprise. 

The export licenses, of course, would not 
be granted to the U.S.-funded "flour" enter
prises that operate in our country. Likewise, 
in the case of mixed enterprises, [licenses 
would not be granted] to that part of the 
production carried out by the U.S. enter
prise. Furthermore, such licenses would not 
be granted as long as no new markets will 
be open to the sale of the tonnage immobi
lized by the close of the U.S. markets. 

This tonnage and the one produced by the 
U.S.-funded enterprises in our coastal areas 
are more or less the same. 

In 1968, the United States bought from 
Peru 550,418 metric tons of fish flour which 
represents 25 percent of last year's "fish 
flour'• production valued at $55,041,300. The 
U.S. likewise, bought 20,000 boxes of canned 
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bonito (there are 48-7 oz. cans to a box) 
for $159,000 and 432 tons of mainly frozen 
tuna for $330,000. 

Meanwhile, the total output of the U.S.
funded fishing enterprises in our coastal 
areas amount to approximately half a million 
tons of fish flour. American-owned is likewise 
the only enterprise that uses tuna ships for 
the export of frozen tuna to California. 

CENTENNIAL OF THE VILLAGE OF 
GARDEN CITY 

HON. JOHN W. WYDLER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, this year 
the village of Garden City, N.Y., is cele
brating its lOOth anniversary. This is a 
great event in the history of the vlllage 
which still stands as a model community 
and an example of what the suburban 
way of life can mean to those who enjoy 
its benefits. 

On October 23, a time capsule is to be 
buried adjacent to a recently erected 
statue of the founder of the village of 
Garden City, Mr. Alexander Turney 
Stewart. I am placing a history of the 
Village in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for 
the purpose of having a copy of the 
RECORD buried in the time capsule. This 
worthy project is being sponsored by the 
Garden City Kiwanis Club and I con
gratulate them for their efforts. The his
tory follows: 

A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE INCORPORATED 
VILLAGE OF GARDEN CITY 

Garden City, roughly nineteen miles from 
New York City, is located in the western sec
tion of central Nassau County in the Town
ship of Hempstead. It is ninety feet above sea 
level and covers 3,390 acres, or approximately 
5.3 square miles. On the north it is bounded 
by New Hyde Park, Garden City Park, Mineola 
and Carle Place; on the east by the unin
corporated areas of the Town of Hempstead, 
comprising Roosevelt Field Shopping Center 
and what was once Mitchel Field; on the 
south by Hempstead, West Hempstead, Mun
son and Franklin Square; and on the west 
by Stewart Manor and New Hyde Park. It is 
basically coterminous with School District 
No.18. 

The Village owes its origin to Alexander 
Turney Stewart, multimillionaire merchant 
of New York of a century ago, who in 1869 
purchased for 55 dollars an acre, 7,170 acres 
of the treeless Hempstead Plains from the 
Township of Hempstead, and in the next 
seven years planned, laid out and built 
Garden City on the western end of this tract, 
between Mineola and Hempstead Village. The 
first dwelling completed was on Rockaway 
Road, corner of First Street and cost about 
$12,000. This house was used as a temporary 
office by John Kellum who with Mr. Stewart 
was in charge of the development and plan
ning of the new village. 

On his death in 1876, the little Village, 
now central Garden City, could boast of 
broad dignified streets, parks, a small artifi
cial lake, a large mansard-roofed hotel, 
stores, stables, an estate manager's building, 
a great well and waterworks, a gas plant, sixty 
attractive Victorian houses and thousands of 
newly planted trees and shrubs. Beside this 
Mr. Stewart had built his own railroad, the 
Central Railroad Company of Long Island, 
which ran from Flushing through Floral Park 
to Garden City, and from there out through 
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the length of his purchase to Bethpage, with 
a spur from Garden City to Hempstead as 
well. 

As the sole heir to the estate, Mrs. Stewart 
not only continued work on the Village, but 
built the Cathedral of the Incarnation as a 
memorial to her husband; built St. Paul's 
School and the Bishop's House; provided for 
the future building of St. Mary's School and 
for the endowment of the Dioces3.n Centre 
as a whole. 

She died in 1886, and after some years o! 
litigation and the settlement of the estate. 
her heirs formed The Garden City Company 
for the purpose of continuing the develop
ment of the Village and selling off the empty 
Plain lands to the east. A general manager 
was essential for this purpose, and in 1897. 
after a successful career with the Long Island 
Railroad, George L. Hubbell accepted this 
position and retained it until 1919, when 
the Village was incorporated. 

In spite of being operated for over twenty 
years by a corporation, the Village grew 
from a small struggling Dathedrnl town to 
a well-run, carefully developed and success
ful suburb. This was due to the steadfast 
desire of the heirs to continue the high 
standards set by Mr. Stewa;rt, and to the far 
sighted intereSt and energies of their resi
dent manager, Mr. Hubbell. During these 
years the hotel was grewtly enlarged and 
modernized by the firm of McKim, Mead 
and White, the Casino rebuilt, a gun club 
and two golf courses organized, public 
schools built, all public services improved, 
and one of Long Island's earliest air fields 
developed east of Washington Avenue. It 
was from this field that Glenn Curtiss flew 
in 1909 to win the Soientific American 
trophy. 

It was also during these years that sub
urban growth spread OOSit and west of the 
original Village. In 1907 the Garden City 
Company sold a. one-square mile tract of 
land west of St. Paul's School to a respon
sible and W"eallthy corporation for $1,500,000. 
which developed it as a separate entity to 
be caJ.led Garden City Esta.~. OOpy;ln.g the 
best features of "Old Garden City," the Cor
poration m91pped out equally wide streets. 
desimble lot p81tterns, and park areas, and 
provided for expensive planting. Since the 
new development coincided with the com
pletion of the tunnel to New York and the 
electrifloatl.on of the Hempstead Bmnoh of 
the railroad it flourished from the start. A 
second airfield, the Nassau Boulevard Field. 
sponsored by the Corporation was chosen in 
1911 for the Second International Air Meet 
in America.. It was during thiS meet that the 
first air-mall fiight in the United States was 
made. 

Encouraged by the success of the Garden 
City Estates, The Garden City Oompa.ny de
cided in 1910 to develop its land east of the 
V11la.ge along similar lines. An investment 
of $1,000,000 resulted in a large, beautifully 
planned and planted area which became 
equally popula.r. The Vanderbilt Motor Park
way, with its Toll House on Clinton Road 
provided an added attraction, as did the new 
air field developed east of Clinton Road in 
1912 to take the place of the two earlier 
fields to the west. Originally called the 
Hempstead Plad.ns Aerodrome, it was re
na.m.ed Hazelhurst Field during World War I, 
and a year later Roosevelt Field. The war 
also brought Damp Mills to the Eastern Sec
tion when the War Department established 
that great Em.ba.rkaition Center on a large 
tract sout.h of t.he Motor Parkway, east of 
ClLnton Road to Meadow Street. It was here 
that the famous Rainbow Division was as
sembled. 

After the war, the three sections, now well 
developed, struggled to adjust to the divided 
contTol of the two corporations. It became 
increasingly evident that some form of joint 
government by the residents was the only 
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solution. On September 30, 1919, the Village 
of Garden City, consisting of 535 families 
and with a population of 2140, was oflicially 
incorporated, thus ending the control of the 
Garden City Company and the Garden City 
Estates Corporation over community govern
ment. Property Owners' Associations were 
organized in the East, Central, Estates, and 
later the Western sections of the Village, 
and a "Gentlemen's (or Oommunity) Agree
ment" was effected which provided that each 
section select its own representative on the 
Village Board of Trustees-the office of presi
dent or mayor to rotate to each section in 
turn. (Mr. Hubbell, incidently, was elected 
first president, and served for years in other 
capacities) . All trustees were to serve with
out salary. Only employees with full-time 
jobs were to be paid. 

This democratic and disinterested form of 
government is still in force atld has done 
much to keep partisan politics out of Village 
affairs, and to preserve the character of Gar
den City. Strict enforcement of the Zoning 
Ordinance, largely compiled through the 
civic zeal of the Property Owners' Associa
tions, has also been e. big factor in preserving 
the property values of Garden City and its 
desirabillty as a residential community. 

The Village is now almost at its growth 
capacity, having an estimated population of 
25,000 and about 6,000 homes. In the last 
fifteen years, during its greatest concentrated 
growth, a great deal of municipal building 
has been done and the public works program 
has been stepped up and modernized. There 
is a handsome new Village Hall; new parks 
dot the V111age; parking facilities have been 
vastly increased; and water, disposal, and 
other services improved. Many new houses 
and a few apartments have been built pri
vately; the School Board has seen to it that a 
new high school, an enlarged junior high 
school and three new K3 neighborhood 
schools have been built to meet the growing 
demand; and the V1llage of Garden City has 
met cultural and recreational needs by pro
viding a permanent home for its Library and 
constructing and operating a model swim
ming pool in the Community Park. Business 
is inevitably increasing in such a Village, and 
Franklin Avenue has become one of the 
important quality shopping centers of the 
Island. 

Throughout both the business and the 
residential area-S, the Village has maintained 
that neatness and immaculate grooming 
which makes it unique. Always blessed with 
trees and shrubs, it has constantly added to 
the planting and general beautification of its 
public areas, so that in spite of modern 
growth and change it still remains a true 
Garden City and a credit to its founder. 

REVENUE CRISIS OF LOCAL 
GOVERNMENTS 

HON. JAMES W. SYMINGTON 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. Speaker, the 
Senate Public Works Subcommittee on 
Intergovernmental Relations is holding 
hearings on the proposed Intergovern
mental Revenue Act. Two distingpished 
St. Louis area officials, the Honorable 
Alfonso J. Cervantes, mayor of the city 
of St. Louis and the Honorable Lawrence 
K. Roos, St. Louis County supervisor 
have appeared before the subcommittee 
to urge substantial Federal effort in re
ducing the present revenue crisis of local 
governments. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

I feel their statements enumerate the 
plight of many of our Nation's urban 
areas and the potential contribution of a 
revenue sharing program to the solution 
of these problems. I commend their re
marks to you and include them in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD as follOWS: 

REMARKS BY MAYOR ALFoNSO J. CERVANTES 

Senator Muskie and Members of the Ad
visory Commission: Last week the House 
passed a $21,350,000,000 military spending 
package. This package included initial funds 
for the ABM system; it included $481 million 
for 23 more of the controversial C-5A super 
cargo planes, and $1 b1111on more for ships. 

Tragically, no revenue sharing legislation 
has yet been adopted to help resolve the 
urban financial crisis. Even a small portion 
of $21 billion would at least give us a start 
in solving what I believe is the nation's 
number one crisis-the bankruptcy of our 
cities. 

Is it too much to ask our national leader
ship to allocate this same level of resources 
to solution of our urban problems, which 
undoubtedly are the most severe of all 
domestic problems? 

I submit that historically great nations 
have succumbed not from enemies without 
but from weaknesses within. Objectively, the 
urban crisis is the greatest threat to this 
country. Any other funding priorities are false 
and defeating. We must put first things 
first: Congressional funding priority must 
follow this country's problem priority. 

TAX SHARING 

The case for federal tax sharing is rela
tively simple. 

In the past 36 years an intolerable "fiscal 
imbalance" or "fiscal mismatch" has devel
oped. In 1932 city tax revenues accounted for 
52% of cur nation's governmental tax rev
enues. By 1966 city revenues accounted for 
only 7% of all government tax revenues while 
the Federal government was collecting two
thirds of the tax revenues. 

The General Electric Tempo study pointed 
out that the cities of the United States are 
caught in a ten-year $262 blllion revenue gap 
while the Federal government during the 
same decade ( 1967-1977) without a tax in
crease will have a revenue increase of $356 
b1llion. Ever higher Federal income and local 
deficits constitute the mismatch. 

To put these fiscal facts in another way: 
During the past 36 years, the revenues of the 
Federal government have increased 90-fold; 
the revenues of the state government--as my 
own State of Missouri-have increased 20-
fold; the revenues of the central cities of 
the metropolitan areas-as my own City of St. 
Louis-have increased less than five-fold. 

To this fiscal mismatch has the Federal 
tax sharing concept addressed itself: the 
Federal government's income has multiplied 
90-fold while the central cities' comparatively 
stagnant income can no longer cope with its 
multiplying problems. If this municipal over
burden is allowed to continue unchecked, 
riots, rebellion, revolution, a state of siege, 
urban military repression, and the dissolu
tion of the American dream are inevitable. 

TAX SHARING FORMULA 

Eight weeks ago, President Nixon delivered 
to Congress his message on Federal Revenue 
Sharing. The all but universal reaction to 
the proposal was that Federal Revenue Shar
ing is a step in the right direction-albeit, an 
inadequate step. Bankrupt cities frantically 
point out that even if the concept is reduced 
to viable legislation, it will be too little and 
too late. 

Let me give you the example of the State 
of Missouri and the City of St. Louis. The 
distribution formula of the President's tax 
sharing proposal as presently envisioned 1.s 
based primarily on the population of the 
state with a bonus for the state's "tax 
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effort" and with a. substantial percentage 
earmarked for the state's cities, counties and 
townships. 

Preliininary calculations indicate that Mis
souri would receive $20,400,000 out of each 
billion dollars in the Federal Sharing Fund. 
Of this, 24% or $4,896,000 would go to Mis
souri's cities, counties and townships. 

This would mean that on the first distri
bution date of January 1, 1971, St. Louis 
would receive about $750,000. By fiscal year 
1976, when the Federal fund would reach its 
peak of 1% of the total taxable, personal 
income, the St. Louis share would be about 
$8,500,000. 

But this tax sharing amount is utterly in
adequate to cope with the urban crisis. In 
order to avoid bankruptcy, St. Lou1s needs 
$10 million more revenue by May 1, 1970, 
and it has no legal and feasible way to raise 
such revenue. It cannot walt for the too 
little and too late Federal tax share of $750,-
000 that may be forthcoming in 1971. 

An independent professional study by the 
Gladstone Company indicates that St. Lou1s 
wm need $20 mill1on more revenue by 1972 
even to meet its curtailed basic needs. Here 
again it is obvious that about $8Y2 m1llion 
that we may receive through Federal revenue 
sharing in 1977 is far too little and much 
too late. 
THE MISSOURI MUNICIPAL LEAGUE EXPERIENCE 

A realistic tax sharing program by the Fed
eral government with the states and local 
governments must take into consideration 
three bases of distribution: the population, 
the tax effort, and the need. 

Our own experience with the Missouri 
Municipal League indicates that when repre
sentatives of even smaller cities come to 
realize the gravity of the urban crisis in 
major cities many are will1ng to agree to a 
formula of distribution which includes these 
three factors. They agree despite the fact 
that such a formula means that more money 
per capita will be given to those major cen
tral cities where the urban crisis problems are 
more pressing. Funding priorities must fol
low problem priorities. Such is the demo
cratic American commitment of both the 
state and Federal constitutions which de
mand that governments provide "for the 
common welfare." 

In Missouri we have formed the Missouri 
Urban Coalition to sell the idea of revenue 
sharing on the part of the state. We have 
traveled across the length and width of our 
state-large cities, middle-sized cities, small 
towns, and even rural areas. We have re
ceived sympathy from all quarters, but lit
tle help. We are confident that we will even
tually win our fight for a more equitable 
share of state revenue. 

It is my sincere hope that some Federal 
program to meet the crisis by meaningful 
legislation rather than just a patchwork, 
piecemeal group of measures which carry in
adequate financing will be adopted. 

We are convinced that Senate Bill 2483, 
proposed by Senator Muskie, comes the near
est to giving us the kind of assistance we 
need in these troubled times. I urge your 
favorable consideration of this measure. 

STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE K. ROOS, COUNTY 

SUPERVISOR, ST. LOUIS COUNTY, Mo. 
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Sub

committee: I am Lawrence K. Roos, Super
visor of St. Louis County, Missouri. 

It is an honor and a privilege to appear be
fore you as chief executive of a large urban 
county to discuss proposals pending before 
you for the sharing of federal revenues· with 
states and localities. 

I am the eleoted chief executive of St. Louis 
County, Missouri, a county of approximately 
one million citizens. Our county has experi
enced, and is experiencing, a dramatic 
growth, the consequences of which simply 
outstrip the capacity of traditional local 
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sources of revenue. Thirty years ago, ours 
was a quiet residential community of 270,000 
people; today we have a population of one 
million, and if present forecasts are accurate, 
an additional 700,000 citizens will move into 
St. Louis County within the next 15-20 years. 

The property tax which has been the prin
cipal source of revenue for our county and 
most other local governments, is increasingly 
incapable of supporting the service demands 
resulting from growth. For in addition to 
providing traditional county services on a 
progressively larger scale, the governments of 
urban counties such as ours are now being 
called upon to provide innovative area-wide 
services such as police, public health, wel
fare, parks and recreation, as well as other 
functions which were never conceived as 
county responsibilities when our forefathers 
originally allocated limited sources of revenue 
to local governments. 

A healthy federal system demands an in
tergovernmental revenue arrangement that 
is capable of delivering an adequate supply 
of revenue to each major level af government. 
Our present system which forces local gov
ernments to rely on regressive local property 
taxes, while at the same time giving the fed
eral government easy access to the rapidly 
expanding federal income tax poses a clear 
and present danger to the balance in our 
federal system. The automatic revenue 
growth capability of the federal income tax 
contrasts too sharply with the third rate 
revenue generating systems of state and local 
governments. If states, cities and counties 
continue to be relegated to the short end of 
the fiscal stick, they will necessarily become 
increasingly dependent on federal aid with 
its maze of confusing and often irritating ex
penditure strings, and as an official of local 
government who has experienced the diffi
culty of cutting through the jungle of fed
eral categorical grants, I can say from per
sonal experience that most of our local prob
lems will remain unsolved if we must rely on 
solutions administered from the federal level. 

There are those who express skepticism 
concerning the ability of local government 
efficiently and effectively to employ in
creased financial resources if these are allo
cated. If the experience of St. Louis County 
is any criterion, I submit that local govern
ment can be placed on a professionalized 
basis capable of administering effectively to 
local needs. Within the past several years, 
our County has demonstrated that through 
the recruitment of experienced executives 
from private business, the extension of the 
merit system throughout the government, 
the extensive use of modern data processing 
techniques, and a willingness to accept area
wide responsibility for certain basic services, 
we can perform our mission effectively. A 
new generation of local officials has emerged 
which is both capable and willing to meet 
the needs of our states, cities and counties 
if the Congress will only grant us the neces
sary revenues with which to do the job. 

I will not presume upon your time to dis
cuss in detail the relative merits of those 
revenue sharing proposals which have been 
suggested, as I know this Subcommittee has 
already heard comprehensive testimony from 
the Advisory Commission on Intergovern
mental Relations and representatives of the 
Nixon Administration concerning this sub
ject. I have confidence that your delibera
tions will result in agreement on a system 
of revenue sharing based on those broad 
areas of agreement that exist in the present 
bills, and that a reconciliation of the minor 
disagreements that exist will be achieved. I 
would, however, urge that whatever pro
posal this Subcommittee recommends in
clude the following basic principles: 

1. The establishment of a trust fund 
which will assure continuing support of any 
revenue sharing program which is adopted. 

2. That all revenues be channeled ini
tially to state governments with provision 
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that a proportionate share of revenues so 
distributed be passed on to general purpose 
units of local government. 

3. That revenues be distributed to states 
and localities on a no-strings-attached basis. 

4. A distribution formula which will pro
vide special help for those states and local 
governments most willing to help themselves. 
This can be achieved by rewarding those 
governments that make the greatest tax 
effort with relation to total personal in
come within their jurisdictions. 

5. A maximum financial commitment to 
revenue sharing by the Federal Government 
consistent with other financial demands on 
the Federal Treasury. 

These factors are basic to the success of 
any system of federal revenue sharing. I feel 
certain that details can be worked out if 
agreement is reached on these fundamental 
principles. 

An early start on federal revenue sharing 
is the best possible means of re-emphasizing 
our Nation's traditional dedication to a fed
eral system in which the federal, state and 
local levels of government work as partners 
in performing those functions for which 
each is best suited. Adoption of federal reve
nue sharing does not mean the total elimi
nation of the use of categorical grants in aid. 
Rather, it would reduce the present confus
ing and overlapping grants in aid programs 
into larger and broader functional packages 
geared to demonstration programs in specific 
areas of national interest. Likewise, federal 
revenue sharing with no strings attached 
would not mean the elimination of block 
grants designed to meet broad functional 
purposes. What we are seeking, and what we 
would achieve through federal revenue shar
ing would be a broadened fiscal mix, com
bining categorical grants in aid to stimulate 
and support programs in specific areas of 
national interest, block grants to give states 
and localities greater flexibility in meeting 
needs in broad functional areas, and, no
strings-attached revenue sharing to provide 
a means whereby states, cities and counties 
may devise their own programs and set their 
own priorities in the ways best suited to 
the solution of their unique and most crucial 
problems. 

This is what we at the local level are seek
ing. Ths is what we respectfully urge you 
to provide. 

THE MORATORIUM AND A 
REBUTTAL 

HON. EDWARD J. DERWINSKI 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I am 
introducing two items into the RECORD 
as a conclusion to my remarks upon 
which I wish to briefly comment. The 
first is an editorial from the Monday, Oc
tober 13 edition of the Hatchet, the stu
dent publication at George Washington 
University, which I feel can properly be 
desc1ibed as typical of the distorted and 
illogical views of students who were lured 
into participating in the so-called mora
torium. It is tragic that their belligerent 
efforts are probably resulting in a con
tinuation of the conflict in South Viet
nam. 

It is, however, with pride that I point to 
the second item that I am inserting 
which is a rebuttal to the editorial writ
ten by Mr. Paul Zeman, a senior at 
George Washington, a constituent, and 
a part-time staff member of mine during 
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his collegiate career. I believe Mr. Ze
man's views reflect the thinking of a 
clear majority of students and are in 
keeping with the objective and respon
sible mentality that we expect of the 
present student generation that will 
hopefully provide constructive leaders in 
the years to come. 

The editorial and the rebuttal, I be
lieve, both speak for themselves. 

[From the Hatchet, Oct. 13, 1969] 
THE MORATORIUM 

This Nation and its people will be chal
lenged Wednesday for Oct. 15 is a test which 
will be watched by millions around the 
world. 

Oct. 15 asks each and every one of us if 
we are willing to contemplate our country's 
policies, formulate and express our opinions 
and convince others of their worth. It asks 
our country, through our elected officials, if 
it is willing to act in accordance with the 
wishes of its citizenry, or if it is too proud 
to admit a colossal mistake. 

We have been too selfish all too long and 
have been unwilling to face the challenge. 
Many who read this editorial today have yet 
to spend any of their time seriously ques
ti.!Oning this nation's policy in Vietnam. They 
have abrogated their obligation as citizens 
in a democracy. Some will go to classes or to 
their offices on Wednesday, not because they 
are in favor of this miserable war, but be
cause they are too selfish to sacrifice part of 
themselves. We respect those who go to class 
Wednesday because they want consciously 
and symbolically to show their support for 
the war, however misguided they may be. 

We deplore those who follow their normal 
day's activities because they don't know 
where they stand or aren't willing to let 
others know where they stand. The Vietnam 
reCO!l'd is clear and is there for all to see, if 
you're willing to make the effort. The facts 
speak for themselves, and would motivate 
you to express yourself Wednesday, if you 
care. Sen. Harrison Williams (D.-N.J.) said 
Saturday that participation in the Moratori
um is a privilege. He's wrong; Lt is an obli
gation. 

Oct. 15 is a constructive alternative to radi
cal destructive tactics which were used in 
Chicago this past weekend, and to continued 
indifference to the consequences of Vietnam 
policy. There is no choice. We must express 
ourselves. We must march in peace for peace. 

THE MORATORIUM II 
(By Paul Zeman) 

Last Monday's Hatchet devoted all of its 
editorials, three columns and several news 
articles to Wednesday's Vietnam Moratorium. 
I have chosen to respond to the lead editorial 
that day, from which I have borrowed this 
column's title, because it represents as well 
as any other statement made with regard to 
the Moratorium the dangers involved when 
commitment outpaces responsibility. 

"The Vietnam record," said the Hatchet, 
"is clear and is there for all to see, if you're 
willing to make the effort. The facts speak 
for themselves .... " Even on the very tenuous 
assumption that the facts are clear on Viet
nam, they certainly do not speak for them
selves. Facts do not run headlong into con
clusions. Facts must be interpreted, and this 
process is deeply colored by the interpreter's 
moral and political orientations. Vietnam is 
contr.oversial precisely because the myriad 
of facts available is subject to widely diver
gent interpretations. 

In assuming the substantive issue at 
hand-the merits and demerits of The War
to be so clear as to be dismissed with a sum
mary assertion that "the facts speak for 
themselves," the Hatchet displayed a lack of 
insight and perspective into the complexity 
of Vietnam which typifies the way in which 
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many well-intentioned students have come to 
approach this national problem. It is this 
lack of appreciation for the complexity of 
the problem which may explain the Hatchet's 
intolerance for those who have not or will 
not take a definitive position on The War. 
("We deplore those who follow their normal 
day's activities because they don't know 
where they stand .... ") 

"There is no choice," declared the Hatchet. 
"We must express ourselves. We must march 
in peace for peace." If any one statement 
could be singled out as indicative of the 
editorial's general theme, it would probably 
be this: "There is no choioe." This brings 
to mind the observa;tion of Columbia Sociol
ogy Professor Allan Silver following the dis
turbances at Columbia: "Their moral arro
gance is incredible. These students would 
exact a conformity that makes Joe McCarthy 
look like a civil libertarian." The language 
is too extreme for this case, but the thrust 
of the comment is still quite applicable. 

It is imperative in a free thought society 
(campus or country) that one grasp that 
the freedom to choose among various sys
tems and beliefs necessarily involves the 
corollary freedom not to choose at all. In 
choosing not to choose, one does express him
self (something the edLtoiral did not appear 
to note) . It is an expression either of inde
cision or of disenchantment with the avail
able alternatives. It is true that in choosing 
not to choose one effectively disfranchises 
himself and leaves the determination of 
events largely in the hands of others, but 
this is itself an important and meaningful 
decision. It was, in fact, the course chosen 
by many conscientious Americans in the last 
Presidential election. 

Aside from the substantive issues, there is 
a legitimate question of tactics employed in 
the Moratorium. In July of this year, I re
ceived a letter from the Washington office of 
the newly organized Vietnam Moratorium 
Oommittee. In it the following aim was set 
forth: "The basic idea is to set aside Octo
ber 15 for a one day moratorium on 'busi
ness as usual' in order that students, faculty 
members and concerned citizens can spend 
the day working in the larger communi1ty to 
end the war." This was a worthy objective 
and would have, I believe, received my sup
port. 

I am writing this the day before the Mora
torium, but it appears that somewhere along 
the line community involvement has fallen 
by the wayside. One need only look at the 
schedule for Wednesday to realize that there 
will be no forages outside the university 
community. 

Earlier in this decade, hundreds of stu
dents responded to the call to work for civil 
rights. Last summer, thousands responded 
to the call to stump the country in behalf 
of an obscure Junior Senator from Minne
sota. These efforts had a profound influence 
on our political and social attitudes as a 
nation. They were essentially student efforts 
in the beginning, but because they reached 
into the community-at-large on a person to 
person basis, they eventually transcended 
student involvement. 

Yesterday, we were asked to "work for 
peace." How? By broadening the base of pop
ular opposition to The War? By carrying our 
convictions outside the campus and into the 
homes? Not really. The protest remains in
ternalized in the university community. 
What "community involvement" there was 
undoubtedly came at six and seven o'clock 
last night when Americans were grouped 
around their respective tubes after a hard 
day at work. The opportunity to confront 
citizens of the community-at-large as indi-
viduals rather than as images on a screen 
was not in the script for yesterday. The pro
gram involved a lot more talking at than 
talking with. In fact, it appeared. to this 
observer to be aimed more at reinforcing the 
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attitudes of those assembled in protest of the 
war than of winning over any substantial 
new segment of the community. Whatever 
the relative success or failure of yesterday's 
Moratorium, it was a student demonstration, 
and it is here that I think the organizers 
have missed the boat. 

Meanwhile, this opponent to our continued 
military presence in Vietnam was attending 
PSC 105 about the time the first speaker rose 
to the rostrum yesterday behind the library. 
I was thinking how interesting it was that 
in order for this column to appear in today's 
Hatchet, business would have to proceed as 
usual in the Student Union Annex and at 
the printing firm on Wednesday, October 15. 

VIETNAM MORATORIUM 

HON. BENJAMIN S. ROSENTHAL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, this 
is the day of the moratorium. To Presi
dent Nixon, there is nothing new to be 
learned from this demonstration of in
tense national feeling. To me, the mora
torium symbolizes the national desire 
and even insistence on peace now. 

Below is an article by Nicholas von 
Hoffman, in which he describes what the 
moratorium means to him. He eloquently 
expresses and captures the thoughts of 
all of us who believe in the moratorium 
and its goals. The article, entitled "End 
the War or We Will" appeared in the 
Washington Post today, October 15. 

The article follows: 
END THE WAR OR WE WILL 

(By Nicholas von Hoffman) 
(NOTE.-I've been asked to make speeches 

at a number of places today. I can't because I 
have to work. I think that everyone should 
refrain jrom working if he can; the two ex
ceptions should be medical personnel and 
newsmen. If I had spoken, this is what I 
would have said:) 

The moratorium isn't a protest. It's an 
ultimatum by an enormous section of the 
population laid down to its politicians. That 
ultimatum says there is no time left. It says 
there's no more credibility gap because there's 
no more credibility. It's an ultimatum that 
says either end the war forthwith or we will 
stop it ourselve3. 

That's not what the politicans want to 
make of this day. A man like Congressman 
Rogers C. B. Morton, the Republican national 
chairman, would have you believe, "I'm for 
the moratorium as part of our right to as
semble." That's not what the moratorium is 
about. The right to petition a government 
that rejects petitions before they're laid be
fore it is a sterile right. It's using the forms 
of political process to frustrate their pur
pose. It's a con, a fancy way of saying, "You 
go ahead and exercise your god-given con
stitutional rights to be ineffectual while we 
go ahead and run the war." 

THE RIGHT OF PETITION 

Even before the McCarthy campaign, hope 
in the right of petition died. On its better 
days the government rejected politics with 
the contention that the Rostows and Kis
singers knew more and knew better. They 
know nothing, but that's another story. On 
its worst and more ordinary days, the govern
ment responded by tricks and falsifications. 
... Pull out 3,000 men here, hide them 
under palm trees there, don't bOmb this but 
bomb that, invent another round of fictitious 
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secret peace talks, run and cry on U Thant's 
shoulder, get the Pope to hold your hand. 

Now comes Sen. Fred Harris, the Demo
cratic chairman, saying, "It's time to take 
the gloves off on the Vietnam war issue. It's 
nine months since the President took office." 
It was time to do that in Chicago, Augusrt 
1968, when the Senator and his friends kept 
the Democrats a war party and drove the 
Clean Gene kids and a lot of other people out 
of electoral politics. Today he wants to be a 
peacenik because he has a dawning fear that 
the people have had it up to the gezuk with 
this perpetual tragedy. 

Every aspect of government, all three 
branches, have failed but not all men in gov
ernment. Former Senators Morse and Gruen
ing are charter members of the opposition. 
Fulbright may have helped vote us into this 
war and into the set of policies which make 
such conflicts as inevitable as they are re
curring, but he's said he was wrong, unthink
ing and gulled. We must accept that. This is 
no longer a small protest movement, and it's 
bad to get into the silly, purist radical bag of 
refusing to associate with anybody whose 
antiwar credentials are dated after 1964. This 
war has taught all of us many awful things 
about ourselves and our country. It's not just 
Sen. Fulbright who had to learn the hard 
way. 

WHO SHOULD LEAD? 

But if the few respectable men in high 
office could make such terrible mistakes, then 
the question is who should lead? Many 
speakers today will say the politicians, 
chastened, humbled, made honest and sensi
tive to the death of their constituents' sons 
and the voters' high taxes. Don't you believe 
it. Don't let them steal the movement away. 

The strength of the peace movement is its 
leaderlessness, the way it can survive and 
grow on a consensual process which is as 
easy to see as i•t's hard to describe with 
exactitude. Let the movement continue to 
be led as it has, by its adherents, by small 
groups of people proposing an idea and test
ing it by seeing who and how many will come 
in with them on it. That's how this mora
torium was started. Six months ago a few of 
the former McCarthy people anticipated that 
whoziz was as trustworthy as his predecessor 
when he said he had a plan for ending the 
war. They judged that by October we would 
be ready for the moratorium. They were 
right. Today we put black crepe on our arms 
and refrain from work. 

That will not be enough to end the war. 
We m.ay get something out of it. Hershey's 
already been tossed to us, although what 
we're supposed to do with the old flesh trader 
is a puzzle. :Maybe Hoover'll be given to us 
next, but these ancient bonbons have lost 
their sweetness. If we're very lucky, they'll 
give us some tinsily cease-fire while they 
sneak a secret war in Laos. The government 
should not be permitted to keep a single 
soldier in those parts, but to get them out 
we must do more than today. 

MORE TO COME 

In fact today is a preparation for more. 
November the 15th is already being planned 
as a march on Washington. Today is a day 
of accustoming great numbers of people to 
the anxiety of standing up to their govern
ment. Even in a country like ours where 
there are civil liberties, great strain still at
taches to exercising them. We were all 
brought up trusting the government; it's 
hard to shake off the feeling that resistance 
to it, especially about a war, is a form of 
social treason. The moratorium will make 
people comfortable in their new roles of re
sistance. It will make opposition socially 
acceptable, perhaps even stylish. 

This isn't by design but is dictated by the 
probable course of events. Either the war 
must end or the resistance must grow and 
take tougher forms. The fact will not be clear 
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in most of the talks given today because 
they'll be given by summer-soldier politicians 
who will want to felicitate everyone on their 
orderly, good conduct; they will praise their 
andiences for the lawful and constitutional 
manner by which they express their hatred 
of this lousy war. That's all right. Only im
beciles prefer street brawling and law break
ing to orderly political process, but that's not 
the point. 

The point is that there would never have 
been a Peace Movement if it had remained 
law abiding in the government's eyes. The 
Peace Movement is where it is because peo
ple broke int.o draft boards and threw blood 
on the files or got their heads beaten stand
ing in front of induction centers or, like 
Capt. Howard Levy, took a court martial and 
a jail sentence. 

CHECKING THE RECORD 

They dramatized the war's nature. They 
forced the rest of us to go back over the 
record and check to be sure there was some 
plausible justification for taking h~man 
lives as we were doing. They did more. When 
they faced their judges and pleaded inno
cent by virtue of Nuremburg, they reminded 
us that we're individually responsible for 
what's done in our names. Our government, 
our armies, our taxes, our napalm, our 
soldiers, our young men. 

These law breakers planted in us the bad 
dream that there could be the Cincinnati 
War Crimes Trials of 1971 in which we 
would have to stand before the bar and plead 
we were good Americans. The Spocks, the 
Muhammad Alls, the Father Berrigans, the 
David Harrises, they did that to us, gave us 
the bad dream of the good American. 

Their example shows that an action like 
the moratorium isn't an event in itself but 
the preparation and the threat of more and 
wider action. Even now what started out to 
be a sedate moratorium is inching in the 
direction of a general strike. It hasn't 
reached that point yet, but it will unless the 
government capitulates to its citizens. 

But what's-his-face, the furtive and fugi
tive president who darts from TV station to 
armed compound, doesn't know that; he 
doesn't know that if he keeps it up, by spring 
the country may be ungovernable. He says 
he won't be the first American president to 
lose a war, when what he risks is becoming 
the first president to lose America. 

Maybe today he will read the ultimatum 
correctly and understand that playtime is 
over. That there is no patience left for Henry 
Cabot Lodge, Ellsworth Bunker and more 
diddlybop about bugging out, leaving allies 
in the lurch or saving the State Depart
ment's occidental face. People don't care if 
we bug out, run out, march out, stumble out, 
crawl out or fade out as long as we get out 
now. They've had it, and the tumult and 
anger is spreading everywhere. Even the fed
era.! bureaucracy is threatening to take to the 
streets. It's no longer students or blacks; it's 
older people, businessmen, conservatives, 
liberals, anti-Communists, pro-Communists; 
it's everybody who knows that a perennial 
war that we have no wlll to win or even fight 
is insanity, that a democracy which carries 
on a. war that 40 or 50 per cent of the popu
lation detests risks destroying itself. 

NEBRASKA MORATORIUM 

HON. GLENN CUNNINGHAM 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, 
many words have been exchanged in this 
Chamber on the Vietnam moratorium. I 
would urge each of you to rea'd and med-
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itate just a bit on the following telegram. 
This is how most Nebraskans feel. I am 
intensely proud. I include it herewith: 

BELLEVUE, NEBR. 
Congressman GLENN CUNNINGHAM, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.O. 

Sm: Across the nation many people will be 
demonstrating against the war in Vietnam. 
I am not joining this protest. I am flying my 
flag in support of my Government and my 
President. I know my Government will do all 
in its power to bring this war to an honor
able end as quickly as possible. My undying 
support to the American system and personal 
support to the Republican Party. 

Respectfully, 
LLOYD DOWDING. 

A TIME FOR PRAYER IN QUEST 
OF PEACE 

HON. GUY VANDER JAGT 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. VANDER JAGT. Mr. Speaker, of 
the thousands of articles and millions of 
words written about the Vietnam war 
moratorium, the following column in the 
October 14, 1969, issue of Detroit Free 
Press by Judd Arnett seems particul-arly 
significant to me: 

A TIME FOR PRAYER IN QUEST OF PEACE 

(By Judd Arnett) 

The Rt. Rev. Richard S. Emrich, Episcopal 
Bishop of Michigan, writer, lecturer, medi
&tor-a man for all seasons, you might say
stood on the front steps of one of his 
churches Sunday morning and delivered a 
short oration on the forthcoming Vietnam 
Moratorium. 

The people, Bishop Emrich said, should 
pray for their President, their nation, the 
dead and wounded of the war-and. for 
peace. Thus in a few well-chosen words did 
a good man bring into focus what Wednes
day's national outpouring should be about. 

Let us start with the President . . • 
As persistent readers of this pillar may 

have noted from time to time, Richard Nixon 
does not always bring joy and warmth into 
your commenta.tor's life. (There will now be 
a brief time out while the gentleman 1n the 
rear of the hall rises to ask: "Who does?") 

But it has never been assumed for a sec
ond in this quarter that our President does 
not want peace, and it has likewise never 
been accepted tha.t he was not doing every
thing in his power to achieve it. To believe 
otherwise would be to indict Richard Nixon 
as a huckster of American blood, and there 
is not a. shred of evidence to support such 
a terrible offense against humanity. 

Well, then, why hasn't the President suc
ceeded in his search for peace? There are a 
number of reasons and it seems to me that 
Sen. George D. Aiken of Vermont handled 
them well a few days ago in a lecture to the 
students of Norwich University in Vermont. 

Some of you may recall that it was Sen. 
Aiken who first suggested last May that the 
President begin an "orderly withdrawal" of 
our troops. At Norwich, however, he insisted 
that "The President needs time and I, for 
one, will do my best to see that he gets it." 

In support of his position, the Senator said 
this: 

"Those who are so anxious now to spur the 
President into a pell-mell retreat, even to 
set deadlines for him, should pause to con
sider the likely consequences of their ex
hortations. 
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"The South Vietnamese are bound to think 

sooner or later that we are simply prepar
ing a case against them to cover our own 
errors. That is the worst of alternatives. 

"It could lead to a breakdown of order in 
South Vietnam and ultimately to a wholesale 
massacre of those, who for good reasons or 
bad, put their faith in the United States 
Government ... " 

Now ... Why should we pray for the na
tion, as Bishop Emrich has suggested? . . . 

This question scarcely deserves an answer 
The United States needs more help than 
it has been getting. The problem is: Do we 
deserve it? 

The dead and the wounded ... 
When the definitive history of this war 

has been written, one shining fact will stand 
clear of controversy: Never has any nation 
been served in the field by men who gave 
more in anticipation of such small reward. 

The heroes who have fought, bled and 
died in Vietnam knew in advance that this 
war was different, that out of it would come 
little gratitude for their sacrifice. It must 
be an awful thing to be called upon to risk 
life and limb while diSsent rages among 
those you are representing, yet these men 
have done it, day after day, with bravery, 
with honor, with a degree of courage, all 
things considered, unexcelled in our history. 

It is not common these days to be proud 
of our military prowess, but for the men who 
have served in Vietnam there should be no 
stinting of respect. They did not start the 
war; but gallantly they have carried the 
burden of it. Brave Americans, these. 

And now let us pray for peace ... 
Blessed be the peacemakers, it was said: 

Blessed be the meek, who shall inherit the 
earth. Eternally, man has had no more splen
did dream than that of peace. But man has 
not been able to bring it off, probably because 
even in the search for peace his heart has 
not been pure. 

But pray for peace, nonetheless; and for 
Richard· Nixon; and for those who have given 
so much; and for these United States, torn 
and troubled. 

TALLAHASSEE COMMISSION 
SUPPORTS PRESIDENT 

HON. DON FUQUA 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, much has 
been said and will be said about the 
moratorium observance. 

Free speech is the most priceless of 
heritages for a free society and the city 
commission of Tallahassee, Fla., saw fit 
to pass the following resolution at this 
time. I think it expresses the sentiments 
of a great many Americans who are 
deeply concerned about the war in Viet
nam, and I include it herewith: 

RESOLUTION OF TALLAHASSEE CITY 
COMMISSION 

A resolution commending and supporting 
the position taken by the President of the 
United States of America in relation to the 
Vietnam Moratorium observances sched
uled by certain organizations for Octo
ber 15, 1969 
Whereas, the City Commission of the City 

of Tallahassee, Florida, is confident that the 
President of the United States of America 
has access to the most reliable information 
available concerning the best method to ap
propriately resolve the problems with which 
the nation is confronted in Vietnam, and 
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Whereas, the City Commission of the City 

of Tallahassee believes that it is in the best 
interest of the country to refrain from bring
ing pressure to bear upon the President of 
the United States of America which would 
tend to influence him to take a course ot 
action other than that which would be rea
sonable as based upon the most reliable in
formation available to the President; 

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the city 
commission of the city of Tallahassee, Flor
ida, a.s follows: 

1. That the city commission of the city of 
Tallahassee hereby expresses its confidence 
in the capability and good faith of the Pres
ident of the United States to formulate, on 
the basis of the most reliable information ob
tainable, policies designed to resolve the 
many sided and serious problems with which 
the nation is confronted in Vietnam. 

2. That the city commission of the city 
of Tallahassee hereby expresses its support 
of the action of the President of the United 
States in refusing to be swayed from his pol
icies, based upon the most reliable informa
tion available, by the Vietnam moratorium 
observances scheduled by certain organiza
tions for October 15, 1969. 

3. That this resolution be spread upon the 
minutes of the city commission of the city of 
Tallahassee and the copies hereof be fur
nished to the President of the United States, 
U.S. Senator Spessard L. Holland, U.S. Sen
ator Edward J. Gurney, and U.S. Congress
man Don Fuqua.. 

Introduced and passed the city commission 
this 14th day of October, A.D. 1969. 

Attest: 

SPURGEON CAMP, 
Mayor. 

Lours H. COOK, 
City Auditor and Clerk. 

THE AUTOMOTIVE INDUSTRY GETS 
A BREAK AT THE EXPENSE OF 
THE PEOPLE 

HON. MARIO BIAGGI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, according 
to the National Center for Air Pollu
tion Control, New York City has the 
highest concentration of pollution of any 
American city-higher even than smog
ridden Los Angeles. 

Medical research has linked air pollu
tion to the cause and aggravation of 
many serious illnesses including lung 
cancer, emphysema, chronic bronchitis, 
asthma, and heart disease. 

High concentrations of pollution have 
already triggered several major citywide 
catastrophes. The most recent--the in
version of Thanksgiving Day 1966-was 
linked directly to the deaths of nearly 
100 persons, and is presumed to be re
sponsible for many more. 

In addition, it is estimated that New 
York City residents, are paying nearly 
$ Y2 billion per year in added expenses 
for the cleaning and upkeep of 
clothes and property and for the repair 
and protection of possessions against de
terioration. 

In spite of this staggering toll, the Jus
tice Department has agreed to accept a 
consent decree in its case against four 
major automobile manufacturers 
charged with a conspiracy to delay the 
development of effective air pollution 
control devices. 
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As a result, I and 24 other Members or 
Congress have filed a brief challenging 
the action of the Justice Department be
cause we consider it a flagrant disregard 
for the rights and welfare of 8% million 
New York City residents and all Amer
icans suffering from a daily bombard
ment of health-damaging, noxious emis
sions from automobile engines. We are 
seeking a 60-day delay in the signing 
of the consent decree in order to permit 
a congressional investigation before the 
Justice Department terminates the pro
ceedings against the automobile com
panies. Oral arguments will be heard by 
Federal Judge Jesse Curtis on October 28. 

The acceptance of a consent decree by 
the Justice Department would mean that 
the charges of collusion among automo
bile manufacturers would never be tested 
in open court. Consequently, the respon
sibility for the continued failure to de
velop badly needed antipollution devices 
would not be made clear to the American 
public. 

Further, the opportunity to acquire evi
dence from the Justice Department 
would be lost to municipalities and pri
vate citizens wishing to file suits for dam
ages. Such suits against the drug indus
try recently netted $120 million in dam
ages. 

Efforts to solve the air pollution prob
lem would suffer a serious setback if the 
Justice Department succeeds in burying 
evidence that it spent 2 years collecting. 
It is apparent that the automotive indus
try would not have chosen to hide be
hind a consent decree if the evidence 
against it was not damaging. 

On behalf of all New Yorkers and 
countless ather Americans suffering 
from the perils of air pollution, I strongly 
deplore the action of the Justice Depart
ment. It serves only the automotive in
dustry-not the people. 

I hope this Congress exhausts every 
means to prevent this kind of business. 

GOLDWATER CONDEMNS 
MORATORIUM 

HON. BARRY M. GOLDWATER, JR. 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Speaker, the 
tragedy of antiwar demonstrations such 
as the one occurring today, as well as 
resolutions which seek to impose an ar
bitrary time limit on troop withdrawals, 
is that rather than hastening an end to 
the war in Vietnam they only prolong 
the bloody conflict. 

Thousands of idealistic Americans are, 
at this very moment, participating in a 
cause which they sincerely believe will 
bring about peace, when in actuality 
their actions are only encouraging the 
North Vietnamese Communists to con
tinue their war of aggression. 

Now, I realize that the charge of giv
ing aid and comfort to the enemy is a 
serious one indeed. But in light of recent 
news st')ries, it is impossible to conclude 
otherwise. 

A wire story last week quoted the Viet
cong chief negotiator, Mrs. Nguyen Thi 
Binh as saying, and I quote: 
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The Vietnamese people warmly acclaim this 

movement of the American people who de
mand the Nixon Administra tian to put an 
end to the war of aggression in Vietnam, 
and withdraw rapidly and totally American 
troops. This movement tightens the solidar
ity between the Vietnamese people and the 
progressive people in the U.S. 

Hanoi's deputy chief negotiator, Col. 
Ha Van Lao, also appealed to American 
citizens to increase their resistance and 
force the Nixon administration to accept 
Communist demands. 

As recently as this past Monday, an 
Associated Press dispatch again quoted 
Mrs. Binh as saying that the antiwar 
forces in this country fighting the Nixon 
policies have the Vietcong blessings. 

Echoing the red line in this country, 
the New York based Communist paper, 
the "Daily World," endorsed what they 
called the "groundswell in Congress for 
the withdrawal of our GI's from Viet
nam." The paper said: 

Mass nationwide rallies for a speedy and 
total pull-out of U.S. forces from Vietnam 
are scheduled during the next two months. 
Every American tax-paying wage earner has 
a vital bread and butter interest in join
ing and supporting them. 

Just exactly what the antiwar mora
torium is supposed to accomplish, is not 
clear, Mr. Speaker. 

Their literature speaks of "going door 
to door to talk about the madness of 
Vietnam, leafletting public places, hold
ing meetings, vigils and organizing 
against elected officials who support the 
war." 

What more they want President Nixon 
to do, short of unconditional surrender, 
is not clear either. 

Since taking office, President Nixon 
has made every effort humanly possible to 
bring the war in Vietnam to an honor
able conclusion: 

He has renounced an imposed mili
tary solution to the conflict. 

He has proposed free elections or
ganized by a joint committee under 
international supervision. 

He has offered the withdrawal of 
United States and allied forces over 
a 12-month period. 

He has declared that the United 
States seeks no military bases in Viet
nam. 

He has offered to negotiate supervised 
cease-fires under international super
vision to facilitate mutual troop with
drawals. 

He has said that both the United 
States and South Vietnamese Govern
ments are willing to accept any results 
of a free election. 

He has exhibited a willingness to dis
cuss the 10-point program of the other 
side, along with plans put forth by any 
other parties. 

He has begun the process of Vietnam
ization, that is, the process of turning 
the war over to the South Vietnamese 
to handle both Vietcong insurgency and 
North Vietnamese armed forces, regard
less of the outcome in Paris. 

He has announced plans to withdraw 
60,000 American troops from Vietnam. 

The only thing the President has re
fused to make negot]a ble, and I support 
him 100 percent on this, is the right of 
the South Vietnamese people to deter-
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mine their own future free of outside 
interference. 

And what has been the response of 
Hanoi to all these proposals? Nothing, 
Mr. Speaker, nothing at all. Only more 
personal abuse, vilification, and prop
agandizing. 

Perhaps there was a time when pub
lic demonstrations against the war served 
a purpose, but now the American people 
should unite behind their President in 
his efforts to bring America's longest war 
to an honorable conclusion. To do other
wise is to encourage the hawks in Hanoi 
to continue the fighting. 

As British Communist affairs special
ist, Victor Zorza, wrote recently in the 
Baltimore Sun newspaper: 

The American anti-war students' one day 
strike on October 15 ... is precisely what 
Hanoi hawks have in mind when they argue 
that the U.S. cannot hold out much longer . 
. . . The stronger the protest movement in 
the United States now, the less chance 
Hanoi's own doves have to persuade the 
hawks that the time has come to stop fight
ing. 

FINALLY-I SPEAK ON THE WAR 
MORATORIUM 

HON. WILLIAM (BILL) CLAY 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I had hoped 
to make this speech earlier this day
and had planned to take the podium of 
the House at approximately 1 a.m. this 
morning. The purpose of my remarks 
and of delivering them at that time
was to state my support for the morato
rium on war being observed across the 
country-and to offer my observations 
and views on Vietnam. 

Part of what I have to say concerns 
the freedom of the American people to 
voice their view and to be heard by their 
Government. It is my thought that the 
prolonged and tragic nature of the Viet
nam war is directly related to the un
willingness of our national leadership to 
reflect the will of the people in their war 
policies. The people seek peace-and the 
Government continues war. 

Consequently-while planning my ad
dress on the precepts of democracy which 
must always recognize the freedom of the 
people and the obligation of government 
to serve the people-imagine my dismay 
when my own freedom of speech was 
denied. If what I have to say so frightens 
the leadership of this country that I , as 
a Member of the Congress, should be 
regarded as a threat merely because I 
speak my views--then there is truly more 
reason for me to speak than I initially 
realized. 

The 20 Members of the House of Rep
resentatives who sought only to speak 
on the subject of Vietnam and war 
on the day of this "moratorium on 
war"-were cut off by panic-driven war 
supporters who feel American citizens, 
even American leaders, have no right to 
question a policy which has laid 45,000 
Americans dead and drained our coun
try of its money, unity, democratic char-
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acter, social and economic progress. I 
must believe I correctly assume that 
they still have no answers for the Amer
ican if they fear and resent so much our 
questions. 

I was not able to speak this morning
but I shall speak now, and I shall con
tinue to speak and to exercise the free
doms and responsibilities of citizenship. 

Today, I associate myself with the mil
lions of Americans who are arming them
selves for peace. The October 15 mora
torium on war, in my opinion, must serve 
to convince our stubborn leadership that 
the majority of Americans are deter
mined to end this war. 

"Work for Peace" has become our slo
gan. It is a great slogan, since it is clearly 
not enough to hope for peace, pray for 
peace, or to speak for peace. Those of us 
dedicated and committed to peace must 
be committed at all cost. We must be as 
willing to make as great a sacrifice for 
peace-as some would have us sacrifice 
for war. 

It is unfortunate, but true, that the 
leadership of this country resents our 
move for immediate peace. They tell us 
we do not understand. They are right-
we demonstrate today, tomorrow, and 
the next--to show them we do not un
derstand-nor will we tolerate further 
their belligerency in pursuit of an im
moral war. 

I know why I am here today-and I 
dare say, the leadership of this Govern
ment and the world-knows not why we 
are in Vietnam. Eight hundred and fifty
nine of my fellow Missourians have 
fallen in Vietnam and still our Govern
ment cannot tell us why. 

I stand here today---because my pa
tience have been exausted and my faith 
in this country demands I work for peace. 
I am here today because 45,000 of my 
fellow countrymen have fallen in battle 
for a cause that does not exist. I am here 
today, for a mother who returned the 
flag of her dead son to the President-
saying he died in vain. I am here today, 
because I still have hope that this Gov
ernment of the people-will eventually 
respond to the will of the people. My ac
tive support for this moratorium on war 
does not come from a lack of understand
ing-but from a clear understanding of 
what this war means to the American 
people. 

Our land is in turmoil. Our people cry 
for peace. While our leaders place the 
emphasis on honor, there can be no 
honor in a dishonorable act. The war in 
Vietnam is unjust, illegal, and immoral. 
Our continued involvement will not 
bring honor but disgrace. A nation which 
claims to be conceived in liberty and 
justice cannot long survive by condoning 
repression or aggression. 

The statement of the President that 
he will not hear the voices of the dem
onstrators does not serve to achieve 
peace in Vietnam-but does add fire to 
the burning conflict in America. It is 
because he does not sense our presence, 
that we gather in great numbers across 
the country today. It is because he does 
not hear our cries-that we join together 
today to amplify our voices. If the Presi
dent does not see us, does not hear us, 
does not respond to the prevailing will 
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of our people-then let history record 
that this President put his concern for 
pride above his concern for people-let 
history record that this President by his 
own volition set a tragic course for Amer
ican democracy that may well cause the 
destruction of that democracy. 

The President and his spokesmen have 
stated that we do a great disservice to our 
country today-that we should demon
strate against the North Vietnamese and 
not against our own Government. 

What is at stake in the world today
in Vietnam and in this country-is free
dom, the right of people to govern them
selves. Our very presence in Vietnam in 
such great numbers and with such awe
some weaponry acts to deny freedom 
and self -determination for the people of 
Vietnam. Our military forces have kept 
in office in Vietnam a corrupt group of 
gangsters who refuse to call for free elec
tions in that country and consistently 
oppress the freedoms of speech and ac
tion of the Vietnamese people. 

Our Government professes to fight for 
freedom of the Vietnamese people to 
voice their views and work their will up
on their governmer~t--and at the same 
time embraces a dictatorship which de
nies that same freedom to those who 
view legitimate, peaceful protest as a dis
service to our country-! would say if 
they are committed to the principle that 
Americans must sing the same verse of 
the same song in order to serve their 
country-then they are in the wrong 
country. Those who would muzzle free 
speech demonstrate to North Vietnam 
that freedom in America is a principle 
but not a practice. 

The Government was formed to serve 
the people. When the people march for 
peace they do no disservice. The respon
sibility for service is on the foot of the 
Government--and it is the Government 
which does disservice when it does not 
respond to the people. Our Government 
was so formed and can be sustained only 
by maintaining that posture. 

The war has taken a devastating toll 
on the American people. It has tested our 
nature, our tolerance, and our way of life. 
Look across the country today and you 
see revolt--not just among the young, not 
just among those of extreme persuasion, 
but among the rank and file American 
citizens who are opposed to the sense
less slaughter of human beings. These 
are not hippies, these are not drug ad
dicts-these are not Communists. The 
people who have come out of their 
homes and their offices on this day of 
moratorium are American citizens-who 
deserve the respect and the ear of their 
Government. 

These people are the peacemakers and 
they shall inherit the earth. There is no 
doubt but that the warmakers have de
graded the character and quality of 
American citizenship. They have dis
torted the principles of justice and peace. 
They attempt to portray the peacemak
ers as villains. Those who kill and maim 
are projected as crusaders and freedom 
fighters. 

There are now 3.5 million men in the 
armed services, 500,000 of them are in 
Vietnam, another 300,000 in support in 
the Pacific. Maintaining so large a stand-
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ing army is not in preparation for peace, 
but in anticipation of war. The President 
has stated a policy which says that Asian 
problems must be solved by Asian people. 
He told the Government of the Philip
pines not to look to us for protection. 
If the President intends to follow that 
policy in Asia or in any part of the world, 
America should and must disarm. 

As long as this country maintains an 
eye-catching ready army of 3.5 million 
men and continues to expend more than 
50 percent of its total budget for de
fense-we will be called upon for de
fense. A nation which seeks not to be 
the policeman of the world should not 
attire itself in the policeman's uniform. 

This Nation's claim to greatness will 
not be realized through military muscle. 
A country founded on democratic prin
ciples can realize greatness only in the 
success of democracy. When democratic 
precepts are overcome and overwhelmed 
by military rule, the greatness claimed 
does not relate to the greatness sought. 
History records that of the 21 nations 
who sought and became number one 
militarily in the world, 19 were destroyed 
from within. The lessons of history did 
not keep us out of Vietnam-but the les
sons of history support our call for with
drawal from Vietnam. 

The adverse social, economic and po
litical impact of this war is a most cruel 
result of our involvement. 

America is suffering from a loss of 
identity-from men who have mistaken 
our identity. It is not American to spend 
$77 billion on defense and only $3 billion 
on education. It is not American to spend 
$5 billion on the C-5A airplane and less 
than $2 billion on poverty programs. It 
is not American to spend $40 billion to 
explore space and only $186 million to 
research one of the greatest killers of 
Americans-cancer. It is not American 
to insist upon another $16 billion for an 
anti-ballistic-missile system when we 
have already spent $23 billion American 
dollars on missiles which are now obso
lete. It is not American when we can 
spend $20,000 for ammunition for every 
Vietcong we kill-and only $44 a year 
to educate one American child. Those 
who pursue destruction through war are 
un-American. Those who support ex
cessive military expenditures at expense 
of necessary domestic programs-are the 
un-Americans in America, not the citi
zens protesting the war. 

Since 1959, the United States has 
spent more than $551 billion in direct 
military outlays. This is twice the 
amount spent for new private and public 
housing over the same decade--and near
ly twice as much as Federal, State, and 
local governments allocated to all edu
cation. Over this past decade, $30 billion 
has been spent for agricultural subsidies 
and $35 billion for space exploration. At 
the same time, only $4 billion was spent 
for Federal low- and middle-income 
housing programs-only an eighth of the 
amount spent to guarantee income to 
rich farmers. Just this month, the Presi
dent committed this Nation to finance a 
supersonic transport airplane-at an es
timated completed cost of $895 million
but just last week, the House of Repre
sentatives could not get $1 billion just to 
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clean up the dirty water in America. 
Militacy related spending in this fiscal 
year alone is more than all Federal ex
penditures on health, hospitals, educa
tions, old-age benefits, low- and middle
income housing, welfare, unemployment, 
and agriculture. 

The American people are finding out 
that their tax money is not going to feed 
the hungry, to clothe the naked, to house 
the homeless, to educate the ignorant, 
to medicate the sick-the American 
people know that their tax dollars are 
being gobbled up by profiteering de
fense contractors and armament pro
ducers. 

The way the war is viewed depends in 
some measure on a person's position in 
life. If you are standing in the Penta
gon, I am sure you can sing the Star 
Spangled Banner, better, louder, and 
more enthusiastically than from any
where else in the Nation. But if you are 
standing in line for lunch in a university 
cafeteria, your uncertain draft status 
has a tendency to discolor the glory of 
battle. If you are sitting on a co·mer in a 
ghetto, your spirit for patriotism may 
diminish in inverse proportion to the 
growing extent of your deprivation. If 
you are manufacturing planes, tanks, 
and shells, your view may well be shaped 
by the size of your contract. If you are a 
banker collecting spiraling interest rates 
caused by war spending, your view may 
differ sharply from the workingman 
earning less than $10,000 who cannot af
ford to buy a decent house. 

The position that black Americans 
finds themselves is in even more un
compromising than that of whites who 
oppose the war. Blacks are forced to 
travel 10,000 miles from home to fight in 
Vietnam to extend rights for yellow peo
ple that black people themselves do not 
enjoy here in America. 

This war has had a severe effect on 
black people. Most blacks see the war in 
Vietnam as one more act of aggression on 
the part of the United States. 

The plight of the black man in America 
has been to endure one crisis after an
other. This plight has culminated in the 
restlessness, the suspicion, and the frus
tration which so clearly shows itself in 
the black community today. Black men 
have lived with pent-up feelings for too 
long. Blacks no longer feel compelled to 
nurture these frustrations in silent obe
dience. 

The war in Vietnam constitutes an 
overt display of hypocrisy in and by this 
government. Black Americans have tried, 
often in vain, to unveil Government 
hypocrisy which shows itself in -dis
criminatory activities against minorities. 
The Vietnam war became a focal point
because it is a clear testimony to the 
heights of hypocrisy to which this Gov
ernment will go. It is this hypocrisy and 
double standard which is tearing our 
society apart. The hypocrisy of the law 
and of the conduct of this Government 
has been exposed to the masses of the 
American public. 

The issues have become clear. If the 
social problems of the day are to be 
solved, this war must stop now. This gov
ernment cannot go about insisting on 
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social order on the one hand while 
ignoring social justice on the other. 

The young are asking questions. Why 
fight to free the Vietnamese and resist 
freedom for black Americans. Why 
should poor youth be drafted to fight this 
war while certain rich or athletically 
gifted youth are exempted from military 
service. 

President Nixon has cut back expendi
tures for every domestic program aimed 
at people with the greatest need-and 
has won. Instead, an initial $6 billion 
expenditures for an anti-ballistic system. 

Those of us who ask when we will have 
a commitment to domestic programs are 
told to wait until the war is ov-er. When 
we ask "When will the war be over?" we 
are told to wait for an "honorable peace" 
which will allow us to save face with the 
Asian people. 

Why is there so much concern for sav
ing face in Southeast Asia when at home 
we show no concern for facing people 
who still live without the protection and 
guarantees of the law. If the policy of 
this Government shall be to save face
that policy must start at home. 

Until the causes of widespread discon
tent in this Nation are addressed, Presi
dent Nixon makes a mockery of his office 
by his pleas for unity and peace. 

If I read the signs of the time cor
rectly, our Nation is in serious danger. 
The signs of student unrest, the riots in 
the cities, the emergence of a new vio
lent militant black group, the demands 
for repressive legislation to combat crime 
in the street, and disrespect for law and 
order. These signs point to a crossroads 
for this Nation-where a choice must be 
made. 

The speeches we are getting fl'om the 
leadership of this country are too closely 
reminiscent of speeehes recorded 30 
years ago when a tyrant whipped his 
nation into line for world domination. 

This Nation must state and pursue ob
jectives which are consistent with the 
needs in the country. We must either 
extend full citizenship rights and indi
vidual freedom to all Americans or pur
sue a course which will assuredly deny it 
to a certain group and eventually to all. 

The question is whether the people of 
this country will use their energies to rise 
to the challenges of a maturing nation
or whether we will use our energies to 
fight each other in the streets to mark 
the fall of democracy. 

If we were ever under seige, we are 
today. If ever there were a need for 
understanding, it is today. If ever we have 
needed to concern ourselves with service 
for unselfish considerations-we need to 
do so today. 

If these great social problems are to be 
solved, the resources of the Nation and 
the resolve of the Nation must be directed 
toward them-with full force. Steps must 
must be taken to do away with the under
lying causes of the widespread discon
tent in the Nation. The first and most 
important must be to pull American 
forces ·out of Vietnam. 

Where we have had programs aimed at 
domestic problems, we have not had 
funds. Money may be the single most im
portant reason for failures in the pov
erty program where they have occurred. 
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Money has not been available to imple
ment model cities programs, to clean up 
our air or our water. Money has not been 
available for job training, for employ
ment counseling, for advanced food pro
grams, for rehabilitating buildings, or 
even for law-enforcement programs set 
out by the 90th Congress. 

Law can be nullified by the absence of 
money for its implementation. Laws writ
ten by the past two Congresses, note
worthy innovative laws, have been in
validated by the lack of funds for ob
jectives they set out. 

Federal money is drained first by the 
military-industrial complex and only 
that which is left over is divided among 
all remaining domestic programs-edu
cation, housing, urban development, job 
training, land and resource conservation. 

To date, in this administration, there 
are more spokesmen for the continuance 
of present fiscal policy imbalance than 
there are spokesmen for domestic pri
orities. Once again we come to the im
portance of communication and the need 
for effective spokesmen for domestic 
problems, minority interests, and for 
unpopular causes. Once again we come to 
the importance of the observance of this 
moratorium on war-which is the at
tempt of the American public to com
municate their deep and distressed con
cern. 

Many of the people participating in 
our moratorium on war have nothing to 
lose. Too many cannot find hope in to
morrow. They did not share Mr. Nixon's 
enthusiasm for "man's greatest day on 
the moon" since they still await man's 
greatest day here on earth. 

They listen to President Nixon tell 
them he will not listen-and conclude 
that any act is justified to vent their 
frustration. This administration and its 
attitude reinforce the desperation of 
black people, poor people, students, 
mothers, and other marchers for peace. 

Look at the record of our President. He 
took the spotlight and presented us with 
his solution to poverty-and apologized 
profusely because it might cost $4 billion. 

At the same time, the Senate hunger 
committee told us it would take at least 
$5 billion just to feed the poor-but the 
President apologizes for the expensive 
nature of a program which falls miles 
short of the need. 

The President does not apologize for 
pacification programs in Vietnam where 
our troops have torn up the land and run 
millions of Vietnamese citizens from 
their homes-but here in the United 
States, the need for housing, food, cloth
ing, and edooation-does not warrant 
sufficient expenditures. 

We spend $3 million an hour in Viet
nam for 16 million people-while 25 mil
lion poverty-stricken Americans cry for 
help in our own country. 

When this war began, there was lots of 
talk about "guns and butter"-and 
whether or not the Nation could have 
both. The Nation bought its guns and the 
people of the Nation who had been en
joying the butter-have kept their but
ter. The Nation has maintained a "guns 
and butter" policy with great success
in those terms--but it has not addressed 
a single domestic problem with success 
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since great sums of money started :flow
ing into Asia. 

The America;n tragedy is--Vietnam. 
The objectives were contrived and the 
rationale for our presence was not and 
is not related to American security. This 
war has dragged on --draining our land 
of its manpower, resources, goals, and 
of our resolve for perfecting America for 
Americans. 

Because of the war, the American peo
ple have been subjected to outright lies 
by those who attempt to justify our pres
ence and our continued involvement. 
Truth has been sacrificed to buy time 
for those who sought a military victory 
in Vietnam. No longer can truth be sec
ondary-it must be the primary con
sideration in policy determinations from 
this point forward. 

People who do not know the facts 
about Vietnam have stood in this past 
week to assert that if the rest of us knew 
the facts about this war, we would not 
participate in this moratorium. I must 
weigh their suggestion wilth statements 
from men who are in a position to know. 

For example, Gen. David M. Shoup, 
former Commandant of the U.S. Marine 
Corps and Congressional Medal of Honor 
winner who says, 

I want to tell you that I don't think the 
whole of Southeast Asia is related to the 
present and future safety and freedom of the 
people of this country, is worth the life or 
limb of a single American ... I believe that 
if we had and would keep our dirty, bloody, 
dollar-crooked fingers out of the business of 
these nations so full of depressed, exploited 
people, they will arrive at a solution of their 
own. 

Another military leader, Brig. Gen. 
Hugh B. Hester, a veteran of Mac
Arthur's command in the Pacific tells 
us: 

I think we ought to get out the way we 
went in-unilaterally. And then we should 
do what we can to help rebuild their econ
omy. That would be the way to restore the 
respect we had after World War II as a moral 
nation. We are in the wrong in Vietnam 
morally a.nd from a military standpoint. It is 
against interests of the United States. 

The Secretary General of the United 
Nations, Secretary U Thant stated: 

I am sure that the great American people, 
if only they knew the true facts and the 
background of the development in Vietnam, 
will agree with me that further bloodshed is 
unnecessary. 

Today, we have not solved anything in 
Vietnam. There is no evidence to show 
that the conflict of North and South 
Vietnam is any further toward resolu
tion than it was when we entered. If 
anything, our presence has deepened the 
extent of the gap between north and 
south. We have served a puppet govern
ment which is clearly not representative 
of the people whose free choice we pro
claim to fight for. Instead, the South 
Vietnamese have been flushed from their 
homes, hunger and war-panic driven. 
The Vietnamese people are worse off now 
in a bomb destroyed land than they were 
when we arrived. 

The South Vietnamese maintain now 
a fighting force of 1,500,000 men. The 
fighting force of the Vietcong is 135,000 
and with 900,000 North Vietnamese in 
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arms-the opposing sides are relatively 
equal militarily. They are relatively equal 
in resources. What is at question is will
power. 

In Paris, the North Vietnamese cannot 
negotiate with us what we cannot obtain 
from the South Vietnamese Govern
ment. The matters for discussion clearly 
cannot be solved while we stand in as 
"big brother" for the South Vietnamese. 
Commonsense dictates that knowledge. 

Commonsense also dictates that Presi
dent Nixon could not support a coalition 
government in Vietnam, when in his own 
country he failed to establish one. How 
could he possibly know how to incorpo
rate a concern for diverse interests or 
to advise the Vietnamese? 

If the President's aim is to save face 
and to preserve his own honor, he can do 
so, both at home and abroad, by deferring 
now to the judgment of the people on 
Vietnam. He can exemplify democracy 
by a clear and concise statement to Viet
nam and to the world that the people of 
the United States have chosen to leave 
Vietnam to the Vietnamese. This is truly 
where the question of honor rests-upon 
the ability of a free nation to direct its 
policy to conform to present day issues 
and demands of its people. 

There is no greatness in a nation who 
sees its policy, whatever policy, as irre
versible. That is not greatness--but nar
rowness of mind. It is not admission of 
failure to withdraw our forces from Viet
nam-but admission that a better course 
for Vietnam and for the United States 
lies in such a withdrawal. It should not 
be difficult-even for this administra
tion-to build a defense for its action 
when its action is based on truth. 

Through the years with Vietnam, 
American people have been made to 
sacrifice truth as they see it for a policy 
in which they had no voice. 

Through the years in Vietnam, our 
fight for freedom in Vietnam has been 
accompanied with a constant and in
creasing repression of freedom in the 
United States. Through the years with 
Vietnam, the apathy of our people has 
been turned to action-to the surprise 
and dismay of this Government. Citizen
ship has taken on new dimensions of re
sponsibility-of crisp proportions. 

Consider the slightly frightened lady 
who dropped by my office today-to 
deliver an American ftag-draped casket. 

"Sometimes," she said, "we must be 
morbid to make our point." A represent
ative for only one of the hundreds of 
organizations working for peace, she 
pleaded that I do whatever I can-in 
position, to reflect this concern for peace. 
She was not a student tired of classes, 
nor was she a hippie, nor was she a 
rioter; nor, I dare say, does her concern 
for peace make her a Communist? 

Consider the mother from St. Louis, 
Mrs. Patricia H. Reither, who sent me 
today a simple black bordered card on 
which she hand wrote: 

Dear Representative Clay, think of young 
Phil, Vietnam, on Wednesday. Peace. 

With the card came a _printed prayer 
with her son's name at the top-"Phil H. 
Reither, Jr.: June 22, 1947-Sept. 30, 
1969." 
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These people, like the middle-aged 
lady working for her peace organization, 
like Phil's mother, like five blackcloaked 
mothers from St. Louis who stopped by 
my office 2 weeks ago during their march 
for peace--like the Quakers who were 
arrested on the steps of the Capitol
these are citizens whose commitment to 
peace and truth motivates them to 
march, to speak, to act, to sacrifice, to 
place themselves on the line for peace in 
spite of the misplaced criticism and deg
radation to which they are subjected
all their efforts-just to stop the war in 
Vietnam. 

I can do no less than to join my col
leagues who are observing this first of
ficial day of moratorium by varying our 
"business as usual" conduct. Instead, we 
have come to the Halls of the Congress 
at an hour when our presence in these 
Chambers is not required nor sought for 
official business. We have come to join 
these peacemakers who seek a non
violent and peaceful demonstration for 
peace. We come to show that we have 
not lost faith in democracy-that we 
have not lost faith in the ultimate im
pact of the people of this Nation upon 
their Government. 

Stop the war, Mr. President-for God's 
sake, bring American forces home im
mediately. This country has evaded its 
own "business as usual" responsibilities 
far too long in favor of "war as usual." 

VIETNAM MORATORIUM 

HON. WILLIAM S. MOORHEAD 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, we 
gather tonight in this Chamber to ex
change ideas about the future course of 
the U.S. military involvement in Viet
nam. 

It is altogether fitting and proper that 
we do so because by so doing and par
ticularly in connection with the Vietnam 
moratorium we convey to the people of 
America and particularly to the young 
people of America that we are listening 
to them-that we are a responsive and 
responsible legislative body. 

For that reason I take the fioor to
night to exchange with my colleagues 
my opinion as to our future course of 
action in Vietnam. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my belief that we 
have lost sight of the reason-right or 
wrong-for our original intervention in 
Vietnam. 

We entered Vietnam in 1965 to pre
vent an overthrow of the South by the 
North and to give the elected govern
ment of South Vietnam time to build so 
that it could become strong enough to 
defend itself from the North or make a 
political arrangement with the north. 

Mr. Speaker, we have accomplished 
that objective. 

We did not enter Vietnam to inflict a 
defeat on North Vietnam; we entered to 
prevent a defeat of South Vietnam. 
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We have accomplished that objective. 
I believe we could have accomplished 

that objective with fewer than the more 
than 500,000 troops we have in Vietnam. 

Mr. Speaker, the time has long passed 
when we should have been withdrawing 
our troops. 

In the fall of 1966, in a letter to my 
constituents, I said: 

The conflict in South Vietnam is, in the 
long run, primarily an Asian problem, and I 
have been working to secure its eventual 
settlement by the peoples of free Asia. They 
should not ask us to defend their region 
alone indefinitely. 

The following year in summer of 1967, 
I said: 

The war in Vietnam continues and past 
escalation has not achieved our hope of 
bringing the other side to the negotiating 
table. The South Vietnamese will elect a new 
government in the fall. After those elections, 
it seems to me we should say to the new 
government: "We have accomplished the 
mission we set for ourselves in 1965. We have 
prevented the forceful overthrow of your 
government by armies from the North. The 
primary job of fighting the Viet Cong guer
rillas or negotiating with them must be 
yours." 

My suggestion did not meet with favor, 
and we continued our escalation of the 
war in Vietnam until on March 10, 1968, a 
story in the New York Times wrote the 
fact that the military were asking for an 
additional 206,000 troops for Vietnam. 

As has been ably described in the Oc
tober issue of Atlantic magazine by 
former Assistant Secretary of the Air 
Force Townsend W. Hoopes, this was the 
turning point in our policy of continual 
escalation of the war in Vietnam. 

On March 12, 1968, I introduced a very 
brief resolution which provided as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That it is the sense of Congress 
that the United States should not increase 
its military involvement in Vietnam. 

Within a few days there were 37 co
sponsors of this resolution. At the time 
of the introduction of this resolution on 
March 11, I said: 

Mr. Speaker, we are at a crossroads in the 
war in Vietnam. We can either maintain our 
present objectives, which apparently require 
increased military involvement, or we can 
change our objectives and reduce or at least 
contain our military involvement. 

Our mil1tary leaders are asking the Presi
dent for 206,000 more troops for Vietnam. 
Apparently they want more troops to con
tinue to do more of what we have been doing 
for the past few years. 

Others urge that what is needed is not 
more troops and more casualties but new and 
different strategies and tactics which will 
mean no more American troops and fewer 
American casual ties. 

This is a basic and fundamental policy de
cision about war and peace in which the 
American people through their elected repre
sentatives should participate. Not since the 
Gulf of Tonkin resolution in August 1964 has 
Congress been given a chance. to participate 
in similar fundamental decisions about Viet
nam. 

Under our Constitution, I believe that Con
gress should participate in these decisions. 

In my opinion our strategy of positioning 
American forces in the uninhabited border 
areas of Vietnam and leaving the defense of 
the cities and towns to the South Vietnamese 
has not worked. 
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Even with more troops I am not sure it will 

work. 
However, if we decide that this is a war 

for people, and not for geography-if we pull 
back from the border areas, our present 
troops can join with the South Vietnamese 
in defending the people. 

We should position our troops deep enough 
within South Vietnam so that when the 
enemy attacks he would not have border 
sanctuaries at his rear but could be sur
rounded by our highly mobile troops. 

This strategy, some military planners be
lieve, would cut the recent United States 
casualty rate in half yet permit more progress 
in pacification, an objective that has far more 
to do with success in Vietnam than casual
ties inflicted on Communist troops. 

At any rate, this strategy should be con
sidered by the President and the Congress 
before there is any further escalation of the 
war in Vietnam. 

So that the Congress can effectively par
ticipate in this decision, I have today intro
duced a very brief Resolution which provides 
as follows: "Resolved ... that it is the sense 
of Congress that the United States should 
not increase its military involvement in Viet
nam." 

I invite all members who question further 
escalation of our military involvement in 
Vietnam to join with me in introducing sim
ilar resolutions. 

Mr. Speaker, the 206,000 additional 
troops were not sent to Vietnam, and it 
is just barely possible that House Con
gressional Resolution 683 played a part 
in this decision. 

By September 1968 I thought that the 
Congress was ready for a more drastic 
position and accordingly I proposed a 
resolution which provided as follows: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurr ing), That it is the sense 
of Congress that the United States should 
begin to liquidate its military involvement 
in Vietnam. 

In my letter to the cosponsors of the 
March resolution seeking their cospon
sorship of this resolution, I said: 

This resolution, I believe, will make it 
clear that Congress wishes not merely to lim
it American military involvement in Viet
nam, but to begin to liquidate it entirely. 

This language must have been too 
strong because only eight Members of 
the House joined me in cosponsoring this 
resolution. 

Accordingly, on March 26, 1969, I in
troduced a resolution which expressed 
the same idea but with more acceptable 
wording, because there were 38 cospon
sors of this resolution, which provides 
that: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense 
of Congress that the United States should 
begin to reduce its military involvement in 
Vietnam. 

Therefore, I applaud the fact that the 
President has begun the withdrawal of 
troops from Vietnam. 

However, I deplore the fact that the 
withdrawal has proceeded at such a slow 
pace. 

Richard Nixon, the man who prom
ised Americans last November that if 
they elected him President, he would get 
them out of Vietnam, has not done 
enough to honor that promise. 

Richard Nixon, swept into office by 
something less than a massive popu-
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larity, campaigned on his will to end the 
war. 

He has forsaken many opportunities to 
initiate significant U.S. withdrawals and 
seems content that the war will go 
away with the ascendancy of his three 
points; namely, the demonstrated ability 
of the South Vietnamese Army to defend 
the country, reduced infiltration by the 
North Vietnamese, and clear progress at 
the Paris peace talks. 

In the meantime, while pledging his 
fervent desire for peace, he boldly claims 
that renewed student demonstrations for 
peace will have no effect on him. 

His stalking horses, Secretary of State 
Rogers, Secretary Laird at Defense, and 
on occasion the senior Senator from 
Pennsylvania, HuGH ScoTT, proclaim the 
virtues of the Nixon stubbornness to re
linguish the three-point demand and 
even said a possible answer may be fur
ther military actions. 

Added to the disappointing behavior of 
the Administration are statements ema
nating from its spokesmen that ring 
strangely of past oratory. 

Just last week the new minority leader 
in the other body, said the "enemy has 
about one offensive left in him. After 
that, the enemy is a defeated enemy." 

On the heels of General Wheeler's 
statement that he expects a new winter 
offensive by the North Vietnamese and 
the Vietcong, ScoTT's statement sounds 
a bit like General Westmoreland on April 
10, 1968, when he said: 

The enemy has many problems: He is los
ing control of the scattered population under 
his influence . . . He sees the strength of 
his forces steadily declining ... His monsoon 
offensives have been failures. He was dealt 
a mortal blow by the installation of a freely 
elected representative government ... the 
enemy hopes are bankrupt. 

Ten thousand American soldiers and 
untold numbers of allied soldiers and 
Vietnamese civilians have lost their lives 
since Westmoreland calmed us with his 
prognosis. 

Yet his statement came 4 years after 
Gen. Paul D. Harkins, Commander of 
the Military Assistance Command in 
Saigon joyously claimed "victory is just 
months away, and the reduction of 
American advisers can begin any time 
now. I can safely say the end of the war 
is in sight." That proclamation was made 
35,000 American deaths ago. 

But even 1 year before Harkins' state
ment, on March 8, 1963, an Assistant 
Secretary of Defense, could look at the 
situation and safely state, "The corner 
has definitely been turned toward victory 
in Vietnam." 

Probably the supreme optimist of this 
entire group was the French commander 
in chief who on January 2, 1954, when 
Vietnam was still called Indo-China, 
waxed eloquently, "I fully expect only 6 
more months of hard fighting." 

Well, roughly, 190 months of hard 
fighting and dying followed the French 
general's victory preview and American 
troops are still losing their lives, for 
what? 

Why are we still there when we have 
achieved our original objective? 

This is what I, and thousands of 
others, have asked and are asking. 
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Why are we still in Vietnam? Whose 
interests are served by our being there? 

These are the questions the Presi
dent cannot or will not answer to the 
satisfaction of most Americans. And 
these are the issues which bring us here 
tonight and this morning-and will bring 
us here many more mornings I hope 
if the administration does not begin to 
heed the voice of the American people. A 
voice that asks for peace. A voice that 
says let the young men stop dying for 
nothing. There are no Hitlers or Stalins 
in Vietnam. The domino theory has been 
disproved and we are tired. Let us rid 
ourselves of this thorn which threatens 
to poison our whole fabric of life. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
Senator FuLBRIGHT, introduced a new 
perspective into the Vietnam debate the 
other day when he offered for the RECORD 
a comparison of the casual ties incurred 
in this war during the service of Presi
dents Kennedy, Johnson, and Nixon. 

I would like to quote Senator FuL
BRIGHT on those statistics: 

The average monthly total of dead dur
ing the Kennedy administration was 4.97; 
in the Johnson administration, 592.4; and 
in the Nixon administration, it hras been 
992.57. That is not quite double the aver
age monthly total of dead in the Johnson 
administration. 

The monthly average totals of the num
ber of wounded are similar. In the Kennedy 
administration, it was 13.66 per month; in 
the Johnson administration, 3,201.5; and in 
the Nixon administration thus far, it is 
6,131.59. Again, that is almost twice-al
most 100 percent--the total number of 
wounded in the Johnson administration, 
monthly. 

Senator FULBRIGHT finished by saying: 
These figureS graphically show, it seems to 

me, that the level of fighting instead of 
having declined during the last 9 months, 
has substantiallly increased, both with respect 
to the wounded and the dead. It is true that 
in the last 2 or 3 weeks there has been a 
decline, but these figures are the averages 
since the beginning of the war. 

The thrust of my argument is, con
trary to what President Nixon would 
like us to believe and the few concessions 
to doves aside, the war has continued 
unabated under his administration. 

President Nixon toured Asia last sum
mer making st~tements concerning the 
folly of Vietnam-like adventure. 

If indeed Mr. Nixon bad seen the 
light--as he would have so many of us 
believe-he would have seen clearly the 
tie between the Vietnam morass and 
every major problem confronting the 
United States today. The balance of 
these challenges are coming from with
in-mainly they are thrown at us from 
the young and the black, those who suf
fer most when military ranks must be 
filled and domestic programs shunned. 

If the United States is to continue in 
its role as a world leader, as innovator 
and guide, the ideals of the young
which m•any find easy to scoff at-
must find a commanding place in na
tional thought and action. 

These hundreds of thousands of young 
people are thoughtful enough to know 
the good and evil in national actions. 

Today's youth are probably the best 
educated, informed, and sensitive gen-
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eration to ever grace our land. It ranks 
as pure stupidity to ignore their appeal 
for peace and close one's ears to their 
cries. 

The popular will for change is there
we have merely to look around us today 
for evidence of that. And the previous 
policies ripe for a change are there, too-
and nobody can doubt that a new Chief 
Executive exists to make those changes. 
But the missing factor is the firm resolve 
on the President's part to step in, grasp 
the old programs, shift them around and 
slowly but obviously, and minus obfusca
tion, get this country out of that mess. 

Instead, he seems content to try to 
pacify the world-with appropriate ut
terances about peace and troop with
drawals and all the while fiddle, press, 
and rummage for a plan. 

Where is your plan, Mr. President? 
Where is the design that was to have 
taken us from the despair of Vietnam 
and restore the national pride soiled by 
our belligerent presence in South Viet
nam? 

I am sure every waking hour presents 
the President with ample reminder that 
the office he now holds was won mainly 
on the promise to end the agony and the 
shame of Vietnam. 

Let me quote from a recent Democratic 
National Committee release which dis
cussed a trip to Vietnam made by Chair
man of the Joint Chiefs, General 
Wheeler: 

Wheeler took a mid-July trip to Vietnam 
which was supposed to reorient the fighting 
tactics, but the Washington Post reporter 
David Hoffma in Saigon said that as of 
July 31 there was no discussionable change 
on New Washington orders. According to this 
report, most U.S. Commanders insist there 
is no casualty-reducing alternative to the 
strategy being followed. Yet Secretary Laird, 
on July 27, said a new approach called "pro
tective reaction" will replace maximum 
pressure. 

How do you explain the differences be
tween "protective reaction" and "maxi
mum pressure," to Mrs. Albert Colletto 
of Pittsburgh? 

Mrs. Colletto had a son killed in Viet
nam shortly after he participated in the 
onslaught against Hamburger Hill. That 
was the strategic hill which this admin
istration felt was so vital it chastised 
those critics who protested sending 
American boys six times up its treacher
ous slopes until they finally subdued it. 

This administration leaped on Senator 
KENNEDY and others who called that 
campaign senseless. 

Yet Hamburger quickly lost its value 
because we abandoned it days after Pvt. 
Albert Colletto and others captured it. 

Private Collette died engaging in "pro
tective reaction" somewhere in the Viet
nam jungles. But before his life was 
snuffed out he managed to pen the fol-
lowing lines. 

They were given to me by his aunt, 
emblazoned on the back of a prayer 
card. 

IN MEMORY OF HAMBURGER HILL 
(By Pfc. Albert V. Colletto, Jr., U.S. 52-839-

565, 101 A. B. Inf.-co. C 1/50&--Died 
1969) 

As I lie here among the trees, 
the smell of the dying is in the breeze. 
A Soldier cried out, Come to me please, 
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there was no need, he ceased to breathe. 
The wounded laid dying, and the dead al-

ready gone, 
a Sergeant yelled, get up, drive on. 
With the lead fiying in from every way, 
I didn't expect to last the day. 
We fought hard trying to win, 
but at last we stopped, as night set in. 
Dig in deep was the word, 
to those who were left it didn't seem absurd. 
They called our assault Hamburger Hill, 
a name well put, but will you remember it, 

as always I will. 
Ask the lame, 
they can tell you it wasn't a game. 
You can ask the dead, 
but remember their aim. 
Peace is golden and may be achieved, 
if men would learn to love, 
the burden of war would be relieved. 
This is a true story, it is no lie, 
give credit to the dead, because of the hill 

they died. 

The mother of Private Colletto would 
have difficulty in understanding the dif
ference between "protective reaction" 
and "maximum pressure." But I am sure 
if before he was killed Private Colletto 
was consulted about the difference he 
would have known. I think he might have 
said that there is small difference be
tween the two. It may extend past the 
name but little else. 

I wish that President Nixon had more 
than chagrin on his mind when he vowed, 
in reaction to former Defense Secretary 
Clark Clifford's suggestion to remove 
100,000 troops by 1970, "I hope to beat 
Mr. Clifford's timetable." 

Now there are two and a half months 
remaining in this year for the President 
to follow through on that hope. 

I, for one, would not fancy imposing 
on the President an exact date-or rigid 
timetable. 

Thus far, I have spoken on the war 
which has continued day in and day out, 
interminably. Even as I am speaking to 
you at this late hour, while most of the 
Nation sleeps, there will be several more 
of America's youth who will join the 
legion that will not see their homes again. 
It is this tragedy that confronts us a.s a 
nation. It is this tragedy that haunts 
the Nation's leaders. They continue to 
search for an honorable way to extricate 
the Nation from the agony that it now 
finds itself locked within. They look back
wards into our history and forlornly try 
to draw comparisons. Our people shed 
their blood during the Revolutionary 
War which was fought to create our Na
tion. These men did not die in vain. Our 
anguished Nation sent its sons into bat
tle during the Civil War and they did not 
die in vain for the Union was preserved. 
In 1918 and again in 1941 this country 
helped to fight cataclysmic wars which 
were supposed to make the world safe 
for democracy and in the 1950's at the 
request of the United Nations we again 
shed our blood in Korea. 

Now, however, we find ourselves in 
this horrible nightmare-like none this 
Nation has ever faced before, yet still 
our leaders continue to search for a noble 
rationale, as in the past conflicts 
throughout our history. They dare not 
let loose because to do so would be to 
admit defeat and if defeated our youth 
that we have committed to battle will 
have died in vain. President Nixon has 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

stated this in so many words when he 
said he did not intend to preside over the 
first defeat this Nation has ever faced. 

My friends, to borrow the phrase from 
a modern folk song-When will they 
ever learn? When will they ever learn? 
This war in Southeast Asia is not the 
American Revolution and it is not the 
Civil War or the World Wars I or II. It 
is an Asian war which Asians should 
fight. It is a ghastly mistake; it has been 
and it will continue to be as long as 
Americans shed their blood. 

Our men that we have sent into battle 
and who have died-will have died in 
vain. Unless and until we the living re
de<Ucate ourselves to them-we must 
admit our mistake and we must reorder 
ourselves and our Nation along a course 
which does in fact preserve, promote, 
and demonstrate the ideals on which the 
Nation was founded. It has not been a 
traditional war, it has not been an ideal
istic war. It has been a war entered into 
by a nation-a great nation-but one 
which for a brief period has become 
separated from its true path. 

Therefore, let us admit this and re
dedicate ourselves in the name of those 
who will not come home-to the task of 
righting the course of our Nation. It has 
fallen into disrepair from neglect, and 
all of us must share the blame-from the 
most humble of us to those in the highest 
stations and offices in the land. Look 
about you-not just at the physical dis
repair of the country-its cities, its lakes 
and rivers , its schools and highways and 
air, though they all suffer sadly from 
neglect. Look also if you will at the more 
basic problem-the cynicism and self
serving interest and lack of true respon
sibility on the part of everyone-from 
officials of Government to large seg
ments of our population. Is not this the 
true underlying cause of both our do
mestic neglect and our international 
pomposity that could beguile us into a 
conflict such as Vietnam? We are not 
imperial Rome and we are not the police
men of the world. 

The analogy of Rome is significant in 
another respect--close to me and my 
duties as a Congressman. Rome became 
an imperial state and extended its sway 
across Europe and the Mediterranean as 
its senate bit by bit lost the powers that 
it had originally assumed. 

The parallel is significant. The Con
gress of the United States over the past 
several decades has shirked a number of 
the responsibilities bestowed upon it by 
the Constitution, and in many ways these 
responsibilities that we have not faced 
are bound up in our national dilemma of 
Vietnam, our national priorities, and a 
military establishment of the size and 
makeup that have permitted us as a 
Nation to embark upon adventures 
which upon sober reflection are not truly 
in our Nation's interests. 

CONGRESSIONAL CONSTITUTIONAL DUTIES 

What we have witnessed this year in 
the debate in both the House and the 
Senate over the military procurement bill 
and equally the debate on the ABM and 
MIRV is a democracy making a valiant 
attempt to assert effective control over 
a military-industrial complex in an age 
of relentless technology. 
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Phrased another way, we are today 
watching a constitutional crisis of his
toric proportions in which the Congress 
is attempting to reassert its constitu
tional powers and cany out its constitu
tional obligations. 

Of late much has been said and written 
about clause 1 of section 2 of article II 
of the Constitution which provides that 
"the President shall be Commander in 
Chief of the Army and Navy of the 
United States." 

Under the Constitution the President 
commands whatever Armed Forces are 
provided to him but the decision as to 
the number of soldiers and sailors and 
whether they shall be equipped with 
ABM's and MIRV's, under our Constitu
tion, is not his to make. 

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

These clauses provide that Congress 
has power t o declare war, to raise and 
support armies, to provide and maintain 
a Navy, to make rules for the government 
and regulation of the land and naval 
forces. 

The clauses of the Constitution which 
give Congress authority to raise and sup
port armies, to provide and maintain a 
Navy, and so forth, were not inserted for 
the purpose of endowing the National 
Government with power to do these 
things, but rather to designate the 
branch of Government which should 
exercise such powers. 

These provisions grew out of the con
viction that the Executive should be de
prived of the "sole power of raising and 
regulating fleets and armies" which 
Blackstone attributed to the King under 
the British Constitution. Justice Story 
in his "Commentaries" wrote: 

Our notions, indeed, of the dangers of 
standing armies, in time of peace, are derived 
in a great measure from the principles and 
examples of our English ancestors. In Eng
land, the King possessed the power of raising 
armies in the time of peace according to his 
own gOOd pleasure. And this prerogative was 
justly esteemed dangerous to the public lib
erties. Upon the revolution of 1688, Parlia
ment wisely insisted upon a bill of rights, 
which should furnish an adequate security 
for the future. But how was this done? Not 
by prohibiting standing armies altogether in 
time of peace; but (as has been already seen) 
by prohibiting them without the consent of 
Parli ament. This is the very proposition con
tained in the Constitution; for Congress can 
alone raise armies; and may put them down, 
whenever they choose. 

Unquestionably, therefore, the Found
ing Fathers intended to give Congress 
the primary role in establishing and 
equipping the military. 

The question arises, however, given 
the highly technological nature of mod
ern military hardware, is Congress still 
the proper department of government to 
exercise these powers? 

As a Member of Congress for 10 year::s, 
I have not questioned the wisdom of the 
Founding Fathers in imposing this duty 
on us, but I have questioned recently 
whether we adequately have carried out 
our constitutional responsibilities. 

Congress is inhibited in two ways from 
carrying out its constitutional duties, 
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but both of these could be overcome by 
an informed public. 

The first inhibition is the lack of ade
quate staff and supporting resources to 
examine the military budget properly. 
Second is the inherent problems of the 
committee system. 

Because Congress has the unpopular 
task of imposing taxes, Congress is re
luctant to spend money on its own oper
ations even when such expenditures 
could ~ve the taxpayers many times the 
initial investment. The result is that in 
terms of staffing and backup resources 
available for analyzing the military 
budget the Congress is wholly inadequate 
to the task. 

The committee that directly handles 
the military budget in the House are the 
Armed Services Committee and the De
fense Appropriations Subcommittee. 
Armed Services analyzes the posture 
statement and authorizes force levels 
and weapons systems. The Defense 
Appropriations Subcommittee then ap
propriates funds for support of these 
programs. 

The amount of justification material 
that both of these staffs has to analyze 
is incredible. However, there is a profes
sional staff of only nine in Armed Serv
ices and only five in Defense Appropria
tions that handles this task. And I had 
the temerity to criticize the Budget Bu
reau with a staff of 31 assigned to the 
Defense budget. 

Another example of inadequate back
up resources, the Congress has provided 
over 4,300 computers for the executive 
branch and none, except for housekeep
ing chores, for the legislative branch. 

Under these conditions, when the mili
tary budget totaling over $80 billion 
comes before the Congress for authoriza
tion and appropriation, it can readily be 
seen that Congress is almost hopelessly 
handicapped in obtaining a thorough
going independent analysis of the Penta
gon's proposals. 

I propose that we in the Congress start 
considering seriously our own allocation 
of resources. I would contend that one of 
the best investments we could make is in 
the expansion and upgrading of our 
committee staffs and a substantial but 
reasonable investment in terms of backup 
resources. 

Obviously, all of this is going to cost 
money, and it is the natural reaction of 
appropriations committees to be some
what wary of new expenditures. But one 
system analyst, or one budgetary expert, 
who draws a salary of $20,000 a year, 
may, in the end, save the Government a 
million dollars. That is the kind of in
vestment that all of us in Congress 
should be able to endorse. 

The second inhibition is the congres
sional committee system. If a Member 
comes from a city district, he seeks to 
serve on the Housing Committee. If he 
comes from a rural district, he seeks to 
serve on the Agriculture Committee. In 
time, he becomes, not a judge of, but an 
advocate for, housing or farm programs. 

Similarly, if he comes from a district 
with military establishments, he seeks 
membership on Armed Services or De
fense Appropriations and becomes, not a 
judge of, but an advocate for, military 
programs. 
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The difference is that Congress as a 
whole can and does provide a check on 
any excesses in programs reported by 
Housing or Agriculture Committees, but 
when a military program is reported it is 
shrouded in secrecy and complexity and 
wrapped in the flag so that any question
ing of it is close to being unpatriotic. 

It may be that the creation of an 
overview committee to debate priorities 
among civilian programs and between 
civilian and military programs is neces
sary. Such a joint committee, similar to 
the Joint Economic Committee, would 
review annually the basic foreign and 
military postures of the Nation and con
sider budget alternatives. No members 
of the Armed Services, Foreign Affairs, 
or Appropriations Committees ought to 
serve on this joint committee. Further
more, membership on it should be for no 
more than 4 to 6 years. 

With the studies and reports of such 
a joint overview committee the level of 
debate in the Congress over national pri
orities could be elevated to the point 
contemplated by the framers of the Con
stitution. In economic affairs this was 
one result of the creation of the Joint 
Economic Committee. 

Without the creation of this special 
oversight committee, it may be that the 
Joint Economic Committee which has 
been doing a similar job this year, should 
continue to do so. 

However it is done, it is important 
that Congress, which is a many-purpose 
institution, do the job. 

Civilians in the Defense Department, 
no matter how dedicated and intelligent, 
are still assigned a single purpose-the 
protection of national security through 
military means. 

The Constitution gives to Congress the 
responsibility for considering all the 
needs of the Nation, not merely the mili
tary. The first clause of section 8 of 
Article I of the Constitution expresses 
this idea very succinctly. 

The Oongress shall have Power to lay and 
collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, to 
Pay the Debts and provide for the common 
Defense and general Welfare of the United 
States; 

The Congress must balance the de
mand for defense dollars with the de
mand of taxpayers for tax cuts and the 
demands of the poor for poverty pro
grams. 

To enable Congress to do this job 
properly, it was necessary that there be 
a change in public opinion. So long as 
the people thought it unpatriotic to 
question the military budget, no com
mittee of Congress and no Member of 
Congress would do so. 

This year the time seemed right for 
the development of the kind of public 
climate in which Congress could prop
erly exercise its constitutional duties. 

This year, I decided to do something to 
help develop this kind of a climate. 

I looked into the budget interplay be
tween the Defense Department and the 
Bureau of the Budget and came to the 
shocking conclusion that the Bureau of 
the Budget does not give the Defense De
partment the same kind or degree of 
scrutiny that it gives to nondefense 
spending. 
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On March 20, 1969, at a hearing before 
the Military Operations Subcommittee, I 
made this charge: 

Domestic agency budgets are given dif
ferent and more intense scrutiny than the 
defense budget. In all departments of gov
ernment, except for the Defense Department, 
budget examiners conduct an independent 
analysis and review which is submitted to 
the Director of the Budget. In Defense, 
budget examiners work not independently, 
but with their defense counterparts, and the 
an alysis and review are submitted first to the 
Secret ary of Defense rather than to the 
Budget Director. Only after the Secretary of 
Defense has approved it, is the review sub
mitted to the Budget Director. The result of 
this procedure is that whereas other Secre
taries must go to the President to have him 
overrule the Budget Director, in the case of 
Defense, the Budget Director must go to the 
President to overrule the Secretary of De
fense . 

This process, of course, shifts the whole 
budget process power structure and renders 
the Bureau almost impotent as a force for 
independent analysis of military procure
ment programs. 

The Bureau of the Budget at that time 
did not admit to the process I have just 
described. But in those hearings the Dep
uty Director of the Bureau of the Budget, 
Mr. Hughes, did admit that the "climate" 
was substantially different in the exam
ination of defense requests. 

Referring to the "power relationships" 
in Washington, Mr. Hughes conceded 
that the Defense Department has both 
political power and muscle. And that "in 
this power-oriented town," these two at
tributes give it an advantage in dealing 
with the Budget Bureau. 

Defense Secretary McNamara in his 
inimical way made his opinion of the 
Budget Bureau's role in defense budget
making very clear when he told the Con
gress: 

I wlll be quite frank with you, I can't re
member a single instance in which the Bu
reau of the Budget and I differed on a rec
ommendation in_ which the President ac
cepted the Bureau of the Budget view. There 
may have been one in 4 years, but I can't 
remember a single one. 

On June 3, 1969, at a hearing before 
the Joint Economic Committee Mr. 
Charles Schultze, the former Budget Di
rector, in answer to my questioning 
agreed that the Budget Bureau proce
dure in handling the Defense budget was 
indeed as I had described it. 

The point I was making was the need 
for an institution with a variety of re
sponsibilities to review the military 
budget as a part of the overall budgetary 
needs of the Nation. 

On June 12, 1969, Mr. Robert Mayo, the 
present Budget Director, appeared before 
the Joint Economic Committee and tes
tified that he had received new instruc
tions from President Nixon. He said: 

I reiterate, Mr. Moorhead, that our policy 
with regard to defense . . . there have been 
differences before, and that it is our position 
that there are no differences now. 

He then proceeded to read into the 
record a memorandum from the Presi
dent directing the Bureau of the Budget 
to give the same treatment to all de
partments of Government. 

I do not know if we really will see a 
change, but if we can keep up the pres-
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sure the public will become aroused and 
if the public does become aroused the 
Congress and the President and the Bu
reau of the Budget will respond. 

But merely improving Budget Bureau 
procedures does not fulfill the constitu
tional duties of Congress to control the 
military. 

However, before congressional control 
could be asserted, it was necessary to end 
the myth of the infallibility of the mili
tary in which the American people and 
the Congress had come to believe. 

Our military men are able, intelligent 
and dedicated, but they are not infallible 
and Congress should not abdicate to 
them the decisionmaking powers which 
the Constitution bestowed upon Con
gress. 

To develop a climate of healthy skepti
cism I started with an area in which 
people of all political philosophies could 
agree--the need to eliminate waste and 
inefficiency. 

This was step No. 1. 
On April 29, 1969, the case of the C-5A 

came before the Military Operations 
Subcommittee. 

The fact of a $2 billion overrun was 
shocking enough but I had in my posses
sion documents which revealed the even 
more shocking fact that the existence of 
these overruns was being deleted from 
official Air Force reports "on the direc
tion of higher authorities." 

When asked why this was done the 
Systems Program Director, in a very 
dramatic moment, revealed that this 
concealment was not for the benefit of 
the Government or the taxpayer, but to 
protect ''Lockheed's position in the com
mon stock market." 

On May 14, 1969, the case of the Sher
idan tank, or more accurately its infa
mous turret and caseless cartridge, came 
before the subcommittee. 

It was revealed that the Army rushed 
into production with this $1.3 billion 
vehicle to avoid "adverse political and 
budgetary impacts," even though it was 
clear the ammunition for the vehicle's 
gun would not work. 

On May 15, 1969, the case of the Army's 
Cheyenne helicopter came before the 
subcommittee. 

One of the many troubles with this 
helicopter, we were told, was that the 
newly developed rigid rotor blade "oscil
lated." This seemed mild enough until it 
was brought out that it "oscillated" so 
much that one time it amputated the 
canopy in which the pilot would sit. The 
officer testifying protested and said, "But, 
sir, that was not planned." 

The primary purpose of these procure
ment horror stories was to lay the 
groundwork for improvement in procure
ment policies but they also served to 
develop a cUm-ate jn which Congress 
could question other defense decisions. 

This is important because even with 
perfect procurement we would still have 
a military budget out of control. 

Having established a platform and 
credibility through step No. 1, the pro
curement horror stories, the time had 
come for step No. 2, which was to ques
tion the need for certain conventional 
weapons systems not involved in the di
rect security of the United States, but 
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more involved in our commitments over
seas and based on certain threat assump
tions. 

It is now politically possible to discuss 
in Congress whether we need each and 
every one of our highly vulnerable 15 
attack aircraft carriers when the Com
munist nations have none. 

On June 3, 1969, in hearings before the 
Joint Economic Committee, I was able 
to ask former Budget Director Charles 
Schultze about our eight antisubmarine 
carrier task forces, and he said, referring 
to Secretary McNamara's 1968 posture 
statement, that if "these antisubmarine 
warfare carriers were substantially 
equipped with new planes, they might be 
marginally effective," and he suggested 
that this might be a good place to look 
into reduction of the budget. 

Congress should take a hard look at 
our general purpose conventional forces 
because these items involve over 60 per
cent of the Defense Department's budget. 

The Constitution directs the Congress 
to provide not only for "the common de
fense" but also for the "general welfare" 
of the United States. If we are to provide 
the funds for housing, education and so 
forth which the "general welfare" re
quires, the best source of additional funds 
seems to be those conventional forces 
which are not needed or which are only 
"marginally" needed for the "common 
defense." 

The other way to obtain funds for the 
urgent domestic needs of our "general 
welfare" is to begin to question the as
sumption on which our conventional 
force levels are predicted. This would be 
step No. 3 in the progression of our re
assertion of congressional control over 
the military budget. 

For years we have directed our military 
forces to be ready to fight simultaneous
ly-simultaneously, mind you-a major 
conventional land war in Europe against 
the Soviets, and a major conventional 
land war in Asia against the Chinese, and 
a minor brush-fire war elsewhere in the 
world. Before the Sino-Soviet split this 
policy may have been rational-after the 
split it was questionable--now after the 
Ussuri River fights it is clearly nonsense. 

In the Joint Economic Committee 
hearings Dr. Karl Kaysen projected a 
greatly reduced military budget by 
changing the two-war-plus policy and 
that we should "maintain no continuing 
ground force commitment in Asia." 

The first three steps were important 
laying of a political basis which does not 
involve the direct safety of American 
citizens-all of us could sleep just as well 
if the ratio of U.S. attack aircraft car
riers over the Communists went down 
from 15-0 to 12-0. 

The fourth step is to have rational 
congressional and public debate over 
strategic weapons systems where the 
more immediate and direct security of 
the United States may be involved. 

This involves the debate in the Senate 
over the deployment of the anti-ballistic
missile system-ABM-and in the House 
over the continued testing and produc
tion of the multiple independently tar
geted reentry vehicles---MIRV. 

The debate over ABM is an encour
aging sign that Congress does intend to 
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perform its constitutional duties over the 
military. 

As Senator FuLBRIGHT said in testi
mony before the Joint Economic Com
mittee on June 4 of this year about the 
ABM: 

The first time in the 25 years I have been 
in the Senate that there has appeared to be 
an opportunity to change in any substantial 
way at all a program affecting the military 
has been the ABM. And I don't know whether 
it can succeed or not. We are told in the 
press that it is close. That is the only time 
I have ever heard of a vote being close on a 
matter affecting a major military program. 

The story with respect to MIRV is 
different. It shows how the Pentagon 
can flaunt the will of a majority of Con
gress. 

On July 10, 1968, the Pentagon entered 
into a letter contract with General Elec
tric Co. for the production of 68 Mark 
12 reentry vehicles and announced it in 
such a way that it attracted no attention 
in the press or in Congress. 

On June 19 of this yeaT, President 
Nixon told the country that he was con
sidering asking the Russians to agree to a 
moratorium on further MIRV testing. 
Forty-one Senators lined up behind a 
"sense-of-the-Senate" resolution pro
posed by Senator BROOKE, supporting 
a mutual test moratorium. Similar reso
lutions had over 100 cosponsors in the 
House. But in the meantime, in April 
and May of this year, the Pentagon was 
engaged in negotiations with General 
Electric to definitize the July 1968 let
ter of intent. At that time, according 
to the Department of Defense, authoriza
tion was given to proceed with the actual 
production of the deployment model of 
the Mark 12. This process was completed 
and the contract was signed on June 
19-the very day on which Mr. Nixon 
was informing the reporters that he was 
considering trying to work out a stand
still with the Russians. Contrary to its 
usual practice, the Pentagon did not an
nounce the award. 

On June 24, 1969, by accident my of
fice learned of the existence of the pro
duction contract. 

On June 26, 1969, I called a press con
ference and blasted this dangerous con
cealment from the Congress. 

As the Detroit Free Press said on 
June 30: 

Representative Wdlliam S. Moorhead of 
Pennsylvania could do worse than to ask 
President Nixon one simple question: "Who 
the hell is conducting foreign policy, the 
President, with the advice and consent of 
Congress, or tha Pentagon?" 

I am not concerned about who is at 
fault. 

I am concerned about jeopardizing the 
impending strategic arms limitation 
talks-SALT. 

As the St. Louis Post-Dispatch said on 
June 29: 

It is quite true, as Mr. Moorhead says, 
that the start of MIRV production, implying 
a vast multipMcation of our offensive nuclear 
capability, may impel the Soviets to respond 
in kind and thus touch otr a new round 
of the arms race. We agree with him that 
production should be postponed and tests 
suspended. The arms talks should have a 
chance to succeed before we begin proliferat
ing an already excessive nuclear arsenal. 
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I think we may be at a historic fork 

in the road in the history of the arms 
race. 

Because of fear of the Chinese, the 
Soviets may want an agreement with us. 

Gromyko's speech last week certainly 
sounded like a thaw in the cold war. 

I think it is possible that the Soviets 
want strategic arms limitation and want 
to avoid another escalation of the arms 
race if we do not force it on them. 

Continued flight testing and produc
tion of MIRV may torpedo the SALT 
talks and force escalation on them. 

I am convinced that we. are far enough 
ahead of the Soviets that we can call 
a temporary halt to production and test
ing of MIRV to see if there is any hope 
of an enforceable agreement with the 
Soviets. 

As Dr. George B. Kistiakowsky, Pres
ident Eisenhower's science adviser, told 
a House Foreign Affairs Subcommittee 
yesterday: 

Because we are somewhat ahead of the 
Soviet Union in MmV development, because 
our total strategic forces . . . are somewhat 
larger than those of the U.S.S.R. and be
cause a. very large fraction of our retaliatory 
force would not be imperiled by MIRV de
velopment, we could risk without undue 
danger to our national security initiation 
of such a. moratorium pending a prompt and 
symmetric response from the U.S.S.R. 

It appears impossible-politically at 
least-to halt both the MIRV and the 
ABM. 

In my opinion, MIRV is far more de
stabilizing strategically, but ABM is 
more important politically. 

Strategically, ABM could be deployed 
and we could still enter into an arms 
limitation agreement enforceable by spy 
satellites, on the number of ABM 
launchers deployed. However, once 
MIRV is deployable an enforceable 
agreement with the Soviets on MIRV is 
rendered far more difficult if not almost 
impossible. 

On the political front, the Nixon ad
ministration is risking a very embarras
sing defeat when the best they can hope 
for is a hairline victory on ABM which 
would not enhance the standing and 
prestige of the administration. 

The logical solution both strategically 
and politically is for those Senators who 
oppose ABM and MIRV to agree to sup
port some form of an ABM system in re
turn for the administration's agreement 
to halt, for a limited period of time, the 
production and flight testing of MIRV. 

Whatever the outcome of the debate 
this year, I think that you and I as tax
payers, whose dollars are involved, and 
we as citizens, whose lives are involved, 
must endeavor to restore to Congress its 
constitutional responsibility to provide 
for the common defense and general 
welfare of the United States. 

WHICH WAY AMERICA? 

HON. DON H. CLAUSEN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 
Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, 

out of this national debate and mora
torium on the war in Vietnam, a notion 
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is merging that disturbs me greatly, and 
one that I trust will be heeded not only in 
this great body today, but throughout the 
Nation today and in the days to come. 

That notion, as I see it, is that, unless 
you support this moratorium, you are not 
in favor of ending the war in Vietnam. 
This is a c-ompletely ridiculous notion, 
of course, but its impact is being felt, and 
underneath it all, we as a people are be
ginning to "choose sides"-not on the 
question of how to end the war in Viet
nam-but rather, over whether or not we 
support the moratorium. 

I relate this view only to point up 
something that I believe has been going 
on in this country for several years. In 
my judgment, we are rapidly becoming 
the dis-United States of America. We are 
unwittingly desecrating our national 
confidence and our national will that 
have long been the hallmark of America's 
internal fiber. And, history tells us that 
"a nation divided against itself cannot 
stand." 

The constitutional right of the Ameri
can people to peaceably express their dis
sent is unquestioned. It is a precious 
right that must be defended at all costs, 
and practiced whenever the need arises. 
But, what kind of a moratorium is it, 
pray tell, when there are no voices to be 
heard calling on all sides of the conflict 
in Vietnam to expedite an end to the war. 

I seriously question the validity of any 
moratorium on the war in Vietnam that 
does not place at least a fair share of 
the blame on North Vietnam for the con
tinuance of this miserable war and the 
farce now underway in Paris, wherein 
nothing concrete has yet been accom
plished. 

And, I seriously question the objec
tivity of any moratorium on the war 
in Vietnam that does not even sug
gest the need for any withdrawal of 
North Vietnamese troops from South 
Vietnam. 

Is it any wonder, Mr. Speaker, that 
in his "Dear American Friends" letter, 
Premier Pham Van Dong of North Viet
nam gave his wholehearted acclaim 
and approval of today's antiwar dem
onstrations. With this in mind, it is 
not too difficult to comprehend why he 
should describe the moratorium as "a 
worthy and timely rebut! to the ob
stinate attitude of the U.S. administra
tion in intensifying and prolonging the 
aggressive war in Vietnam," and to wish 
the demonstartors well in their "fall of
fensive." 

Well, just for the record and, as one 
Member of Congress, I want to be re
corded here today as saying that I be
lieve Pham Van Dong is on the wrong 
track-and that President Richard M. 
Nixon is on the right track. 

President Nixon is our President and 
he is working for an end to the war in 
Vietnam and for peace with freedom
not peace with surrender, or "peace at 
any price." And I honestly and whole
heartedly support the President in these 
efforts. 

Some people today are asking: "What 
has President Nixon done in 9 months?" 

He has revers~d the policy of previous 
administrations with regard to the war 
in Vietnam. Rather than sending in 
more troops or escalating that war, he 
has reduced the level of fighting and 
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started to bring the boys home. Now, 
if that is not progress, I wish someone 
would tell me what is? 

President Nixon's "phase-in phase
out" policy in Vietnam was advanced 
to the American people something over 
a year ago. During the past 8 months, 
it has been implemented and is now 
underway. It offers a positive solution 
to America's vast overinvolvement in 
Southeast Asia, and is a fair, practical 
and reasonable means to an end as far 
as the war itself is concerned. 

But, how many in the streets today 
are recognizing, or even acknowledging 
these basic facts? How much can a Pres
ident do in 8 or 9 months-about a mess 
that was 8 or 9 years in the making? 
And, what has happened to the Ameri
can sense of openmindedness and fair
play? 

Too many Americans, I fear, are pin
ning all their hopes on negotiations as 
the road to disengagement from the war 
in Vietnam. How short our memories 
become in the flood of rhetoric that is 
now underway. We tend to forget that 
the war in Korea was negotiated for 3 
years, and we tend to overlook the fact 
that, as a result of those negotiations, 
50,000 American troops remain in Korea 
today. Is this what we want in Vietnam? 
Is it what the war-weary people of Viet
nam want? 

Freedom, as we all know, is not free. 
The Communists have mounted an 
ideological offensive of aggression. And 
all we need to do is to look at the recent 
attempts at freedom of expression in 
Czechoslovakia, to see that their offen
sive is still very much alive. What we 
need to counter that, I submit, is an 
ideological offensive of our own-a free
dom ideological offensive, if you will, that 
matches their idea with a bigger and 
better idea. 

That, I believe, is the direction Presi
dent Nixon is going. 

But, he cannot go it alone. So in clos
ing, I ask-which side are we on, any
way? The side of freedom and free na
tion building, or the side that yesterday 
called on the American people to mount 
a "fall offensive" against our country, 
against our President, and against the 
cause of freedom? 

Which way, America? 

ONE WAY TO EASE THE BURDEN 
FOR TENANTS 

HON. MARIO BIAGGI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I have in
troduced a bill today that would require 
the payment of interest on the rent se
curity deposits of tenants living in fed
erally assisted apartment complexes. It 
is grossly unfair that tenants do not 
presently receive the benefit of interest 
payments on their money that is gen
erally left in the possession of their land
lords for long periods of time. 

In my own Bronx, N.Y., district, for 
example, 12,000 families living in an 
apartment complex known· as Park
chester are not receiving 1 cent in in-
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terest on rent security deposits totaling 
$1.2 million. The landlord-corporation, 
on the other hand, is the custodian of 
this money and is deriving investment 
benefits from revenue that rightfully be
longs to the tenants. 

In this instance alone, the deposit of 
rent security funds of $1.2 million in a 
simple 5-percent interest-bearing bank 
account, would yield a return of $60,000 
annually. 

In New York City and across the Na
tion, thousands upon thousands of ten
ants-many of them struggling middle
income families--are the victims of the 
same kind of unfairness experienced by 
the residents of Parkchester. 

These tenants do not have the right 
to share in the profits that might accrue 
to their landlords from property invest
ments. While I do not fault this particu
lar area of free enterprise or even mean 
to imply that changes are necessary. I 
do not understand why tenants should 
be denied the most minimal investment 
benefits from money that belongs to 
them. 

Rent security funds are intended only 
as a guarantee that tenants will adhere 
to the conditions of occupancy. If they 
do this, that money must be refunded to 
them when they move from the premises. 
Right from the very beginning, the ele
ment of protection favors the landlord 
who becomes both the custodian and con
troller of the rent security funds. 

Under the circumstances, I know of 
no sound or valid reason for depriving 
tenants of simple interest payments on 
rent security deposits. 

In the case of apartment complexes 
which are devoid of Federal assistance, 
it is my hope that State governing bodies 
throughout the Nation become increas
ingly aware of the unfairness of the pres
ent situation and enact remedial legis
lation similar to the bill I am offering 
here. 

In this era of high taxes and infiation, 
the average American family is con
stantly struggling to make ends meet. 
My bill, therefore, simply offers one 
means of lightening their burden a bit 
in a way that is only proper and fitting. 
On that basis, I ask your support of this 
measure. 

OF STRENGTH AND HONOR 

HON. OLIN E. TEAGUE 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
this past weekend I was privileged to 
hear the words of Lt. Gen. Richard G. 
Stilwell, Deputy Chief for Military Op
erations, address a distinguished gath
ering of Medal of Honor recipients. Daily 
we read criticism and condemnation of 
the military and its needs in the present 
day and age. It is important to be aware 
of the views of the silent majority on 
this issue. General Stilwell's remarks 
should be of great interest to all Ameri-
cans as to the need for a continuation 
of a strong and well-equipped military 
force: 
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OF STRENGTH AND HONOR 

(Address by Lt. Gen. Richard G. Stilwell) 
I know members of the society we honor 

tonight will agree that the locale is most ap
propriate to the occasion; that there ls a 
special afiini ty between Texas and courage, 
both individual and collective. The history 
of this great state is studded with heroism, 
self-sacrifice, communal responsibility
with feats of men (and women) standing 
tall in crises. The Alamo has particular 
meaning for every American, from earliest 
school days on. The legendary exploits of 
that band of heroes-Travis, Crockett, Bowie 
and 184 others--at the cost of their precious 
lives--is a universal symbol of duty to coun
try and faith in its future. So too the mem
ory of Sam Houston, the derring-do at San 
Jacinto and the Independence thereby 
gained. 

As one of these United States, the Texan 
heritage has been continuously enriched
in the course of taming its vast expanses, 
harnessing its resources, providing its sons 
when America was imperiled. Texa.ns-in 
great numbers--have served valiantly and 
uncomplainingly on battlefields beyond 
count. Fifty-four have been awarded the 
Congressional Medal of Honor. 

Today, Texas is home to a new breed of 
heroes--some in uniform, some not. They, 
and this magnificent city, have captured the 
hearts and admiration of all the world with 
their giant steps on the last and greatest 
frontier: The Universe. 

The unseen dangers they braved, the ulti
mate risks they faced met an the criteria for 
the coveted Medal of Honor save one-the 
environment, the hell of war alone was miss
ing. 

War is a special arena in which the Gods 
of Chance rise to full stature. Confusion is 
the concomitant of combat. The unknown is 
the first-born son of battle, and uncertainty 
is his shadow. The fighting man lives under 
the constant tension of being face to face 
with the unexpected, hour after hour, and 
days on end. He knows the violent, pounding 
heart, the sickening feeling in the pit of 
stomach. He knows cold sweat, unsteady 
hands, trembling knees. 

In the arena of war, man must meet these 
challenges alone. Even in the midst of his 
comrades, he develops an inner loneliness-
his innate confidence in personal survival 
sapped by realization that, 1n battle, death 
stalks unrelentingly. 

The man of combat finds himself in a 
world that differs-in a thousand ways-from 
all that he has known before. That world 
shrinks enormously in time and space to im
mediate imperatives: defeating the foe; stay
ing alive, God willing; and helping his bud
dies stay alive. 

-Believe me, countless members of the 
brotherhood of combat veterans have gone 
through this kind of hell. 

We are assembled tonight to pay homage 
to an elite segment of that brotherhood of 
combat veterans: the handful, from among 
untold tens of thousands, who hold the 
coveted Medal of Honor. 

This prized fraternity encompasses all 
ranks. Its members constitute a true cross
section of America: the roll includes men of 
every color, creed, race, and social strata. The 
Medal of Honor knows no prejudices. 

To understand the criteria on which award 
of the Medal of Honor is based, one need go 
no further than the first paragraph of each 
citation: "For conspicuous gallantry and 
intrepidity at the risk of life above and be
yond the call of duty, in actions involving 
actual conflict with an enemy.'' Thus it is 
reserved-not for presidents, statesmen, gen
erals, and others of high station-but for 
those in the forefront of battle. 

The words "conspicuous gallantry and 
intrepidity at the risk of life" are significant. 
Every man is marked by a love of live and a 
natural instinct for self-preservation which 
normally surpass all other human motiva-
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tions. To risk life for one's buddies, one's 
unit, one's country is the supreme expression 
of selflessness. In war, acts of courage are 
legion; personal sacrifice is a way of life. In 
these circumstances, the man singled out for 
recognition must be of a special mold, truly 
a hero among heroes. Though the magnificent 
heroes here this night are too modest to re
count their deeds, each of their stories would 
thrill you to the marrow. They have earned 
the everlasting gratitude of this nation and 
we salute them therefore. 

America was created, expanded, and since 
sustained by the inner courage and physical 
strength of such men-men who have ac
cepted all challenges, at home and abroad
men who have defended this nation's secu
rity and honor during the 193 years of her 
existence. 

Our national power is the product of a vi
brant citizenry. From active, responsible citi
zens comes the willingness to toil, sweat, and 
fight--if necessary-for our basic values, for 
that which is just, and decent. The over
whelming majority of Americans are such 
citizens. 

But history records that Americans have 
been slow to awaken to external danger. We 
have rallied in time of emergency, but we 
have also allowed our military strength to 
attrite when the most immediate threat re
ceded, however slightly. 

This is an old story. We have seen it hap
pen again and again-the unpreparedness, 
the crisis, the frantic build-up, then off to 
war. Thus far at least, we have always made 
it--but just in the nick of time 

Before World War 1-for reasons well 
known-the dark happenings in the Old 
World interested Americans only casually and 
only from a distance. So, too, the Guns of 
August, 1914. Then, suddenly a German tor
pedo sank the Lusitania with fearsome loss of 
passengers, including Americans. Never 
again would we find security in mere geo
graphic isolation. 

The United States was 111-prepared for the 
conflict it entered. But we had the leisure to 
mobilize the nation and we eventually saved 
the day. Our soldiers came home from France 
to great celebrations. America was proud of 
her victory and even prouder of the men who 
had fought so bravely to win it for her. 

But all too soon America wanted to for
get. Having won the "war to end all wars," the 
public clamored for a return to the warm 
security of isolationism. The mantle of world 
leadership was too heavy a burden. The 
Armed Forces were allowed to deteriorate. By 
1939, the Army's strength was lower than be
fore World War I. 

Then came the attack on Pearl Harbor, gal
vanizing the American people into action 
again. The torpedoes and bombs that sank 
American battleships also sank "American 
Firstism." Congress, responding to the over
whelming National cry for action, speedily 
declared war. 

Once again we mobilized while others car
ried the main brunt of the war. It took four 
hard years to achieve victory. 

And yet we still had not learned. While 
the conflict raged the mill tary was a "Hall 
of Heroes." After World War ll, the Armed 
Forces were drastically reduced; the need for 
military readiness largely ignored. President 
Kennedy used to quote from an old British 
barracks ballad: 

"God and the Soldier we adore, 
In time of danger, not before. 
The danger gone, and all things righted, 
God is forgotten, the Soldier slighted." 

In a few short years we were swept into 
the Korean War and emerged in the same 
pattern-eager to reduce our Armed Forces, 
and lessen our military might. This time we 
would not stand behind the shield of our 
oceans or other nations, but rather behind 
the single shield of massive nuclear retalia
tion. As conventional warfare was reckoned 
unlikely, the soldier was considered obsolete. 
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Vietnam has, of course, disproved the ra

tionale of this philosophy. It has also pointed 
up most dramatically the need for strong, 
balanced forces, capable of meeting all kinds 
of threats on many levels of involvement, and 
without delay. 

After Vietnam, there wdll be pressures
even now apparent--against the maintenance 
of such strength in being. Even now there 
are attacks on the military. An active cam
paign is being waged against ROTC. Young 
men are being urged to resist the draft. 
Heavy criticism is being directed against de
fense spending. The evidence suggests reoc
currence of the cyclic pattern witnessed 
seven times in our country's history. 

But would this dismantling square with 
the shape of the 1970's, 80's and beyond? 

Looking backward 20 years, one is struck 
by the chronology of conflict. Twenty--count 
them-20 wars and insurrections, ranging 
from Asia through the Middle East to Europe 
and Latin America. Each carried seeds of 
grave danger to our beloved Country, our 
ideals, and all that we hold dear. Ahead
as far as the eye can reach--one sees high 
promise of social, economic and technologi
cal advance. But one also sees international 
turbulence and stresses more potentially vio
lent and explosive than in the recent past. 
The realities of the nuclear age will press 
more strongly from all sides as our arch 
rivals on the world scene enhance their mis
silery, navies and armies. In a globe fantas
tically compressed by electronics and jets 
and rocket propulsion, there is no shield of 
time or space. Conversely, it will take in
creasingly long to forge a military machine 
from a meager base. In any case, the defeat 
of aggression once launched is no longer the 
best strategy. 

Today and forever forward the American 
military-of the people, for the people-will 
have as its supreme task the prevention of 
war at any level. This fighting man willful
fill the noblest measure of his responsibilities 
by countering external dangers, gaindng our 
Country's objectives, without recourse to 
bloodshed. But to prevent war one must be 
fully prepared for war. 

It is in vogue to quote the late President 
Eisenhower-albeit out of context--on the 
military-industrial complex. My counter is 
a segment of his Farewell Address. He said: 

"A vital element in keeping the peace is 
our military establishment. Our arms must 
be mighty, ready for instant action, so that 
no potential aggressor may be tempted to 
risk his own destruction." 

Members of the Congressional Medal of 
Honor Society, you have already done far 
more for your country than could be possibly 
expected Of any group of men. But your 
patriotism and unswerving dedication to the 
national welfare are stlll at test. With the 
horrors of war indelibly etched in your 
memory, you understand the meaning of 
peace as few others can. Significantly, you 
also know the preconditions for ensuring that 
peace will endure through the lifetime of 
your children and your children's children. 
May your voices-heroic and respected-al
ways support the maintenance of our na
tional strength, our national faith and our 
national honor. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, I thank you most 
humbly for listening. 

MICHIGAN PESTICIDES COUNCIL 

HON. JOHN D. DINGELL 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, the Michi
gan Pesticides Council performs a con
tinuing service to the citizens of Michi
gan and to the population of this coun-
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try, generally, through its dedication to 
the protection of our environment. 

The council's chairman, Mrs. Willard 
E. Wolfe, recently presented a statement 
to the Senate Commerce Subcommittee 
on Energy, Natural Resources, and the 
Environment at a meeting in Muskegon 
Mich., under the chairmanship of Sen~ 
ator PHILIP A. HART. So that my col
leagues may be aware of the councn•s 
views on pesticides, I include the text 
of Mrs. Wolfe's statement at this point 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD: 

STATEMENT BY MRs. Wn..LARD E. WoLFE, 
CHAmMAN, MICHIGAN PEsTICIDES COUNCU.., 
SEPTEMBER 30, 1969, IN MUSKEGON, MICH. 
Senator Hart, members of the subcommit-

tee, my name is Mrs. Wlllard E. Wolfe. I am 
chairman of and speaking for the Michigan 
Pesticides Council, a council composed of or
ganizations and individuals concerned with 
the present and future quality of our en
vironment. We represent about 300,000 peo
ple through our member organizations, and 
our individual members include medical doc
tors, biologists and professional conserva
tionists as well as the lay public. I am also 
chairman of the West Michigan Environ
mental Action Council, which will also be 
·represented today. 

We very much appreciate this opportunity 
to speak to your distinguished committee. 

We first wish to emphasize that our Coun
cil is not opposed to all pesticides. We are 
opposed to the use of persistent, toxic in
secticides such as DDT and Dieldrin in the 
outdoor environment. We are totally in sym
pathy with our farmers who are producing 
our food and battling with all the forces 
of nature. We feel that the farmer has been 
the victim of chemical company propaganda 
through his farm programs and literature, 
the victim of lack of research into less ex
pensive and less harmful means to meet his 
problems, the victim of policies which have 
increased his insect problems, and the vic
tim of agricultural schools which have been 
more responsive to the hucksters of chemi
cals than they have to scientif.c information. 

Our organization is frankly and honestly 
outraged by policies which have resulted in 
persistent pesticide assault on our environ
ment, since these results were almost wholely 
predictable. It is therefore our wish today 
to put on record what has brought us to 
this sorry day when coho cannot be mar
keted, many gulls, eagles and osprey suffer 
reproductive failure because they consume 
contaminated fish, and the entire biological 
life of our Great Lakes--as well as our 
oceans-is threatened by persistent pesti
cides. Indeed, important protein resources 
throughout the world may well be endan
gered. 

In 1962 Silent Spring was published to 
alert the public to the consequences of cer
tain pesticide use. The reaction of the pub
lic, as well as President Kennedy's own 
perusal of the book, led to the President's 
Science Advisory Committee examination of 
pesticides. Their conclusion--over seven years 
ago--was that "the elimination of the use 
of persistent toxic pesticides should be the 
goal," and that "accretion of residues in 
the environment be controlled by the orderly 
reduction in the use of persistent pesticides." 
Despite this report, last year the total United 
States production of persistent insecticides 
was approximately 225 million pounds, up 
from 150 million in 1962. DDT production 
had gone up from about 64 million pounds in 
1962 to 103% million pounds in 1968. We 
are now exporting more DDT than we manu
factured 1n 1962. 

Why has this happened? It happened be
cause two other reactions to the public out
cry took place: that of the chemical industry 
and that of the econoinic entomologists and 
agricultural leaders who had sincerely 
thought they had been doing good and now 
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felt they were being chastised as purveyors of 
poisons. An unholy alliance even predating 
1962 affects us today-and without legisla
tion to protect us-will continue to affect 
us for years to come. 

We contend that information has been 
suppressed, scientists have been intimidated, 
and the public has been misguided by a fact
sorting process and by ridicule of factual 
information. We present the following ex
amples as evidence: 

1. Lack of independence of many of our 
nation's scientists. 

The Natural Resources Departments in 
many or all of our land grant colleges are 
under the Schools of Agriculture. Any re
search or statements made by any member 
of those natural resources departments 
therefore, are ~oubject to the scrutiny of th~ 
Agriculture Schools under which they exist. 
We can be very grateful for the tremendous 
courage of some faculty members who have 
existed under these arrangements. 

The highly-publicized pesticides research 
center at Michigan State University is an 
example of the preponderance of men, re
search and money devoted to virtually every 
P.esticide question except what harm per
sistent pesticides may be doing to our en
vironment. We can assume that under exist
ing means of obtaining research money, much 
pesticide research is paid for by our chem
ical companies. 

2. Biased news releases. 
The Michigan State Agriculture Extension 

Service press releases pour out stories such 
as research on insects which break down 
persistent pesticides in the soil, or how cows 
may take charcoal and phenobarbital to pre
ven~ pesticide contaminated milk. I do not 
notice that they describe research on the 
heavlly contaminated muds in our lakes 
biological magnification of persistent pesti~ 
cides in food chains, or facts such as tons 
of DDT circulating in our atmosphere. They 
do not admit that soil insects can do nothing 
about most of the contamination in the 
world, nor do they mention that some DDT 
bre~down products are also harming our 
environment. They have not mentioned the 
fact that mothers' milk has such a high level 
of DDT and Dieldrin that if bottled it could 
not be marketed. Obviously they can't very 
well sugges·t that Mothers should be taking 
charcoal laced with phenobarbital. Most of 
the press releases give the impression that 
research will eventually take care of all our 
problems. 

The news release by the Michigan State 
University Department of Information Serv
ices, on a prestigious conference on man and 
his environment, was a good example of 
managed news. Despite the fact that several 
subjects were covered at the conference in
cluding one by our governor's wife, and that 
pesticides were discussed from different 
points of view by more than one person, the 
only news release by the University was 
State Director of Agriculture Ball's defense 
Of his pesticide policies. I submit the news 
release, the speech by Secretary Ball, and an 
opposing view by David Jenkins of the De
partment of Natural Resources, for the 
record. 

Other press releases coming from both 
the Agriculture Department and our Michi
gan State University Extension Service have 
pointed the finger at cities for the most 
DDT found in rivers nearby. These press re-
leases never included the fact that it was 
Michigan State University Extension Service 
entomologists and the Michigan Agriculture 
Department which were responsible for rec
ommending and approving the use of DDT 
by the cities for Dutch Elm Disease control 
and other urban uses. 

3. Ridicule, intim1dation and suppression 
o! information o! our scientists by the un
holy alliance. 

One of the first scientists to report on harm 
done to the environment by persistent pesti
cides was Dr. George Wallace, of the Michigan 
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State University Zoology Department. He had 
discovered that the DDT used for Dutch Elm 
Disease control at the University campus 
was killing robins and other bird species, 
primarily insect eaters. ms findings were 
eventually duplicated at other universities. 
After Dr . . Wallace made his reports publicly 
known, attempts were made to discredit him. 
Two horticulture department professors made 
public statements a;bout "spectacular half
truths coming from two or three small groups 
who like to make noise." After he testified 
on DDT in Washington-and this is a. matter 
of public record-a member of the United 
States Department of Agriculture tried and 
almost succeeded in getting him fired. Such 
degrading statements and events stifled free
dom of discussion on all our campuses. 

In 1962 Dr. E. W. Roeloffs, fisheries pro
fessor, and Charles Shick, a biologist, pre
pared a publication entitled "Spray Programs 
and Wildlife." The information bulletin was 
reviewed by 11 other Michigan State Univer
sity staff members, and after their approval 
15,000 copies were printed. About two weeks 
after initial distribution the publication was 
removed from circulation following the ob
jection of three Wayne County agriculture 
agents. The publication was withdrawn over 
the vigorous protests of the two authors and 
the chairman of the MSU Fisheries and Wild
life Department. Nearly eight years have gone 
by and the publication has neither been re
printed nor replaced. When I once mentioned 
that I had a copy and wanted more, I W&S 

ruefully told that I should keep it as a col
lector's item. However, I would like to offer 
it for the record. 

Perhaps the most extravagant attempt at 
ridicule and intimidation was an article 
written by a chemical company spokesman 
and printed in a major science magazine. He 
theorized that those who are concerned 
about pesticides and their harmful effects 
are in actuality preoccupied with the sub-

. ject of their lack of sexual potency. I have 
the feeling that to some extent this absurd
ity backfired. 

4. Use of spurious propaganda techniques. 
One often-used tactic is to mislead by 

charging us with emotionalism-while we 
talk facts and they make emotional and 
non-factual statements. The a111ance infers 
that we are opposed to all pesticides instead 
of just toxic persistent insecticides used in 
the outdoor environment. They prevent the 
farmer from remaining objective by making 
him feel that there is an effort on the part 
of a hostile public to hurt him. A typical 
example is the poem by Professor John Ca
rew, chairman of the Horticulture Depart
ment at Michigan State University. The 
poem was first published in the American 
Vegetable Grower, and was reprinted with 
his permission this summer in the National 
Agriculture Chemical Association News and 
Pesticide Review. 

He refers to-and I quote: "Certain well
fed members of Society who "disapproved of 
the farmer using science" . . . "They spoke 
harshly of his techniques for feeding, pro
tecting and preserving plants and animals." 
He goes on to say that this had emotional 
appeal ... and said that Society gave the 
farmer the title Unimportant minority, and 
passed laws abolishing pesticides (note that 
he didn't say persistent pesticides) fertiliz
ers and food preservatives . . . and then of 
course he ends his gem of scientific objec
tivity and unemotionality by te111ng how 
crops and animals died and finally millions 
of people were exterminated. 

I would like to have the entire poem in
cluded in the RECORD. 

Another very new tactic of some spokes
men for the chemical and agriculture al
liance is to call themselves ecologists. Please 
note, however, that the Michigan Associa
tion of Conservation Ecologists has recom
mended stringent restrictions of all the per
sistent chlorinated hydrocarbon insecticides. 
Last year's president of the Ecological So-
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ciety of America. and now provost of Michi
gan State University, Dr. John Cantlon, 
speaking in Grand Rapids last year, called 
persistent pesticide programs such as the 
Dieldrin spray program in the Lake Michi
gan watershed "morally indefensible." 

The constant flow of misleading propa
ganda coming from the chemical-agriculture 
alliance has promoted the idea that it is pro
tecting the public when it tells us we can 
use pesticides safely if we follow directions 
on the label. One cannot, however, use a 
product safely if it is going to turn up in 
creatures all over the globe, even thousands 
of miles from the nearest use. Another prop
aganda. tactic is to rebut information on en
vironmental damage to carnivorous birds by 
talking about the huge number of of black 
birds we have today, or research done on 
chickens. They neglect to admit that they 
are talking about seed eating birds. They 
also neglect to admit that part of our prob
lem with nuisance birds is because our pred
ator birds which helped control blackbird 
numbers have been decimated by pesti
cides, and also that blackbirds and English 
sparrows are filling an ecological vacuum 
formerly filled by insect-eating birds killed 
by persistent pesticides. 

Stlll another tactic is to refer to the need 
for more research. If they have their way, 
we will research for 7 more years, and 7 more, 
and 7 more . . . during which we will add 
many more tons of persistent pesticides to 
the living environment. 

Typical of the arrogance, and part of the 
propaganda, of the people responsible for 
pesticide decisions is what has happened in 
Michigan. They must really feel that the 
public is stupid. The day before the Michi
gan hearings on a bill to give pesticide reg
istration control to a broader-based agency 
than just the Agriculture Department, Di
rector Ball announced that DDT was no 
longer to be registered for mosquito con
trol, on the basis that the Michigan State 
University extension service suddenly no 
longer recommended it. This was supposed 
to be an example of how well we were al
.ready protected. 

Almost immediately after the coho we:re 
taken off the market the Michigan Depart
ment of Agriculture withdrew registration 
of DDT. We are certainly delighted that it 
did, but we are not impressed, in view of the 
public outcry and the fact that there is now 
so much insect resistance to DDT. 

Another example of the terrible arrogance 
on the part of Director Ball and the Agricul
ture Commission was the Dieldrin spray pro
gram already mentioned. Organizations 
throughout the state petitioned for a hear
ing so that they could plead that state sci
entists be given a chance to review the prob
lem. Director Ball gave the hearing and 
granted the scientists the chance to make 
their review. Two days later, however ... 
weeks before the spray program needed to 
begin, and before the scientists could make 
their report, he announced that the Dieldrin 
spraying would begin. In view of this action 
in September of 1968, it is notable that only 
11 months later, in August 1969, after re
viewing their programs on persistent insecti
cides, the United States Department of Agri
culture forbad the use of Dieldrin in joint 
Federal-State programs for control of the 
Japanese beetle. 

Despite protestations to the contrary, MSU 
doesn't always follow its own advice, and the 
Michigan Agriculture Department doesn't 
always follow MSU's recommendations. De
spite the fact that in 1963 the United States 
Forest Service had reported that methoxy
chlor-a less persistent insecticide--was a 
safe and effective substitute for DDT in 
Dutch Elm Disease control, and despite the 
fact that MSU claimed to recommend that 
people use the least persistent material, it 
took about 6 years for the entomology de
partment to switch its recommendations 
from DDT to methoxychlor. Today the en
tomology department no longer recommends 
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persistent pesticides for most problems, yet 
the Michigan Department of Agriculture con
tinues to register these persistent insecticides 
(except DDT of course) for virtually every
thing, and we don't hear any protests com
ing from the entomology department. 

Today Chairman Dr. Gordon Guyer pub
licly talks about the Pesticides Research Cen
ter, tells us that we will soon be using even 
more pesticides (because, say some ento
mologists, our pesticides have increased the 
insect problems) and he expresses sympathy 
for the inner city dweller's need to save his 
elm trees. At a hearing last year Black leg
islator Cartright expressed the wish that the 
sympathy and money would be for rat control 
instead. In any case, I have heard Dr. Guyer 
several times, and I have never heard him 
express distress that his belated recom
mendations are not being followed by the 
Agriculture Department. 

5. Study committees biased by agriculture 
and chemical company apologists. 

A very useful tactic has been to form 
study committees to make an objective ap
praisal of persistent pesticide contamination. 
These committees, however, are typically 
weighted with people representing the chem
ical industry and people who have to audit 
their own past recommendations or perform
ance. Such was Governor Romney's pesticide 
panel which made the expected self-protec
tive report. Legislative reports, too, have 
come from agriculture-dominated commit
tees. (It is a. particular pleasure, therefore, 
to be speaking before this subcommittee!) 
Last year's Michigan joint legislative report 
was typical. I think I can prove its non
objectivity by pointing out that the report 
went to great length to report comments by 
the Michigan Association of Conservation 
Ecologists report wherever it approved pesti
cide use, but failed to mention that MACE's 
major conclusion was that we should 
stringently restrict the use of the persistent, 
chlorinated hydrocarbon insecticides, and 
named them. 

We submit that the examples which I have 
given are typical evidence that we are not 
getting an objective appraisal of persistent 
pesticide contamination by the people and 
agencies responsible. We believe that the al
liance of our Agriculture Schools, Agricul
ture Departments, and chemical companies
though to some degree perhaps quite inno
cent--has kept necessary scientific informa
tion from flowing freely. We feel that so 
long as sole control of registration is in the 
hands of our Agriculture Departments, im
portant decisions on pesticides will always 
be made too late. We therefore respectfully 
make the following recommendations: 

1. Review and control of pesticides regis
tration should be made by a broader-based 
council than just agriculture departments. 
Those charged with protecting our health 
and natural resources should have equal part 
in the decision-making process. 

2. Congress needs to give the citizen the 
right to sue for the protection of the envi
rorunent. Today the citizen can only protect 
himself if he has been uniquely harmed, not 
if everybody is being harmed. The West 
Michigan Environmental Action Council paid 
a leading law professor, an expert in con
servation law, to research a bill for Michigan 
to this effect. We would like to give it to you 
for Y'OUr attention and we ask that it be 
included for the record if possible. 

3. The sale of DDT and Dieldrin for ex
port or interstate commerce should be 
banned exce-pt by order of HEW in a public 
health emergency, or by specific use for rat 
control between walls of buildings. The other 
chlorinated hydrocarbon insecticides--En
drin, Aldrin, Toxaphene, Lindane, Ohlordane, 
Benzene Hexachloride (BHC), and Hepta
chlor--should be banned for outdoor, above 
ground use except where the United States 
Department of Agriculture can find no alter
native, until the time that any of these 
chemicals can be proved short-Uved enough 
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not to harm man or his environment. We 
have enough research on these materials to 
know that their continued general use sim
ply is not prudent. 

4. We support banning DDT as an imme
diate first step. It is a spurious argument-
for several reasons-to say that DDT would 
only be replaced by more toxic materials. 

5. If national legislation is constitution
ally possible, legislation should be enacted 
to separate the natural resources depart
ments from the agricultural school domina
tion a.t all land grant colleges. 

6. And finally, in order to help prevent 
further harm to our environment from all 
assaults, we strongly support legislation to 
crea,te an independent environmental coun
cil such as the Council of Economic Advisors. 
We are past due giving the environment the 
kind of attention given the economy. 

Again, we greatly appreciate your kind per
mission to appear before you, and the fact 
that you are holding these hearings. 

A CLERGYMAN'S VIEW OF WELFARE 

HON. WILLIAM S. BROOMFIELD 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, Dr. 
Thomas W. Kirkman, pastor of the First 
Presbyterian Church of Royal Oak, 
Mich., has long enjoyed a reputation as 
one of the most articulate and eloquent 
men in my congressional district. His ob
servations and insights on what is wrong 
with our present welfare system and 
what must be done to right it appeared 
last Sunday in a message to the congre
gation of which I am proud to be a mem
ber. Dr. Kirkman's words are especially 
timely as Congress begins consideration 
of the President's proposals for overhaul
ing the existing welfare system. I com
mend them to the attention of my col
leagues: 

A CLERGYMAN'S VIEW ON WELFARE 

(By Dr. Thomas W. Kirkman) 
Poverty is the major domestic issue in our 

nation today. Some may think that the prob
lem of poverty is a political issue beyond the 
concern of the church. I would remind you 
that the church was the first group to deal 
with poverty and to minister to the poor. 
Centuries before secular governments mani
fested any interest in the less fortunate in 
society, the Christian Church was working 
hard in this field. 

Many people seem to believe that the na
tion must spend more money on the poor. 
Senator Hart in a television interview said 
that when the war in Vietnam is over, we 
must take a large share of the money we 
have been spending in Vietnam and give it to 
the poor. In my judgment, the idea that 
money automatically cures poverty is pat
ently false, for at least two reasons. 

First, the United States is spending vast 
sums of money to relieve poverty today. It 
has been estimated that if you added to
gether all of the funds spent to assist the 
poor-money spent by the federal govern
ment, the state governments, the county 
governments, the city governments, the 
Community Chests, Foundations, church 
benevolent organizations, and the gifts of 
concerned individuals-you would have a 
figure of 70 billion dollars per year. If there 
are 30 million poor, this means that each 
"poor" person should be getting over $2,000 
per year. A family of five would have over 
$10,000 per year. When you divide the total 
number of poor into the amount of money 
presently being spent, the sum seems more 
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than adequate. I know that the poor are not 
receiving the $2,000 per person per year. The 
bureaucracy which "minister" to the poor, 
consume the major share of these funds. 

A second reason why "more money" is not 
a solution to the problem of poverty is that 
money in itself does not cure poverty. Any
time an individual is not able to provide for 
himself and his family, he is poor in his own 
eyes and in the eyes of his fellow human 
beings regardless of how much money may be 
given to him. In my judgment, the entire 
welfare system should be dismantled. We 
now have a series of competing agencies with 
widely different benefits. To add another 
layer of welfare upon the present bureauc
racy would be a folly of classic proportions. 
All welfare must be handled by one agency 
which will have equal standards throughout 
the entire nation. 

Some system of incentives must be devised 
so that the individual can be encouraged 
to do something for himself. Today, if a 
mother on ADC works, the amount she earns 
is deducted from her allotment. Under this 
system the individual is not encouraged to 
help to earn his own way in life. 

Many plans have been suggested which will 
provide the individual with some incentives 
to do what he can for himself. Among these 
are day-care centers for working mothers, 
making the government an employer of last 
resort, on the job training, etc. St. Paul wrote 
that "if a man did not work, he should not 
eat." Although I do not want to see anyone 
starve, the point must be made that every 
individual, whenever possible, must be re
quired to do everything he can to support 
himself. 

Poverty in our day is many times tied 
directly to lack of skill and education. In our 
complex society, the unskilled and unedu
cated find themselves at the bottom of the 
economic ladder. Successful and proven pro
grams of education and training must be 
available for all. The aim of every poverty 
program should not be just to "keep body 
and soul together". The goal of our welfare 
efforts should be to make the individual in 
need of help, self-sufficient. Something is 
wrong with a system which perpetuates ADC 
through three generations. No one really likes 
to be dependent upon someone else. The 
kindest thing which can be done for the poor 
is not to give them charity, but to see them 
free from the need for our charity. 

NORTH VIETNAMESE LETTER 

HON. ROBERT W. KASTENMEIER 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to explain why earlier today 
I objected to the consideration by this 
House of a resolution relating to a North 
Vietnamese letter on the Vietnam 
moratorium. 

As a matter of procedure, I note that 
the resolution offered by the majority 
and minority leaders came without any 
prior notice to Members under unani
mous consent. The subject matter in
volved here is far too important to be 
rushed through without due considera
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, perhaps it is my own sus
picious nature, but I feel that the resolu
tion is not an innocuous or innocent one. 
It has, I believe, certain implications 
which go beyond the words of the text. 
That is why, if this was to be a serious 
declaration by this House on the quest 
for peace in Vietnam it deserved appro-
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priate committee attention and floor 
debate. 

I would like to state categorically in 
reply to the suggestion made earlier that 
I acted inconsistently in objecting today, 
after desiring debate last night, that I 
did not have a special order last night, 
nor did I speak, and that 1n addition, 
many Members today were completely 
unaware of the resolution. I think that 
many distinguished Members of the other 
body are now regretting the undue haste 
with which they acted in 1964 in regard 
to our Vietnam policy. 

Mr. Speaker, in examining the merits 
of the proposal, I feel that it was most 
unfortunate that certain prominent 
Americans saw fit to call attention and 
to magnify the significance of an attempt 
by a North Vietnamese leader to inject 
himself into our political process by a 
self-serving and irrelevant letter. It was 
the supporters of our past disastrous 
Vietnam policies that sought to give 
prominence to this letter from the Prime 
Minister of North Vietnam and to use it 
for their own purposes. This was a letter 
whose contents should be rejected by 
all Americans and which came from a 
personage whose name is scarcely a 
household word in this country. The 
letter was shamelessly used in some 
quarters to try to discredit the mora
torium and the motives of its supporters 
by raising a convenient straw man. 

Mr. Speaker, in this resolution today 
we are asked to purge the supporters of 
the moratorium from the curse of the 
letter. Is this really necessary? Would it 
not be more appropriate to condemn 
those of our own citizens who sought to 
give exaggerated attention to the letter 
and thereby impugn the aims of the 
moratorium? I know of no Member of 
this House who announced his support of 
the moratorium who has asked for this 
legislative opportunity to cleanse him
self of any impropriety. Further, it is a 
distortion of the realities of the issue 
of our Nation's involvement in Vietnam 
to debate instead the uninvited intru
sion into our policy consideration of a 
North Vietnamese. 

In my view, it is a completely irrelevant 
and unnecessary undertaking because I 
doubt if anyone seriously argues that 
Pham Van Dong has any real influence 
in this country. 

If the purpose of the resolution is to 
change the debate from the real issue to 
an irrelevancy, then it is understandable, 
and any politician has to applaud the in
genuity of the sponsors of the resolution. 

CHICAGO RIOTERS 

HON. DONALD E. LUKENS 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. LUKENS. Mr. Speaker, in 1968, we 
saw the alarming and even ridiculous 
spectacle of radicalleftwing young people 
almost bringing the Democratic Party to 
its knees at its national convention. 
These few young people are naively pre
sumptuous enough to think they have in
herited the only morality, the only ethics, 
and the only hope for the world. Perhaps 
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this mentality is indicative more of the 
juvenile attitude of "know it all." These 
individuals have quite clearly not ma
tured beyond that stage as evidenced in 
their crusading philosophy to right the 
world from injustices. 

Every youthful generation is under
standably ready to question the prac
tices and policies of their elders. We all 
remember when we, too, shared the ex
hilarating feeling and knowledge that we 
were challenging the older generation. 
Questioning and reexamining values is a 
healthy process, and is not limited to age. 
But the immediate demands by today's 
young radicals, backed up by threats of 
violence to achieve their demands, is ex
tortion and blackmail. The tactics of 
violence employed by these radicals 
serves no purpose, but further polarizes 
the American people, resulting in the 
lack of a mandate to correct many of 
the present problems facing us. 

The eight individuals who now face 
Federal indictment charges in Chicago 
for conspiring to incite riots at the Dem
ocratic National Convention are now try
ing their best to cloud the issue and 
claim that when they are put on trial, 
anyone can be put on trial. It is amazing 
to follow the perversion and the illogic 
of their thought pattern. They can break 
the law. No one else can. They, only, are 
in a position of questioning authority, 
questioning law, questioning the sys
tem-no one else, they infer. And only 
they can make the judgment as to which 
laws, at which time can be broken, yet, 
feeling that they should be at the same 
time immune from the established law's 
penalty. 

Now the "8 crybabies" of the radical, 
superliberal, leftwing element in America 
are about to face justice and receive the 
penalty for their ill-spawned, ill-con
ceived, but in all honesty, beautifully ex
ecuted minirevolution in Chicago in 1968. 

I have no sympathy for these particu
lar "crybabies." I have no sympathy for 
these particular militants who would 
destroy everything but what they like 
and silence everyone but those who agree 
with them. If there were ever fascism, 
if there were ever nazism, if there were 
ever dictatorship in America, it arrived 
in Chicago, August 1968, in the form of 
militant, wild, swinging, and often brutal 
organization people who came with the 
purpose of destroying the democratic 
process of the Democratic Party to select 
and choose its leaders as well as operate 
its convention. 

Thank God, the "crybabies 8" are so 
few. Thank goodness finally in the eyes of 
the overwhelming majority of peace
loving, quiet, lawful Americans these 
militants are able to receive justice, 
though those indicted feel that they are 
receiving injustice. Because of the great
ness of our system and the tolerance of 
our people, they have been allowed to 
spread their little fires of treachery, hate, 
and anarchy. But now the ocean of pub
lic sentiment is about to wash them 
from the sands of memory. Little people 
with big mouths serve no cause. The "cry
babies 8" have not yet begun to cry. I 
for one, feel no pity for them and hope 
that justice is served in large helpings to 
these particular "8." 
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THE WARREN LEGACY-THE DOC
TRINE OF RACIAL PROPOR
TIONS 

HON. JOHN R. RARICK 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, I again 
point out to our liberal colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle that I have still re
ceived no offers of support on my bill, 
House Resolution 497, to provide for in
quiry into the feasibility of reducing 
racial tensions by removing rncial im
balance nationwide. 

Many of these same gentlemen have 
already expressed their complete ap
proval of busing and racial assignment 
in my State and with ringing rhetoric 
have declaimed that racial imbalance is 
against the law of the land. 

Yet, in their distriets and in their 
States they continue to harbor mmpant 
noncompliance with what they impose 
on others and offer no contribution to 
solve the ever-worsening national crisis 
in mce relations. 

Almost daily they would sit back and 
watch the news media further polarize 
our citizenry into warring black and 
white camps and yet they offer no 
leadership and volunteer no program to 
solve the ever-growing dilemna. 

Certainly, our liberal brethren, by in
terfering in my State, have taken it upon 
themselves to proclaim that the race 
problem is a national one and cannot be 
solved by local people, by freedom of 
choice, or by voluntary action. The only 
solution that they have proposed has 
been to applaud lawless decrees which 
forcibly transfer the youth of one group 
t;o another group, regardless of the 
wishes of the youth or of the parents of 
either group. 

Last niglit, even Earl Warren, their 
former champion on the Supreme Court 
from whom emanated all of the egali
tarian theories that they now profess to 
worship, criticized Americans who fail to 
fully commit themselves to immediate 
and total integration. 

As the race problem is claimed to be 
national in scope, the entire Nation must 
be involved in its solution. I remind the 
erstwhile social scientists that the Na
tion's Negro population is approximately 
10 percent, while in my hometown of 
Baton Rouge, La., our Negro population 
is 27 percent, and in the State of Louisi
ana nearly 40 percent. 

If the law of the land now is to include 
racial balance then our liberal friends 
should come forward with either legisla
tion or litigation to force by busing or 
other methods the excess of our Negro 
population into their cities, towns, and 
counties, so that these Negroes from 
Baton Rouge are not denied their consti
tutional right of equality under the in
teresting theory of racial proportions. 

Since Earl Warren has chosen to re
main active in the race relations field, 
perhaps he will now complete nationwide 
the total integration for which his liberal 
proteges honor him, by using his powers 
of persuasion and leadership to convince 
these same liberals to act in their own 
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communities before it is too late-time is 
running out, he says. 

I include four news articles, as follows: 
[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star, 

Oct. 15, 1969] 
FINCH DoDGES BIAS IN NORTH, PUSHES SOUTH, 

STENNIS SAYS 

The Nixon administration has been ac
cused of forcing school integration in the 
South while permitting segregation in North
ern cities to avoid political trouble. 

"You haven't tried and your predecessors 
haven't tried" to desegregate Northern school 
systems, Sen. John C. Stennis, D-Miss., yes
terday told Health, Education, and Welfare 
Secretary Robert H. Finch. 

Finch appeared before a Sena.te Appropria
tions subcommittee to testify against two 
House-passed amendments that would per
mit "freedom of choice" school assignment 
systems and rule out mandatory busing of 
pupils. The amendments "could seriously 
jeopardize the substantial progress we have 
made in school desegregation," he said. 

But Stennis said the administration in-· 
herited and continued a policy based on the 
belief it was "less hazardous politically" to 
concentrate desegregation efforts on the 
South. 

FINCH PLEADS DIFFICULTY 

Finch denied it and said HEW school de
segregation teams are surveying Chicago, San 
Francisco and New Jersey. "We are addressing 
ourselves to a national problem here," he 
said. 

Finch said, it is much harder to prove a 
case against a city where school enrollment 
resulted from segregated neighborhoods than 
a town with separate school system for whites 
and Negroes. 

Northern liberals have accused the admin
istration of slowing down desegregation ef
forts as part of an alleged "Southern strat
egy" designed to Win the South for the GOP. 

The administration generally has decided 
against using the cutoff of federal aid as its 
method to force school inte2ration. Instead. 
it has used the tactic of filing law suits to 
get court orders forcing integration-a tactic 
threat often takes several years to complete. 

SEW'S STATISTICS USED 

Stennis read HEW's own statistics to back 
his contention that the North was nurturing 
segregated schools while the federal govern
ment pushed "rapid and total abolition of 
segregation in Southern school districts. 

Of Chicago's 610 schools, Stennis said, 
214 have 99 to 100 percent black enrollment. 
Of Cleveland's 180 schools, 68 have 95 to 100 
percent black enrollment. -Of Detroit's 301 
schools, 68 have 99 to 100 percent black en
rollment. 

Other HEW statistics, not released by Sten
nis, show that of the 56 public schools in 
Jackson, Miss., 19 have no white students. 
Of 54 schools in Montgomery, Ala., 20 are 
all black. Of 1,022 schools in Birmingham, 
Ala., 46 are 99 to 100 percent black. 

CONNECTICUT BIAS CHARGED 

In its first school desegregation suit in 
the Northeast, the Justice Department yes
terday accused Waterbury, Conn., authorities 
of discriminating against non-whites by 
busing white children to parochial schools. 

The suit, filed in U.S. District Court in 
New Haven, Conn., charged the Water
bury school system discriminated against 
Negroes and Puerto Ricans by means of ele
mentary school districts established on the 
basis of race and transporting of whites to 
"independent, non publlc schools." 

[From the Washington, (D.C.) Evening Star, 
Oct. 15, 1969] 

WARREN ATTACKS DELAY IN EQUALrrY 

NEw YoRK.-Former Supreme Court Chief 
Justice Earl Warren has criticized Ameri-



30310 
cans who !all to tully comm.1t themselves to 
immediate implementation o! the consti
tutional right of equality before the law. 

"There are those who say: "We can't hurry 
1t. It must evolve over the years," Warren 
told the 30th annual dinner of Freedom 
House last night as he received the orga
nization's annual award. "But 101 years 
since the adoption of the 14th Amendment 
1s a long time and time 1s running out," he 
added. 

[From the Washington, (D.C.) Evening Star, 
· Oct. 15, 1969) 

W .ARREN HONORED BY FREEDOM HOUSE 
NEw YoRK.-Former Chief Justice Earl 

Warren of the u.s. Supreme Court received 
the 1970 Freedom House award last night. 

Freedom House describes itself as "a na
tional educational organization dedicated 
to the strengthening o! tree institutions 
through research and policy recommenda
tions on public issues." 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star, 
Oct. 15, 1969] 

JUDGE EARL WARREN, JR., DISCUSSES HIS 
"BURDEN" 

SACRAMENTO, CALIF.-Earl Warren Jr. car
ries the name of his father and the burden 
of living up to it. 

"I'm going to carry the label the rest of 
my life as Earl Warren's son," he said in a 
recent interview, "but you can't run away 
from it because, as my father always taught 
us, you can't run away from yourself." 

The past weeks have given Warren a taste 
of the damnation and praise generated by h1s 
father, former California Governor and Chief 
Justice of the United States Earl Warren. 

ON MUNICIPAL BENCH 3 YEARS 

As a municipal judge, he presided over a 
trial in which two bottomless go-go dancers 
were acquitted of charges of being lewd and 
obscene. The jury watched the dance in ques
tion in a nightclub setting and also went to 
see the Swedish film "I am Curious (Yellow)" 
as part of its search for current standards in 
regards to obscenity. 

Warren discussed in his bookllned office the 
life he has lived in his father's shadow. 
Slightly balding, with light blue eyes and 
a wiry build, Warren, 39, has been a judge 
for three years. He concedes he is st111 search
ing for identity. 

"I think any person who is known as his 
father's son has a very deep yearning to be 
known as himself," Warren sa.id. "I think this 
is why so often children from prominent 
homes do such bizarre things." 

FOR:MERL Y A REPUBLICAN 
Warren practiced law from 1961 to 1966, 

when former Democratic Gov. Edmund G. 
Brown appointed him to the bench. He is a 
Democrat, although his father was a three
term Republican governor of California. War
ren Jr. was a Republican, but changed his 
registration after Richard Nixon ran for 
governor in 1962. 

"My philosophy is basically the same as my 
father's," Warren says. "He thinks in terms 
of all people. Never was there a man that was 
less classless or has less basic biases than 
he has." 

Warren said he doesn't try to "imitate" his 
father. "I don't think anybody can emulate 
my father," he said. Accomplishing one-tenth 
as much as his dad would be "remarkable," 
he said. 

SHOULD BE INVOLVED 

"Judges should be involved in the social 
issues--issues involving health, education, 
rights of free speech," he said. 

Warren said his father would have made a 
"great president,'' and asserted he was "the 
greatest chief justice we ever had." 

Warren declined to speculate on his own 
future. Asked if he would seek elective office 
if the Democratic party beckoned, he replied: 
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"I'm just not thinking in those terms. As a 
jurist I have to stay out of politics, partisan 
politics at least." 

But Warren was warmly partisan in prais
ing San Francisco Mayor Joseph Alioto, whose 
recent $100-a-plate testimonial dinner he 
attended. Asked if he could support him for 
governor. Warren thought a while, then 
answered: 

"No question about it, the man has fan
tastic abiUty, tremendous integrity. I think 
he would be a splendid administrator in any 
position." 

COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY PRESI
DENTS URGE STEPPED-UP VIET
NAM WITHDRAWAL 

HON. DONALD M. FRASER 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, recently 
79 private college and private university 
presidents directed a statement to Presi
dent Nixon and the Congress calling for 
"a stepped-up timetable for withdrawal 
from Vietnam." This action was reported 
in the Sunday, October 12, 1969, edition 
of the New York Times. I find the state
ment an eloquent one. 

The signers of the petition point out, 
as I did on the floor Monday, that there 
are times to be silent and times to speak. 
I agree with these eminent educators 
that, "This is a time to speak." 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to introduce 
into the RECORD at this point the state
ment of the 79 presidents and a list of 
their names and the institutions they 
serve. 

The material follows: 
STATEMENT OF 79 COLLEGE AND 

UNIVERSITY PRESIDENTS 
We speak as individuals who work with 

young men and women. The universities and 
colleges which we serve take no positions as 
institutions on the Vietnam war; these are 
pluralistic communities where men speak for 
themselves alone on off-campus issues. 

There are times to be silent and times to 
speak. This is a time to speak. The accumu
lated costs of the Vietnam war are not in 
men and materiel alone. There are costs too 
in the effects on young people's hopes and 
beliefs. 

Like ourselves, the vast majority of the 
students with whom we work still want to be
lieve in a just, honest and sensitive America. 
But our military engagement in Vietnam now 
stands as a denial of so much that is best in 
our society. 

More and more, we see the war deflecting 
energies and resources from urgent business 
on our own doorsteps. An end to the war will 
not solve the problems on or off the campus. 
It will however permit us to work more effec
tively in support of more peaceful priorities. 
Far from being depressed about our nation's 
future and our institutions' future, we see 
bold opportunities ahead once the divisive-
ness of this war is in the past. 

We urge upon the President of the United 
States and upon C<>ngress a stepped-up t1Ine
table for Withdrawal from Vietnam. We be
lieve this to be in our country's highest in
terest. at home and abroad. 

FolloWing is a list of the presidents who 
signed the statement: 

Morris B. Abram, Brandeis University, 
Waltham, Mass. 

Ruth M. Adams, Wellesley CoUege, Welles
ley, Mass. 
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James I. Armstrong, Middlebury College~ 

Middlebury, Vt. 
Sanford S. Atwood, Emory University, 

Atlanta. 
K. Roald Bergethon, Lafayette College, 

Easton. Pa. 
Edward J. Blaustein, Bennington College, 

Bennington, Vt. 
Landrum R. Boll1ng, Earlham College, 

Richmond, Ind. 
Mary I. Bunting, Radcliffe College, Cam

bridge, Mass. 
William G. Caples, Kenyon College, Gam

bier, Ohio. 
Robert K. Carr, Oberlin College, Oberlin, 

Ohio. 
Beverley D. Causey Jr., Hobart and William 

Sinith Col·leges, Geneva, N.Y. 
John W. Chandler, Hainilton College, Clin

ton, N.Y. 
Arland F. Christ-Janer, Boston University, 

Boston. 
John R. Coleman, Haverford College, 

Haverford, Pa. 
Andrew W. Cordier, Columbia University, 

New York. 
Dale R. Corson, Cornell University, Ithaca, 

N.Y. 
Robert D. Cross, Swarthmore College, 

Swarthmore, Pa. 
Charles DeCarlo, Sarah Lawrence Col.Jege, 

Bronxville, N.Y. 
James P. Dixon Jr.,. Antioch College, Yel

low Springs, Ohio. 
William L. Dunn, Lake Forest College, Lake 

Forest, Ill. 
Edward D. Eddy, Chatham College, Pitts

burgh. 
John V. Elmendorf, New Cohlege, Sarasota, 

Fla. 
Edwin D. Etherington, Wesleyan Uni

versity, Middletown, Conn. 
L. H. Foster, Tuskegee Institute, Tuskegee, 

Ala. 
Hugh M. Gloster, Morehouse College, 

Atlanta. 
Robert F. Goheen, Princeton University, 

Princeton, N.J. 
W. W. Hagerty, Drexel Institute of Tech

nology, Philadelphia. 
Burton C. Hallowell, Tufts University, Med

ford, Mass. 
Gaylord P. Harnwell, University of Penn

sylvania, Philadelphia. 
James M. Hester, New York University, 

New York. 
Roger Howell Jr., Bowdoin College, Bruns

wicK, Me. 
Frederick H. Jackson, Clark University, 

Worcester, Mass. 
Howard W. Johnson, Massachusetts In

stitute of Technology, Cambridge, Mass. 
The Rev. W. Seavey Joyce, Boston College, 

Chestnut Hill, Mass. 
Glenn Leggett, Grinnell College, Grinnell, 

Iowa. 
Edward Levi, University of Chicago, 

Chicago. 
Theodore W. Lockwood, Trinity College, 

Hartford. 
Dorothy N. Marshall, Bryn Mawr College, 

Bryn Mawr, Pa. 
Harold C. Martin, Union College and Uni

versity, Schenectady, N.Y. 
Joseph E. McCabe, Coe College, Cedar 

Rapids, Iowa. 
Thomas C. Mendenhall 2d, Smith College, 

Northampton, Mass. 
Robert W. Morse, Case Western Reserve 

University, Cleveland. 
John W. Nason, Carleton College, North

field, Minn. 
Joseph C. Palamountain, Skidmore College, 

Saratoga Springs, N.Y. 
Franklin K. Patterson, Hampshire College, 

Amherst, Mass. 
Lawrence L. Pelletier, Allegheny College, 

Meadville, Pa. 
Marvin B. Perry Jr., Goucher College, Tow

son,Md. 
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Martha Peterson, Barnard College, New 

York. 
Joseph B. Platt, Harvey Mudd College, 

Claremont, Calif. 
Calvin H. Plimpton, Amherst College, Am

herst, Mass. 
Wesley W. Posuar, University of Pitts

burgh, Pittsburgh. 
W. C. H. Prentice, Wheaton College, Nor

ton, Mass. 
James M. Read, Wilmington College, Wil

mington, Ohio. 
Thomas Hedley Reynolds, Bates College, 

Lewiston, Me. 
Victor G. Rosenblum, Reed College, Port

land, Ore. 
Howard L. Rubendall, Dickinson College, 

Carlisle, Pa. 
John E. Sawyer, Williams College, Wil

liamstown, Mass. 
Charles E. Shaine, Connecticut College, 

New London, Conn. 
Alan Simpson, Vassar College, Poughkeep

sie, N.Y. 
Joel P. Smith, Denison University, Gran

ville, Ohio. 
Thomas S. Smith, Lawrence University, 

Appleton, Wis. 
Keith Spaulding, Franklin and Marshall 

College, Lancaster, Pa. 
H. Guyford Stever, Carnegie-Mellon Un1-

versity, Pittsburgh. 
Merton P. Stoltz, Brown University, Prov

idence, R .I. 
Robert E. L. Strider 2d, Colby College, 

Waterville, Me. 
Samuel E. Stumpf, Cornell College, Mount 

Vernon, Iowa. 
The Rev. Raymond J. Swords, S. J., Col

lege of the Holy Cross, Worcester, Mass. 
David B. Truman, Mount Holyoke College, 

South Hadley, Mass. 
Sharvy G. Umbeck, Knox College, Gales

burg, Ill. 
Miller Upton, Beloit College, Beloit, Wis. 
Marvin Wachman, Lincoln University, Lin

coln Un1versity, Pa. 
The Rev. Michael P. Walsh, Fordham Uni

versity, Bronx. 
Charles H. Watts 2d, Bucknell College, 

Lewisburg, Pa. 
Willis Weatherford, Berea College, Berea, 

Ky. 
Richard D. Weigle, St. John's College, An

napolis, Md., and Santa Fe, N. M. 
The Rev. Robert J. Welsh, Vlllanova Uni

versity, Villanova, Pa. 
George H. Williams, American University, 

Washington. 
John D. Wilson, Wells College, Aurora, N.Y. 
Barnes Woodhall, Duke Un1versity, Dur

ham,N.C. 

GANDHI'S EXAMPLE FOR TODAY'S 
PROTESTERS 

HON. SPARK M. MATSUNAGA 
OF HAWAII 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, 
throughout the Nation the Vietnam mor ..... 
atorium is being observed by people of 
all ages and from all walks of life. 

The moratorium was conceived as a 
day when concerned Americans would 
pause in the conduct of business as usual 
for a discussion of the war and to pro
vide for a peaceful outlet for legitimate 
protests against U.S. policy in Vietnam. 

Peace in Vietnam, we can all agree, 
should be made our Nation's No. 1 ob
jective. To the extent that a moratorium 
on "business as usual" will serve to focus 
the attention of our country's responsi-
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ble leaders to this objective, I heartily 
support today's observance. 

This Chamber has also been the scene 
of probing discussions and debates on the 
wide-ranging implications of the Viet
nam war. 

To all of us who are concerned with 
the question of how we can best achieve 
peace in Southeast Asia, it is a time not 
only for probing deeply into the national 
conscience, but it is also a time for re
flection as to how the national good can 
best be achieved without fanning the 
:flames for burgeoning mass demonstra
tions which could lead to needless de
struction of property, bloodshed, and 
even death. 

It seems that man has never learned 
that the means to an end is as impor
tant as the end itself. For centuries man 
has sought peace in this world, and in 
the name of peace he has waged many 
wars. When Godly souls have attempted 
to teach earthly men peaceful and non
violent means to a peaceful way of life, 
they have inevitably met with violence 
and even violent death. 

I think it appropriate at this time, Mr. 
Speaker, to take note of the memory of 
Mohandas Karamchand Gandhi, whose 
lOOth birthday was observed on Octo
ber2. 

In writing on Gandhi for the October 
4 issue of Saturday Review, Robert 
Payne, author of a book on Gandhi to be 
published this month, wrote: 

He cllanged the landscape of the human 
heart. Never again would people deride the 
idea of nonviolence, for he had planted it 
firmly in men's minds, shoWing them how 
they could prevent governments from im
posing themselves too harshly on the peo
ple. To those who had lost hope he offered 
new hope, and the memory of that small 
man wandering over the roads of India in 
search of peace was to be a perpetual re
minder that peace might someday be found. 

To commemorate the centennial of his 
birth, Hawaii's Governor, John A. Burns, 
declared the week beginning October 2 
as Gandhi Week in the 50th State. 

The lessons we can leam from Gandhi 
are indeed still relevant to us during this 
agonizing period of the 20th century. 

In this connection, I submit for inclu
sion in the RECORD a most thoughtful 
editorial from the Thursday, October 2, 
1969, issue of the Honolulu Advertiser, 
entitled "Lesson From Gandhi." I am 
also submitting for inclusion in the 
RECORD a related newspaper article con
cerning Gandhi Week in Hawaii. The 
editorial and article follow: 
[From the Honolulu Advertiser, Oct. 2, 1969] 

LEssoN FROM GANDHI 

One hundred years ago today was born one 
of the most remarkable men in all human 
history, Mohandas K. Gandhi. 

A spindly, bald-headed man clad in a 
diaper-like costume of white, he had none of 
the physical attributes ordinarily associated 
with great leaders. 

But this insignificant appearing little man 
humbled the British colonialists and the 
native princes who had held his country in 
subjugation. His weapon: non-violent 
protest. 

Gandhi became more than the father of 
modern, independent India, which was in it
self a monumental status. He became a 
world-Wide symbol and inspiration, a symbol 
of human decency and an inspiration for 
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those who had despaired that decency could 
rule. 

Gandhi was assassinated in 1948. His death 
was mourned the world around by men of 
all faiths and persuasions. Robert Payne, 
author of a forthcoming book on Gandhi, 
writes in the Saturday Review: 

"He had conquered India and changed the 
landscape of the human heart. Never again 
would people deride the idea of nonviolence, 
for he had planted it firmly in men's minds, 
shoWing them how they could prevent gov
ernments from imposing themselves too 
harshly on the people." 

Payne says something else pertinent for 
our time: 

"The legacy of Gandhi to India was the 
example of his life and his belief in non
violence, the new dignity he gave to the 
villages, the simple assertion of human 
rights. 

"He fought for elemental things, for 
truth and justice above all, and he was able 
to give weight and meaning to these words 
that were otherwise weightless and meaning
less." 

Gandhi will live long in history but his 
example has pointed meaning for today. 
Faith in nonviolence seems to be dwindling 
among many in the U.S. struggling to right 
social wrongs--as was harshly demonstrated 
in Honolulu just the other evening. 

But if nonviolence can achieve what 
Gandhi achieved with it in India, is there 
not hope that through nonviolenee America 
can solve her own problems? 

Those who have given up on nonviolence 
would do well to reflect on the life of 
Gandhi-and especially on one great quality 
he had in abundance: the quality of 
humility. 

[From the Honolulu Star-Bulletin, 
Oct. 2, 1969] 

"GANDHI WEEK" PROCLAIMED 

Gov. John A. Burns today declared this 
week "Gandhi Week" in honor of the leader 
of India's drive for independence, Mahatma 
Gandhi. 

"On Oct. 2 this year the world acknowl
edges with gratitude, awe and reverence the 
birth centenary of one of its greatest citli
zens-the man everyone has come to know as 
Mahatma Gandhi," Burns said in his proc
lamation. 

"His name has become synonymous with 
a certain philosophy, the essential ingre
dients of which are truth, nonviolence and 
love." 

The Governor said Gandhi "stressed the 
need to learn from all cultures and insisted 
upon keeping one's doors open to all knowl
edge. 

"It seems but appropriate, therefore, that 
his own teachings and practice, his own 
philosophy and indeed even his methods 
have found their way freely into other cul
tures." 

Hawaii has achieved at least one of 
Gandhi's ideals, "that of the brotherhood of 
man," Burns said. 

TULSA EDITOR MAKES OUTSTAND
ING ADDRESS 

HON. ED EDMONDSON 
OF OKLAHOMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, the 
new national commander of the Ameri
can Legion, J. Milton Patrick of Skiatook, 
Okla., is a constituent of mine. After 
he took o:tlice and made a fact-finding 
tour of the Far East, Skiatook held a 



30312 
welcome-home celebration in his hon
or, which was an outstanding event. 

A highlight of the day was the key
note speech, delivered by a Skiatook 
neighbor, Jenkin Lloyd Jones. Mr. Jones 
is editor and publisher of the Tulsa 
Tribune, and his weekly column is na
tionally syndicated. 

Jenkin Lloyd Jones' keynote speech 
addressed itsself to matters of great im
portance to all of us here, and I insert 
it in the RECORD at this point : 

LET THE EAGLE SCREAM 

(By Jenkin Lloyd Jones) 
Ladies and Gentlemen: On July 3, 1775, 

when George Washington stood beneath the 
elm on the Cambridge Oommon and took 
command of his legion of Americans all the 
Virginians in the assemblage swelled with 
particular pride. And tonight, when a dis
tinguished Oklahoman is honored in his 
home town for taking command of the latter 
day American Legion, we who are Oklaho
mans bask in the reflected warmth of the 
occasion. 

But we who are Oklahomans have, perhaps, 
some reason for special pride. For in general 
we represent that backward section of the 
nation, much sniffed at by some of our in
tellectual community, where old-fashioned 
admiration for the American tradition has 
not gone out of style. More specifically, you 
can be patriotic in Skiatook and not be 
thought queer. 

Now we all know that love of country can 
produce paranoia and delusion. As we look 
back on it it seems fantastic that the peas
ants of Europe were conned into killing each 
other in wars over the royal succession in 
Austria or over the limitless power greed of 
the corporal from Corsica. But intelligent 
and rational patriotism is the defense mech
anism by which a people marshal their col
lective strength for the preservation of them
selves, their institutions and their phi
losophies from those who would do them in. 

A nation that has lost the belief in itself 
is not long for this world. A people driven 
by cynicism and self-doubt are on the way 
out. It is one thing to be dissatisfied wdth 
imperfections in the social order and to 
strive for its improvement . But it is quite 
another thing to permit a brutal and cynical 
takeover of a system with a high degree of 
freedom by those who advocate a system in 
which freedom is hustled to the wall. 

In recent years in America, ladies and gen
tlemen, the American dream has been under 
direct assault. Elements that were subtly 
subversive only yesterday are now preaching 
open revolution. And the winds are rising . 

The Earl Warren Supreme Court, by a sys
tem of logic that escapes me, has systemati
cally dismantled all legislative efforts to force 
Communists to reveal themselves and to pre
vent them sheltering themselves on the pub
lic payrolls while laborung for the destruc
tion of the state. 

The result of this wa.s predictable. Early 
last month, at the Long Island conclave of 
an outfit called the Socialist Scholars, pro
fessors now on the payrolls of the Universi
ties of California, Wisconsin, Maryland and 
private-endowed but heavily government 
subsidized schools like Harvard, M.I.T., Yale, 
Amherst, etc., called for, and I quote, "a total 
break with Amerd.ca" and hailed the coming 
revolution. 

Any pretense that these professors are 
sticking to their subjects in class and only 
pushing poll tical action after hours was 
dropped. They now feel secure enough to 
use teaching time to subvert naive and im
m.a.ture youngsters that a. representative 
democracy has placed in their care. It's like 
hiring wolves to run the sheep f.arm. 

The Marxist orJ.enta.tion of the Students 
for a Democratic Society is now not only 
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plain but boasted of. And guess which 
heavily-armed and busily-arming nation in 
the world most directly benefits. Tick off the 
SDS program: 

End the draft. 
End R.O.T.C . 
End university research for national de

fense. 
Start the disarmament of America regard

less of whether any other nation agrees to 
join. 

Stop work on the Anti-baUistic Missile 
System. 

Dismantle the "military-industrial com
plex", whatever that is. 

It seems not to have occurred to the SDS 
leadership that conscription operates un
challenged in Russia, that no one pickets the 
clanging shipyards or the roaring munitions 
plants that are products of a "military-in
dustrial complex," that Russian naval vessels 
are pouring into the Mediterranean and their 
missile-bearing subs are lying off America. 

It seems to have escaped the notice of this 
leadership that Russia is working hard on 
its own A.B.M. system and that if it ever 
works well e1:1ougb to render American blows 
against Russia acceptable while Russian 
blows against America remain inacceptable· 
World War III could be over in a day. 

Or maybe the SDS leadership knows all 
this very well. 

Every left-wing organization in America, 
including the extravagant admirers of Mos
cow, Havana and Peking, is pushing the so
called "sexual revolution" for young 
Americans. 

Professor Herbert Marcuse, the grizzled 
Red guru who seems to be safely dug in to 
the payroll of the University of California 
at San Diego, has written, "We must develop 
the moral-sexual revolution of youth." 

And this is very strange. For there is no 
counterpart in those nations where the Com
munists are in control. The "Thoughts of 
Mao" preach a stiff morality. Castro has 
attempted to impose a high degree of puri
tanism on the Cubans. And a pot-smoking 
club or a free-love society at the University 
of Moscow would last maybe ten minutes. 

Why isn't the sauce for the Free Enter
prise goose also for the Communist gander? 

The answer, of course, is obvious. What is 
sought for America is not freedom from out
worn shibboleths but the disintegration of 
society. No people who have slipped into 
moral chaos have ever been able to defend 
themselves for long. The Red tacticians know 
their ancient history. 

Dr. Benjamin Spock, the baby doctor, who 
the courts have decided has an unalienable 
right to urge young Americans to defy the 
laws of their land, was in Tulsa last week 
talking to a university audience about mor
ally indefensible Vietnam war. But Doctor 
Spack's moral indignation is selective. 

I never heard him denounce the terror 
when Ho took over North Vietnam that 
caused a million natives to flee south. I never 
heard him complain about the cynical viola
tions of the 17th parallel or the incursions 
down the Laotian border or the systematic 
assassination of v1llage chiefs long before 
the first American bomb was ever dropped 
in retaliation. 

I have seen Doctor Spock weep over the 
picture of the napalmed baby. But somehow 
he never seems to have seen any pictures of 
the bodies lying in a Saigon street torn by 
terrorist TNT or the mass graves after the 
Tet offensive at Quang Trl. 

The myth that people all over the world 
thirst to join their Communist brethren and 
that only evil American imperialist-adven
turers prevent them from doing so is getting 
the hard sell these days. 

But if you built a. bridge between CUba. 
and Key West which way do you think the 
traffic would flow? If you took down the Ber
lin Wall which way would the crowd move? 
What is the meaning of swaths cut through 
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the Central European woods and mine fields 
and barbed wire? 

And when has a Communist system, once 
it got in control, ever allowed the people to 
audit it by a free and open election? 

The bankruptcy of the Communist system, 
not merely in terms of freedom of the spirit 
but in the delivery of the materialism that 
was to be its proudest boast, has been gather
ing now for half a century. It is producing 
severe internal strains. It required the tanks 
to be rushed, first to Budapest and then to 
Prague. 

Why is it, then, with this sorry record 
and in the face of a material prosperity in 
the West unmatched in human history that 
the assault on Western institutions and par
ticularly upon America is now proceeding 
with the greatest vigor and having a marked 
degree of success. 

You might lay it against poor old Joe 
McCarthy, the late senator from Wisconsin. 
It was the farthest from Joe 's intentions to 
become a Communist patsy, but that's what 
happened to him. They were laying for some
one like Joe, and when he showed up the 
greatest job of brainwashing in human his
tory got underway. 

You see the scientific technique that has 
intrigued Communist theoreticians most o:f 
all was born in the experiments in the con
ditioned reflex begun by the great Russian 
physiologist, Dr. Ivan Pavlov, way back in 
1902. 

Doctor Pavlov proved that by conditioning 
dogs to certain stimuli they could be in
duced to react in a specific way, even to the 
point of a manufactured neurosis. This is the 
essence of brainwashing. 

When Joe McCarthy came along, the Amer
ican people were just waking to the chill 
disappointment that followed the foolish 
hopes of Yalta and Potsdam. So when be said 
he had proof there were several hundred 
Russian agents in the State Department, 
alone, a lot of people bought him entirely. 
There was a widespread demand for a house
cleaning of Reds not only in government, but 
in the universities and the fields of science. 

The trouble was tha.t Joe didn't have all 
the facts he claimed he had. In some places 
he made some wild swings. And the Com
munist strategists saw their chance and 
seized it. The cry arose that a reign of ter
ror was being fastened upon America and 
that honest inquiry and academic freedom 
were being raped. The cry was picked up by 
innocent liberals and then by a large segment 
of the press. Soon millions of Americans were 
running around, scared out of their wits that 
a new kind of Nazism was aboUJt to seize the 
country. 

Actually, very few innocents were hurt by 
Joe McCarthy. Indeed, far from cowing the 
campuses, the faculty member who wasn't 
shouting his head off against Joe was a cinch 
to be ostracized in the faculty club. 

But the conditioned reflex was a howling 
success. I weDJt to Europe during the height 
of the broohah and my European friends 
asked me with the sincerest concern whether 
it were not true that thousands of Americans 
were being herded iruto concentration camps. 

As a result, any investigation of Commu
nist activity and subversion in America was 
instantly denounced as "McCarthyism". Any 
attempted unmasking o! a patent Communist 
ring was contemptuously dismissed a.s a witch 
hunt. 

Even poor Whittaker Chambers, who for
feited his career in order to nail Alger Hiss 
dead-to-rights, lies in his gt"aVe under a 
cloud because America's academic community 
couldn't escape the feeling tha.t what be 
did was not quite nice. And with all the evi
dence supporting Chambers a.nd none to re-
fute it Alger Hiss is still regarded on many 
campuses as a victim of McCarthyism. 

The Communists went for bigger game. Any 
American organizatJ.on devoted to patriotic 

-
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principles was the subject of its ridicule. 
The Daughters of the American Revolution 
and all veterans organizations, particularly 
the American Legion, were painted as hys
terical fear-mongers, representing a para
noiac Far Right. This was an effort to draw 
the center line down the lefthand curb. 

And the campaign continues apace to dis
mantle the House Committee on Un-Ameri
can Activities. 

The effort to discredit the CIA and the 
FBI is not only obvious, but tireless. The 
other evening I was re-reading J. Edgar 
Hoover's 11-year-old book, "Masters of De
ceit", and I found no warning in it that was 
not only not reasonable but that subsequent 
events haven't rendered extremely modest. 

I think it's time we got over our Age of 
Innocence. I think it 's time we came out of 
our trance. For too long we've been jerking 
our knees every time the cry of "McCarthy
ism" was raised, just as Pavlov's dogs slob
bered every time he rang the dinner bell. 
Let's come off it. 

For this struggle is for real. We swallow 
at our peril the comfortable pap now being 
peddled by the fellow travelers that Com
munism's internal troubles are now so great 
it has lost the dynamism for world revolu
tion. 

Anthony Kuznetsov, the popular Soviet 
writer who defected recently while visiting 
Britain, says that Soviet officials are boasting 
among themselves of their success in para
lyzing the will of the West to resist the Com
munist assault. 

"The long objective of the foreign policy 
of the present Soviet leaders is to dominate 
the world," Kuznetsov told British intelli
gence officials. "And they all agree that the 
U.S. is the only nation that can keep them 
from achieving this goal in their lifetime." 

Well, what of America's morale? 
I didn't find myself often in agreement 

with L.B.J. but I think I understood his 
agony when he asked, "Why all this poor
mouthing of America?" 

It doesn't represent the American people. 
But a technique has now been perfected to 
con the mass media, which ought to know 
better, into peddling the impression that it 
does. 

Let 10,000 people march down Broadway 
in a patriotic parade and let 100,000 cheer 
them from the sidewalks. And then let 100 
militants attempt to block the march some
where uptown and NBC, CBS and ABC wm 
drop all else and rush to the spot. And on 
the evening news on videotape one gets the 
impression that New York erupted in fury 
that anyone should dare wave the flag. 

Let a diStinguished American be invited 
to a campus. And let a dozen bathless, beard
ed revolutionaries storm the platform. The 
reporters all rush to interview the shouters 
and the speaker is forgotten. 

This technique is being used with cool 
calculation and with rapidly increasing fre
quency. And I would say this to many of my 
brother editors and many of the moguls 
of TV: 

Shouldn't there be a statute of limitations 
on our stupidity? 

At the risk of being impertinent, Com
mander Patrick, I would like to suggest that 
during your year in office the American Le
gion repeatedly ask one question: 

Where else? 
Where else in the world is the·re a nation 

so many human beings would like to get 
into? 

Where else in the world is there an eco
nomic system that has offered the average 
citizen so many options of choice, so much 
return on the fruits of his labor? 

Where else in the world is there a people 
who have given so much of their sweat to 
the uplift of other nations--even nations 
that have been long on compl18int and short 
on gratitude? 

Where else in the world is there a state 
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that has drawn so much of the fury of 
proven tyranny? 

Where else in the world is there a popula
tion so devoted to honest self-criticism, so 
free to express their opinions, so intent on 
perfecting their imperfections? 

In short, where else is there anything like 
the American Dream? 

Commander Patrick, happy homecoming I 
Your fellow Oklahomans are button-busting 
proud of you. 

And you come into your high honor at a 
propitious hour. For this is the hour when 
Americans should turn their backs for a 
moment upon the filthy imprecations and 
the carefully-contrived turbulence and count 
their treasures once again. 

This is the hour when we should square 
our shoulders, suck in our guts and face the 
future with the joyous confidence that 
America's greatness richly merits. 

Commander Patrick, I hope you'll let the 
eagle scream. 

CONGRESS AND THE 
ENVIRONMENT 

HON. RICHARD L. OTTINGER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, the 
New York Times Magazine of Sunday, 
October 5 contained an interesting and 
valuable article on some of the problems 
that we face today as Congressmen and 
as Americans, and as members of the 
human species as well. 

The article consisted, for the most 
part. of an interview with a noted ecolo
gist. Dr. David M. Gates, director of the 
Missouri Botanical Garden. Dr. Gates 
is a man who is well known to many 
Members of this Congress. He was an im
portant witness before the hearings re
cently held by the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee on the bill intro
duced by my good friend and colleague 
from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) to create a 
Council on Environmental Quality. His 
testimony on that occasion was cited in 
the report of the committee on the bill, 
and was cited frequently in floor de
bate on that measure when it passed the 
House last week. 

Dr. Gates is also the distinguished 
chairman of the 128-member board of 
advisors to the Ad Hoc Committee on 
the Environment. Over 20 percent of the 
Congress participates in the work of this 
important, informal group, and the ad
vice and assistance of Dr. Gates to the 
work of this committee has proven to be 
invaluable to it. 

The insights provided in this impor
tant article should prove of great value 
to each Member of this body. It deserves 
careful attention. I commend it to you. 

The article follows: 
SAVING THE WORLD THE ECOLOGIST,S WAY 

(By Robert W. Stock) 
ST. Lom:s.-For two hours, David M. 

Gates, the director of the Missouri Botani
cal Garden here, had led me past lily ponds, 
among lush plantings of greenhouse or
chids, along paths crimson with roses. 
"There's one thing more you should see," he 
said, and he strode through a grove of verdant 
trees to the foot of a pine. It was startling 
in its grotesque ugliness, its trunk rising 
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to a tangle of chaTred and stunted branches. 
"This is our lone survivor of the days when 
they burned soft coal in St. Louis," he said. 
"Every other pine and evergreen was killed. 
We have others in the garden now, but 
they're all new." 

Gates is an ecologist, a student of the 
relationship between life forms and their 
environment. He is also a leader among the 
band of scientific Cassandras who seek to 
alert the nation to impending doom. Our 
continuing rape of the natural environ
ment, he waTned, can produce an earth 
populated by "half-starved, depressed bil
lions gasping in air depleted of oxygen and 
laden with pollutants, thirsting for thick
ened, blighted water." I wondered whether 
Gates considered the blackened, long-lived 
pine a symbol of hope or despair. "You can 
take your pick," he said. "We can have it 
either way." 

There is a tendency, today, to think of 
ecology as a new science, and its practition
ers as men called into being by the envi
ronmental crisis, but the facts are other
wise. Ecology ("eco" derives from the Greek 
word for "home" or "habitat") had its be
ginnings around the turn of the century. 
It is a branch of biology, cutting across 
a multitude of disciplines, from zoology to 
botany. In Gates's words, "Ecology is the 
very epitome of science itself." 

Wind and sun, carbon cycle and photo
synthests, strontium 90 and pesticides; 
every force and element that interacts with 
plant or animal is grist for the ecologist's 
mill. By studying this interaction, and its 
effects upon living things, he can help a 
farmer to improve his crop yield, or a city 
to clear its polluted air. 

Traditionally, however, the ecologist has 
operated far from the urban scene. He has 
most often been a very private person, at
tuned to field and forest and the groves of 
Academe, devoting his life to the careful 
observation and description of a handful 
of individual plants. But in the last dec
ade or so, new ideas and technologies have 
transfOrmed the discipline. The manifest 
threat to the earth environment has turned 
dozens of ecologists into social critics and 
has placed a premium on their abilities to 
devise and effect new programs. In many 
ways David Gates perfectly reflects these 
changes. 

My visit with Gates began in his office on 
the grounds of the botanical garden, a 70-
acre oasiS in the center of St. Louis. A chan
delier dripped crystals from the ceillng; rare 
orchids brightened his desk and the mantel 
above an ornate fireplace. More than a cen
tury ago, the room had been occupied by a 
transplanted Englishman named Henry Shaw, 
who had made a fortune in cutlery and real 
estate. It was he who established Shaw's 
Garden, as it is known locally, on the site. 

Gates is 48 years old. His appearance is 
pleasant and undistinguished-5 feet 9 
inches; a crewcut over a faint brush mus
tache; tweedy sports coats and baggy trou
sers. His voice is a monotone, relieved by an 
occasional chuckle. 

"I'll tell you what we worry about most," 
he began. "An irreversible catastrophe. A 
number of pesticide spills, for example, in 
those areas of the ocean where large colonies 
of marine organisms produce much of the 
world's oxygen. If you plot out the frequency 
of this kind of event, they're getting closer 
and closer.'' 

The ecological state-of-the-art frightens 
him. "We're still in the Stone Age. This is 
pure speculation, but think about it: In
fluenza epidemics have followed very closely 
periods of great volcanic activity. Maybe the 
dust in the atmosphere from that activity 
reduces the sunlight and triggers a virus or 
our susceptibillty to it. So what happens if 
man loads the atmosphere with dust from 
combustion and construction projects and 
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then there is major volcanic action. The w01rst 
tlu epidemic in history? As I say, that's all 
speculative-but it's the kind of thing we 
should know, and we don't." 

For a David Gates, the isolated incidents 
of man's inhumanity to nature-and hence 
to man-are part of a complex ecological 
pattern. The earth is a single vast system of 
interrelationships among plants and animals 
and climatic forces-an ecosystem. 

Thus: If there were not enough oxygen 
in the atmosphere to filter out ultraviolet 
rays, the seemingly benevolent sun would 
destroy life on earth. Plants produce that 
oxygen through photosynthesis; they also 
help keep the atmospheric balance by ab
sorbing carbon dioxide !rom the air. Enter 
man. He burns ever-increasing quantities o! 
oil and coal, filllng the air with carbon di
oxide. He cuts down and paves over huge 
tracts of forest and poisons ocean life with 
chemicals. Question: How long will it be be
fore the earth's plants are unable to produce 
enough oxygen--or absorb enough carbon di
oxide-to hold back the ultraviolet rays? 

Or: If a stream is to be healthy, the algae 
must have nutrients in the form of nitrates 
and phosphates. Algae are consumed by 
fish, fish by animals, and the food web, as 
this ladder is known, thrives. Enter man. He 
spreads his farmlands with fertilizers, mainly 
nitrates and phosphates, which are washed 
off into the streams. The excess of nutrients 
spurs a sudden increase in algae growth. 
Some of the new algae are not part of the 
food web; their growth is not controlled by 
hungry fish. New, inedible algae displace 
the old, the fish gradually disappear 
from the stream, the food web is destroyed. 
Question: How long will it be before all of 
the streams of our farmlands are sick? 

Spurred by his fear for the environment, 
and its human dependents, Gates has been 
crying havoc-in appearances before Con
gressional committees, in lectures to scien
tific and lay audiences, in magazine articles 
by the dozen. He is a confirmed egalitarian 
who wants to educate and arouse the public, 
but he concentrates his greatest effort on 
the nation's leadership so that action can be 
taken "almost by fiat." 

First and foremost, he wants Federal sup
port for a revolution in the ecological dis
cipline itself. Speaking before a subcommit
tee of the House Committee on Science and 
Astronautics, he charged that ecology, as 
now constituted, is unable to answer the 
questions that must be answered: How will 
a particular kind of air pollution affect the 
population? What effects will a highway or 
a jetport have on a wildlife area? The tradi
tional descriptive ecological data are often 
available, the details on specific plants and 
animals gathered by classical ecologists, but 
they don't suffice. The effects are too com
plex, too subtle. The data must be "pulled 
altogether into coherent models"-general 
laws and theories tha;t can be applied to the 
particular case. Gates has asked Congress to 
establish a National Institute of Eoology to 
begin the task, and for Federal programs 
to enti<:e more students into the discipline. 
"There are only a few thousand ecologists in 
the country," he says, "and less than a half
dozen are theoretical ecologists." 

When David Gates was named director of 
the garden in 1965, he said, "it shocked the 
botanical world"-and 18iter talks I had wit-h 
other ecologists indicated that, for some, the 
shock has not yet worn off. Gates' academic 
training had been in molecular physics, and 
his career had encompassed a host of pur
suits far from any garden path. He had 
worked on anti-aircraft proximity fuses, on 
upper atmospheric research with "sky hook" 
balloons, on the propagation of radio waves. 
He had been an administrator of milltary and 
government projects and had taught college 
physics. It was not until 1964 that he had 
an official position directly related to ecol-
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ogy-as Professor of Natural History at the 
University of Colorado. 

"What people sometimes lose sight of," 
Gates said, "is my childhood." His father, 
Frank, was a pioneer ecologist at the Kansas 
State University in Manhattan, Kan., where 
he was raised, and father and son spent 17 
summers at an ecological field station in 
northern Michigan. "I didn't have many 
friends up there. I spent my time collecting 
plant specimens and studying them under 
my dad's tutelage. I loved it. But one day I 
asked myself, Was it really enough just to 
find plants and describe them-the tradi
tional ecological way, you see? I wanted to 
analyze, not just describe. When I discovered 
physics in high school, that was it-so in
tricate and beautiful and precise.~' 

Over the years, Gates never lost his early 
interest in ecology, and at a meeting in 1959, 
sponsored by his alma mater, the University 
of Michigan (Ph.D., 1948), he propounded 
a theory that was to have a major impact 
on ecological studies. 

The basic notion was simple enough. Every 
life process involves the expenditure of 
energy; thus, the relationship between an 
organism and its environment can be viewed 
as a problem in energy exchange. If there 
is a balance, an equilibrium, between the 
amount of energy a plant absorbs, and the 
amount it gives off, the plant will be healthy. 
If the balance is tipped one way or the other, 
the plant will become too hot or too cold, 
and will perish. 

What was revolutionary about Gates's en
ergy-exchange theory was its potential ap
plication. If he could pinpoint the major 
elements involved in this transfer of energy 
. . . if ha could measure all their effects on 
a plant in terms of units of energy ... then 
he would be able to produce a mathematical 
model of the relationship between plant and 
environment Such a model would enable 
him to predict just how any given organism 
would actually function in any given envi
ronment. It would make ecology like phys
ics-"beautiful and preciSe." 

Gates pursued his theory with experiments 
at the University of Colorado ("I elected 
somewhat arbitrarily to work on plants first, 
because they don't bite and run around"), 
and he accepted the post in St. Louis with 

As we walked on through the garden, 
Gates's enthusiasm for his plant charges 
emerged. He pointed to a redbud tree along 
the path. "You can see, as the day gets 
hotter, its leaves begin to hang vertically. 
That way they don't get so much of the 
direct rays of the sun. Trees have their own 
personalities, their own ways of adjusting. 
They're smart." 

The Missouri garden has for 50 years been 
a world leader in breeding tropical water
lilies; in fact, the first to be patented was 
grown here--a delicate, yellow flower named 
"St. Louis." Some of the lilies in the garden 
ponds and greenhouses reach diameters of 
six feet. "They're smart, too," Gates com
mented during our tour of a greenhouse, lift
ing a lily's edge. The underside was covered 
with huge thorns-"to keep animals from 
eating them." He had fewer kind words for 
a neighboring water hyacinth. "A vicious 
plant. They clog waterways." 

Outside the greenhouse Gates called to a 
short man in bluejeans, James Hampton, the 
garden's chief engineer. "I hear you did a 
great job the other night, Jim." The Junior 
League Ball had been in full swing at the 
garden when a storm hit; the cream of young 
St. Louis society, in gowns and tuxedos, had 
raced helplessly about as the heavens opened 
and the lights went out. Hampton had re
paired the generators. 

Keeping people--particularly upper-class 
people-happy is one of Gates's major duties. 
The garden is a private institution and is 
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the understanding that ecological resear<!b.. 
would become a larger facet of the botanical 
garden's program. Now snakes, alligators and 
wolves are being tested to determine their 
energy credits and debits (Gates speaks of 
"energy budgets"), and he is training grad
uate students from around the nation in 
his new discipline called biophysical ecology. 
His research is supported by the Ford Foun
dation, the U.S. Public Health Service, the 
Office of Naval Research and the Atomic En
ergy Commission. One project suggested by 
the A.E.C.: a study of the energy budgets 
of aquatic animals as a means of understand
ing the effects of thermal pollution from nu
clear reactors. 

The air-conditioning in Gates' office had 
induced a state of blissful comfort; it was 
lost the moment we stepped out the door 
into a standard summer day in St. Louis--
97 degrees and humid. Gates set a brisk pace 
and maintained it: "I run a mile and a half 
every morning in the garden or wherever I 
am." (His tennis shorts and sneakers produce 
some raised eyebrows when he trots out of 
Washington's Cosmos Club.) 

The garden is a serene and lovely land
scape of rolUng hills and winding paths, 
dotted with cultivated areas and gazebos. 
We passed benches occupied by pipesmoking 
elders, watched bare foot hippies rolling in 
the grass and small children chinning them
selves on water fountains. Gates lectured in 
a calm, matter-of-fact manner. 

"This pine here, one of the new ones. It 
has 450,000 needles. We know because we 
counted them." Energy exchange takes place 
at the surface of a plant-the flow of air 
over the surface, for example, helps keep a 
plant cool. Before Gates could begin to de
termine how much air flow the pine required 
to stay healthy, he had to find out its total 
surface area. That meant counting pine 
needles. 

Wind speed is one of four major environ
mental factors ("independent variables") he 
measures. The others are radiation (as from 
the sun), air temperature and humidity. The 
surface temperature of the organism, and 
the rate at which it loses water, are two other 
factors, dependent upon the first. To find the 
energy budget of a leaf, he simply(!) fits 
these measurements into a formula, to wit: 

primarily dependent upon private benefac
tors for support. 

The most dramatic display at the garden 
is the Climatron-a 70-foot-high, glassed-in 
geodesic dome, the interior of which has the 
exact climate of a tropical rain forest. We 
went inside to cool off. There were water
falls and limpid jungle pools, palms and 
balsa trees riSing above a thick canopy of 
banana trees. Gates nodded toward a bird 
of paradise plant: "That's particularly hand
some." "Aren't all flowers handsome?" I 
asked. "Oh, like all people I suppose. It de
pends upon your criteria." 

And on we went, through the restored, cen
tury-old country home of founder Shaw 
and the rose garden with its 6-inch-diameter 
Mr. Lincoln roses and the dusty herbarium
least colorful of the garden's treasures but 
one of its most important. Two m il.lion bo
tanical specimens are preserved here, includ
ing plants gathered by Charles Darwin dur-
ing the voyage of the H.M.S. Beagle. Scien
tists from all over the world study these 
desiccated plant remains to understand the 
evolution of life on earth. 

Finally, Gates led me into a dark and dingy 
building and through narrow passageways 
crowded with plants and scientific equip
ment. "OUr research center," he commented 
grimly. "We're trying to raise money for a 
new one." 

As we talked, I heard a faint cheeping in 
the background. Gates pointed toward a 
cylinder beside us. "It's a kind of wind tun-
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nel, with a baby chick inside. We can control 
the temperature and humidity and eJ.r flow. 
We're trying to determine how much water 
the chick loses when we change one of those 
variables. It's part of working out the energy 
budget for a chick-figuring out the energy 
input and output." 

Many of the center's projects involve 
Gates's energy-exchange theory, and he fol
lows them closely. "It's important profes
sionally that I keep my hand in research," 
he said. "Otherwise I'm dead in five years." 
Experimental observations like that derived 
from the chick test are put through a com
puter at Washington University. "We can 
now tell," Gates said, "whether a cardinal or 
a sheep wm be able to live successfully in a 
particular location. We can predict it." 

Cheek by jowl with the wind tunnel was a 
massive apparatus, a motor connected by 
plastic tubing to a glass tank, which in turn 
was surrounded by recording devices and 
surmounted by a bank of flood lamps. With
in the tank rested a tiny Ulac plant. "One 
of our air-pollution studies," Gates said, and 
introduced me to a tall, quiet scientist 
named Fred Lanphear, an associate professor 
of horticulture on leave from Purdue. 

The motor, Lanphear explained, produces 
pollutants which are blown through the 
glass tank. "We're trying to find out what 
levels of pollution are critical," he said. "By 
controlling the temperature with the lamps 
and the humidity and air flow, we can pin
point just what pollution does to ditierent 
kinds of plants in dlfferent time periods." 

Such studies wm provide botanists with 
the data they need to develop pollution
resistant plants and will provide city plan
ners with a guide in selecting plants that are 
best able to withstand pollutants. "I'm also 
interested in using plants as biological moni
tors," Lanphear said. "They can be more sen
sitive pollution detectors than most of the 
equipment available. You just have to know 
the symptoms." Sulfur dioxide pollution, for 
example, produces irregular streaking on 
either side of the mldvein of a blade of grass. 
Ozone, chief ingredient of Los Angeles's 
photochemical smog, marks broad leaf plants 
with white flecks or reddish-brown stipples. 

Lanphear envisions a time when carefully 
selected plants will form green belts around 
factories, not only to monitor pollution but 
possibly to reduce it. "The fact that pollut
ants injure a plant indicates it is absorbing 
them. The question is, to what extent can 
plants serve as a pollution filter. I'm con
ducting experiments in the lab to test the 
premise, and I find that some plants-the 
Douglas fir, for example--can take in huge 
amounts of sulfur dioxide without too much 
damage if they're given enough time." 

Another research project at the garden 
looks toward a day when plants may be used 
to absorb noise. Scientists place a sound gen
erator on one side of a grove of evergreens, 
for instance, and a sound meter on the other 
side. Their observations indicate that plants 
are better at absorbing high frequency sound 
(which is more annoying to the human ear) 
than the low frequency variety. 

Members of the garden research staff are 
frequently away from their desks on field 
trips. Some have spent long periods of time 
in Panama-Gates has been a consultant for 
the Federal Government in determining the 
ecological consequences of building a sea
level canal through that nation. A former 
staff scientist has used his knowledge of the 
tropics to write survival manua!s for G.I.'s in 
Vietnam. 

Gates himself is constantly traveling, on 
field trips into his beloved northern Michi
gan ("It's not what it was when I was a 
boy-nothing is, I guess-but it's still beau
tiful") and to professional meetings. He is 
a fellow of the American Association for the 
Advancement of Science and on seven of its 
committees. He serves on commissions and 
boards for organizations such as NASA and 
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the Smithsonian. His home base is a two
story brick house on the garden grounds, 
which he shares with his wife Marian and 
their four children. Marian Gates is a small, 
bright, outspoken woman who was her hus
band's classmate back in Kansas. Murray, 
21, is a college dropout, a long-haired artist 
who, like his father, is a former Eagle Scout. 
There are three daughters: Julie, 19; Hea
ther, 12; Marilyn, 11. 

Since it was first propounded, the Gates 
theory of energy exchange has earned uni
versal acceptance in ecological circles, even 
though it was the brainchild of a molecular 
physicist, and other scientists are pursuing 
research in biophysical ecology. There are 
some doubters who believe that the "energy 
budgeteers" will never measure precisely all 
the environmental variables that work upon 
a plant or animal-biological rhythms, for 
example. But Gates is supremely confident 
that he has found the key to unlock many of 
nature's mysteries, and to revitalize the eco
logical profession as well. 

"We need a new breed of ecologist," he 
says. He believes that it was the develop
ment of theoretical physics a half-century 
ago that made possible the quantum leaps 
in that science, and that it is the lack of a 
strong theoretical foundation that has pre
vented ecology 'from making similar ad
vances. "We're groping for answers," Gates 
says. "We try something, eee if it works, then 
try something else. A body of theoretical 
knowledge will enable us to predict results, 
to know how organisms will react to changes 
in their environments. In a sense, this is 
what the modern environmental crisis is all 
about." As a teen-age naturalist, Gates had 
abandoned his father's science because it 
lacked this kind of analytical precision; now 
he hopes to bring it around. 

All this, however, is in the realm of theory, 
and Gates is nothing if not a pragmatist. In 
his Congressional appearances he has fre
quently wandered from discussions of en
ergy budgets and the ecological discipline to 
concrete proposals for what he calls "en
vironmental management." Speaking before 
the House Committee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries, he called for the creation of 
"ecosystem analysis task forces," which 
would converge upon a particular geographi
cal area and spend months studying it. 
"Take Long Island," he says. "I would send 
in not just ecologists but agronomists, recre
ational experts, sewage treatment people, so
ciologists, economists-it might easily be a 
team of 100 people. They would come up 
with options: This is what you can expect 
if things continued the way they're going; 
this is what can be done and what it would 
cost. Should this section of land be held out 
for food production? Is recreation the most 
important use of the upper end of the is
land? The task forces might be a Rand type 
of corporation or a Brookhaven National 
Laboratory which would report to the Presi
dent's Environmental Quality Council." . 

Such studies, Gates feels, are immediately 
necessary to provide the nation with pre
dictive models, enabling scientists to fore
cast the results of particular kinds of pollu
tion, to anticipate environmental catastro
phes. This type of crystal-ball-gazing is 
called operations research, and it is no acci
dent that Gates should espouse it. He did 
the same kind of work during World War 
II, with antiaircraft weapons. "We'd be 
asked to figure out questions !ike this," he 
recalls. "If the Japanese sent so many sui
cide planes of such-and-such a speed 
against a carrier of such-and-such class, 
what were the probabilities that we could 
shoot them down?" What worked for sui
cide planes, Gates feels, would work for pes
ticide spills and sea-level canals. 

Gates is a.n optlm.ist, a doer, who gets his 
kicks !rom solving problems. He wants to be
lieve that ma.n can cope with the environ
mental crts1s, and he does find some hearten
ing developments. "Congress is beooming in-
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creasingly concerned," he says. "Scientific 
groups of all kinds are getting involved. In
dustry is beginning to cooperate." Public 
pressure, he feels, is making a ditierence: 
"People are beating on their representatives, 
on local industry." 

Yet a touch of nostalgia, almost of de
spair, constantly intrudes upon his conversa
tion. "It's so dimcult to make people under
stand the seriousness of the threat," he says. 
"They don't realize how much we've lost al
ready. They don't realize that we live in a 
closed system, that the air and water, the 
plants and anlmals, are being irreparably 
damaged and there are no replacements. And 
it's not just a matter of esthetics. When we 
lose a wildlife species or a plant, we lose 
a genetic stock that future generations might 
need desperately for food.'' 

Just before we parted, I asked him if he 
thought the trend toward human oblivion 
would be halted. "I don't know," he replied. 
"It's very likely we won't be able to stem the 
momentum, but we have to try. We're defi
nitely not going to make it if we persist in 
fighting major wars, throwing away our ener
gies. Priorities-it always comes back to that. 
We have to learn to care about what kind of 
environment we're going to live ln. The ques
tion is, Will we learn in time?" 

As I left Gate's office, I stopped for a mo· 
ment to take a last look around the garden. 
My eyes rested on a ma.gnificent ginkgo, a 
thick-trunked wide-branched tree that be
longs to a species that is 200 million years old. 
Gates had told me that the tree was very 
resistant to insects-hence its longevity-but 
only fairly resistant to air pollution. Some 
effects were showing. 

Two-dozen sohool children had been sitting 
beneath the ginkgo earlier. Now, they were 
gone, and the base of the tree was 11 ttered 
with scraps of paper and dlsca.rded soft-drink 
cartons. It was a small incident, and I re
minded myself that one could read too much 
into such things. Yet it seemed a depressing 
omen. 

~ETNAMMORATORDmM 

HON. JAMES G. O'HARA 
OF MICWGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, the conflict 
in Vietnam has been debated, discussed, 
dissected, and analyzed as much or more 
than any other issue in our history, but 
it has not been resolved. 

A great jurist and a brave soldier, the 
late Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr .. 
once said: 

I have no faith in pa.naceas, and almost 
none in sudden ruin. 

Our experience in Vietnam confirms 
the wisd.om of this observation. 

There have been policy proposals in 
great number, a large percentage of them 
billed by their proponents as essential 
and by their opponents as suicidal. But 
"bombing above the parallel" and "at
tacking the petroleum depots" and "add
ing Hanoi and Haiphong to the target 
list" failed to bring military victory, just 
as "stopping the bombing" and "includ
ing the NLF in the negotiations" and 
"agreeing to prompt withdrawal of U.S. 
troops after a truce" could not produce 
a negotiated settlement. 

Neither did any of these steps nor all 
of them materially weaken our position, 
jeopardize the lives of our troops, or 
widen the war. 
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None have been panaceas and sudden 
ruin has not followed their adoption. 

There are no simple solutions to the 
Vietnamese problem, no easy ways out, 
no uncomplicated and painless answers 
to the bloody questions of a bloody war. 

Those who insist they have the answers 
whether they be "hawk or dove" and who 
accompany their claims with denuncia
tions of their opponents' patriotism, 
morals, and motives-as some do-have 
seriously hindered rational understand
ing of the issues by the millions of Ameri
cans who are neither "hawk" nor "dove." 

I do not share with some of my fellow 
Americans the view that the war in Viet
nam is imperialist, colonialist, or racist; 
or that it is the preemptive moral issue 
of our time; or that a man's integrity 
can be measured by his attitude toward 
U.S. military involvement in Vietnam. I 
know of no public official, no President, 
no Member of Congress, no Cabinet mem
ber-past or present--who takes pleasure 
in human slaughter or who measures his 
achievement by how many deaths
American deaths or Vietnamese deaths
have occurred today. 

Our intervention in Vietnam is there
sult of decisions made by sincere and 
conscientious men of several administra
tions whose common objective was to 
create a world order in which men could 
live in peace and who firmly believed 
that the conquest of the Republic of 
South Vietnam by force of arms would 
have world repercussions more damaging 
to peace than an American military ef
fort to save South Vietnam. 

But this rigid application of our policy 
of containment of communism seems to 
me less appropriate in Southeast Asia 
than in Western Europe, where our most 
!Vital interests are at stake, and less 
urgent today than 20 years ago, when 
international communism was yet a 
monolithic world force under a militant 
and united leadership. 

I firmly believe, too, that if Secretaries 
Rusk or Dulles or Herter or Wilson or 
McElroy or Gates or McNamara or Pres
idents Eisenhower or Kennedy or John
son had foreseen the inability of the 
Saigon governments to respond to the 
challenge confronting them, the failure 
of our counterinsurgency strategies, and 
the terrible toll of this war in men, mate
rial, and national unity the history of 
our involvement in Vietnam would have 
been very different. 

It does not reflect on the wisdom or 
good will of those who made decisions 5 
or 10 or 15 years ago if we conclude today 
that those decisions were mistaken. And 
surely it is no tribute to our past leaders 
to continue a policy that has reached 
the point of diminishing returns. There 
is nothing immoral, unpatriotic, or dis
loyal about cutting your losses when you 
determine you were mistaken. There is 
something wrong, however, in continu
ing to lose lives to maintain a policy just 
·because it looked right once. Too many 
people have died already-too many 
Americans, too many Vietnamese, too 
many men and women and children. 

Our achievements in Vietnam have not 
been worth their cost and cannot now be 
made worth their cost. Unless we recog
nize this and the real limitation upon 
our actions it implies we shall continue 
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to expend American and Vietnamese lives 
and treasure in pursuit of goals that are 
unattainable at any reasonable cost. 

This is not to suggest that we have ac
complished nothing in Vietnam. Our in
tervention has forestalled the conquest 
of South Vietnam and given the Viet
namese the opportunity to defend them
selves. But we have paid a terrible price 
to achieve this objective. 

Neither would I suggest that a precipi
tous withdrawal from Vietnam is now our 
best course but I believe that we can and 
should disengage ourselves from this 
struggle. Our disengagement ought to be 
accompanied by renewed efforts to 
strengthen Saigon's capacity to defend 
itself. It ought to be given help and en
couragement to establish free and demo
cratic institutions that will earn for it 
the support of the Vietnamese people. 

But, in the end, these are jobs that only 
the Vietnamese can do. 

In advocating this course of action I 
do not pretend that it is a panacea or 
that it will certainly lead to a free and 
independent South Vietnam-it may 
not--but simply that disengagement is 
the best of some very bad alternatives 
and is clearly preferable to the loss of 
more and more lives in a cause, the cost 
of which already exceeds its value. 

A CHURCH BELL RINGS ONCE MORE 

HON. JOHN W. WYDLER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, in the 
little hamlet of Seaford, Long Island, a 
church bell sat for many years in the 
rear of an old weathered church. One day 
in 1968, the newly organized mens club 
of St. Michael and All Angels Church 
happened to bring up this fact and a dis
cussion was started on the old bell. The 
bell had been dedicated in 1897 by "The 
Many Friends of St. Michael," as was 
inscribed on the bell. Since that day 1 ¥2 
years ago, the endeavor has been going 
on to bring back a sound of a church bell 
in Seaford. It was felt that a bell that 
could not ring out and sound a message 
of joy was not in truth a bell. A stanchion 
was built for mounting the bell and a 
time capsule with many mementos of the 
church is going to be sealed in a niche in 
the base. A COPY of the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD containing this insert will be 
placed in the capsule. 

Organizations in Seaford have contrib
uted several hundred dollars in answer to 
an appeal for funds to help construct the 
stanchion and purchase a plaque. 

A ceremony befitting this project of 
the mens club of St. Michael and All 
Angels Church will be held on Sunday, 
October 19, 1969, at 1:30 p.m. and several 
hundred people will attend. The plaque 
which is to be placed on the stanchion 
has a verse from Psalm 66, verse 1 and 
reads as follows: 

Make a Joyful Noise Unto God, All Ye 
Lands. 

This verse was picked by Rev. Harold 
L. Goetz, pastor of the church and this is 
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the message that the members or St. 
Michaels would like to convey to the 
world. 

CANDLELIGHT IN FLUSillNG 

HON. BENJAMIN S. ROSENTHAL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, the 
dignified and enlightening debate in the 
House of Representatives on October 14 
was a proper prelude to the Vietnam 
moratorium. All of us left the House 
Chamber and the galleries reassured that 
free and publie debate on important 
questions was still possible in the heart 
of government. The thousands of stu
dents who came to Capitol Hill for the 
debate also saw that the institutions of 
government could function properly. 

I returned to my district on the day 
of the Vietnam moratorium to give the 
following speech which reflects my views 
on the meaning of this day and on the 
work still to be done by those of us un
alterably opposed to continuing this war. 

This speech followed a candlelight pa
rade in Flushing which, in its solemnity 
and dignity and dedication confirmed the 
spirit in which the moratorium was 
started in the House Chamber the night 
before. 

VIETNAM MORATORIUM 

We gather this evening to mark a momen
tous day when America rose up and said 
"Peace" in the clearest voice yet heard. We 
have had hundreds or even thousands of 
peace rallies and demonstrations before the 
Vietnam Moratorium. We may need many 
more. But never have we seen an idea sweep 
America as it has today. 

This was supposed to be a students' day of 
demonstration. It was taken over by adults. 
The mothers and fathers of this country are 
now ready to leave Vietnam! Their voices will 
be heard by this Administration, despite 
President Nixon's insensitive comment that 
"nothing new can be learned from them". 

We are here because we believe deeply that 
something has gone wrong and we must try 
to set it right. That's how this moratorium 
started. And it will not die, nor be elimi
nated· by presidential press release or the 
firing of General Hershey or by any new 
series of side-steps. 

The President has had almost one year 
since his election to show us his promised 
plan to end the war. He has had nine months, 
with the full panoply of president power
the greatest array of force ever given any 
man in history-to carry out that promise. 
And still the end is not yet in sight. 

We have lost 45,352 American lives. 
Wounded and maimed Americans number 
252,059 from this war, making it the second 
most costly conflict in our history. And the 
Administration admits that it will take at 
least three years for total withdrawal of our 
troops. 

Our job this evening and tomorrow and 
next week and month is to be sure that this 
Administration, and its successors, really 
understand what we are aroused about. 

We want, first and now, withdrawal of all 
American troops from Vietnam. 

Then, we want new priorities so that Amer
ica spends the resources of the richest Na
tion in history on some of history's sorest 
problems: slums, schools, pollution, Jobs and 
housing. 

Finally, we want to know what went wrong 
in the Sixties so it won't happen again. Under 



October 16, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 30317 
what inspiration did we proceed into so many 
overseas military obligations. 

Perhaps some of these military missions 
and obligations are vital to our interests. But 
we must find some way to clarify and state 
and classify those interests among urgent 
domestic priorities so that America's mothers 
and fathers will not have to come again in 
five or fifteen years to rally on the streets 
to bring home five hundred thousand sons 
from a. war we never wan ted and cannot 
understand. 

Many of us here tonight can look back 
to 1965 and the first anti-war protests. 
There are many memories, and a few legends 
about these past five years. 

But there is no false satisfaction in having 
been aware before others that Vietnam was 
wrong. There is no joy in having been right 
when others were still groping for the an
swers. And tonight there should be no sense 
of triumph 1n seeing that a majority of 
Americans now think that Vietnam was 
wrong and that we should leave. 

Rather, we shall triumph only when policy 
is changed. We shall persevere until the last 
ship brings the last American boy back from 
Vietnam. We shall work and march and pray 
until we have set America right again. 

And we must remind those who criticize 
this moratorium that we have a President, 
not an emperor. We have a country where we 
can have free discussion and dialogue. 

The hour is now late. The President and 
the Congress hear but do not yet understand 
fully. Let us send still more messages. Let 
us start once more. 

QUESTIONS RAISED BY THE 
MORATORIUM 

HON. JAMES W. SYMINGTON 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, October 14, 1969 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to express my concern for 
the questions raised by the moratorium 
by offering these thoughts on the debate 
itself, the spirit in which we engage in it, 
and the ends we seek. First, as to the 
propriety of debating the war, I can think 
of no more appropriate question to dis
cuss, given our obligations under article 
1, section 8 of the Constitution. True, at 
the outset of this administration we were 
counseled to lower our voices. More re
cently it has been suggested that it would 
be better if we said nothing at all. Con
gress has often been accused of doing 
exactly that. But "when the blast of war 
rings in our ears," we have not only the 
right but a duty to find our voice. And a 

Congress which has expressed a desire 
for greater participation in the formula
tion of foreign policy can hardly be re
luctant to discuss it. I am glad this point 
was quickly and properly resolved. 

Second, in what spirit do we discuss 
this war? Not of anger and frustation, I 
submit, although angry and frustrated 
we are; certainly not of rancor or ill will 
toward fellow Americans in or out of 
policymaking positions; and not even of 
implacable hatred of the foe, but calmly, 
thoughtfully, and constructively. It is our 
part to voice the Nation's reason, not 
simply echo its agony. Reasonable we 
must be, although it would, I think, 
sharpen our perspective if we thought of 
ourselves as the parents of draft-age 
boys. 

Finally, we must try to arrive at an 
agreed definition of what U is we seek 
to achieve in Vietnam, and to which any 
further efforts and sacrifices should be 
directed. "Victory," in its ordinary sense, 
has been abandoned by most Americans 
including the President, as the definition 
of the goal to be achieved; it has been 
abandoned in favor of "peace." We must 
admit "peace" is susceptible of as many 
interpretations as "victory." So we have 
a duty to be candid with each other about 
what is meant by "peace" in Vietnam. 

To most, it means termination of U.S. 
military involvement there, and the 
withdrawal of American troops. Whether 
this would produce peace in Vietnam, is 
a matter of conjecture but not of pri
mary concern to those who consider our 
involvement prohibitively costly in 
American lives, treasure, reputation, and 
self-respect; those who cannot view its 
termination as anything but preferable 
to its continuance for one more day. The 
argument is compelling. What has been 
won in the past 7 years? What remains 
to be won? It is certainly difficult to esti
mate how much national security or 
world stability have been purchased to 
date. It would have to be great indeed 
in order to justify the direct sacrifice of 
blood and treasure, and the indirect 
sacrifice of housing, education, pollution 
control, and economic strength to say 
nothing of racial and campus harmony, 
or the sense of gladly shared purpose 
which ought to animate a great nation in 
conflict. I incline to the view that to date 
more has been lost than won. Hindsight 
suggests the investment was ill advised. 
History does not reveal its alternatives. 
It may well be that without U.S. inter-

vention, a Titoist regime governing all 
of Vietnam under Hanoi, would have 
emerged as a bulwark of nonaggressive 
neutrality between China and the rest 
of Indochina. Perhaps no bulwark was 
required, or if required, not ours to build. 
If all this was predictable we must ac
knowledge falibility in making or heed
ing predictions. In any event, in our own 
interest as our leaders saw it, we inter
vened. We mainipulated South Vietnam
ese leadership and ravaged the land. We 
bear a great responsibility for the war, 
certainly. Do we bear an equally great 
responsibility tor the "peace" we leave 
behind? 

If so, how to discharge that respon
sibility is the question before the Nation, 
the President, and this House. It is not 
an easy question as the debate last 
night revealed. It turns the most eager 
exponents of simple withdrawal into 
cautious military strategists. Why? Be
cause of the demands it makes on con
science and honor. Yes, our prisoners 
must be returned. No, Vietnamese hos
tages must not be abandoned. Yes, the 
enslave theory, and its assumption of 
continued American presence has valid
ity. Yes, Vietnamization of the war is 
essential, and should include pressure on 
the regime to pass power to a more rep
resentative body. No, in short, the men 
cannot come home at once. Thus, the 
debate quickly narrowed the gap between 
supporters and opponents of current pol
icy. No support at all was offered the 30-
day-wonder theory of withdrawal. Had 
the debate been allowed to continue we 
might have been able to illuminate other 
possible approaches, from Senator 
AIKEN's novel suggestion to its opposite, 
accelerated withdrawal coupled with the 
threat of selective air attacks in the 
north, if necessary, to insure Hanoi's 
cooperation both with our removal, and 
the eventual establishment of an indig
enous, representative government in 
South Vietnam. 

In my view the careful implementa
tion of a deliberate and declared policy 
of disengagement should be encouraged, 
or if you will demanded, but only to the 
end of achieving exactly that. If more 
is demanded, by putting our collective 
shoulder to the wheels of wishful think
ing, something else could be sacrificed to 
this tragic conflict: rational government. 
In due course a question of honor can 
become a question of order. 

SENATE-Thursday, October 16, 1969 
The Senate met at 12 o'clock noon and 

was called to order by the President pro 
tempore. 

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

Eternal God, send peace on earth, and 
by Thy grace put down the pride, greed, 
and anger that turn man against man, 
and nation against nation. Speed the day 
when wars are ended and all men call 
Thee Father. 

0 Lord, remove from us and from all 
men both hate and prejudice, that Thy 
children may be reconciled with those 

whom they fear, resent, or threaten, and 
thereafter live in peace. 

As we consecrate ourselves to Thee, 
make us to know that our work is Thy 
work. Strengthen the faculties of our 
minds and dispose our efforts for the wel
fare of all the people and the furtherance 
of Thy kingdom. 

In Thy holy name we pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the Journal of the proceedings of 

Wednesday, October 15, 1969, be dis
pensed with. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS 
DURING TRANSACTION OF ROU
TINE MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that statements in 
relation to the transaction of routine 
morning business be limited to 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 
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