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Nalepa, Thomas F., IETSretrclll.
Nelson, Charles S.,
Ochoa, Jesse O.,
Palm, Leah, IS aordl.

Palmer, Jesse E. I carcdll.
Pasztor, John S. JRLSCSr dl.
Pierce, Kenneth R., Jr. I araccdll.
Rawden, Francis A IS cavcll
Reiss, David W, [ Saccal.
Ridgley, Edward E., IECaracccdll
Robillard, Robert J. ECeraccclll.
Russell, David H., I Stercdl.
Schilder, Otto P. III TSrarril.
Sheldon, Douglas M., IEEErrdl

Shipley, Bruce G.,
Smith, Jack R. 5
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Sulivan, Patrick L. el
Sumner, Wayne S., IS carccdll
Tracy, David S., IEEEtetccdll
Visnick, Allan D., el
Wadsworth, Thomas S., IEaracccdl
Weis, John R.[IEEraccdl.
Welton, John K.,
Wilkins, George H., III,

To be second lieutenant

Butler, James M. e ccdl
Byington, Michael S., [JRarrdll
Chaney, Bobby F., [Eececcclll
Crowder, William S., ISl
Daane, John H. EEStEvrdl

Eckhardt, Eric G.,
Estep, John D.,

December 8, 1969

Hall, Clint W., Jr., BERULOUS

Hethcote, Stephen A., IESrevcil

Hurchanik, Richard L. el

Mitchell, William H. J., IERacercll

Myers, Jimmie L., IS tarcdl

Saturen, Gary J. BEISESNs

Skantz, Conrad P. [ IEaracecil

Skrzysowski, Richard, ety

Smith, Mason E., [EStecccll

The following-named scholarship student
for appointment in the Regular Army of the
United States in the grade of second lieu-
tenant, under provisions of title 10, United
States Code, sections 2107, 3283, 3284, 3286,
3287, 3288, and 3290.

Santiago Rijos, Juan G.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, December 8, 1969

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

The name of the Lord is a strong
tower; the righteous man runs into it
and is safe.—Proverbs 18: 10.

Almighty God, who art a strong tower
of defense to all who put their trust in
Thee, we, Thy children, come to Thee
with gratitude for Thy steadfast love and
praying that Thou wilt continue to be our
refuge and strength in every hour of
need. Grant us insight and courage to
shun the voice of moral compromise and
to shy away from all that is morally
questionable.

In hours of decision, during times of
temptation, through days of responsibil-
ity, and amid periods of suffering may we
have the royalty of an inward peace that
comes to those whose minds are stayed
on Thee. Teach us to value a clear con-
science, a clean mind, a pure heart, and
a sense of Thy presence before all the
honors earth can bring to us.

In thought, word, and deed may we
glorify Thy holy name as we seek the
good of all mankind. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of
Thursday, December 4, 1969, was read
and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed bills of the fol-
lowing titles, ir which the concurrence
of the House is requested:

S.2325. An act to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide for additional posi-
tions in grades GS-16, GS-17, and GS-18;
and

S.2869. An act to revise the criminal law
and procedure of the District of Columbia,
and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Presiding Officer of the Senate, pursuant
to Public Law 115, 78th Congress, en-
titled “An act to provide for the disposal
of certain records of the U.S. Govern-
ment,” appointed Mr. McGeEe and Mr.
Fonc members of the Joint Select Com-
mittee on the Part of the Senate for
the Disposition of Executive Papers re-
ferred to in the report of the Archivist
of the United States numbered 70-2.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to
announce that pursuant to the authority
granted him on Thursday, December 4,
1969, he did on that day sign the follow-
ing enrolled joint resolution of the
House:

H.J. Res. 1017. Joint resolution making
further continuing appropriations for the
fiscal year 1970, and for other purposes.

And on Friday, December 5, 1969, signed
an enrolled bill of the Senate as follows:
S.118. An act to grant the consent of Con-
gress to the Tahoe regional planning com-
pact, to authorize the Secretary of the In-
terior and others to cooperate with the plan-
ning agency thereby created, and for other
purposes.

EQUAL RIGHTS FOR MEN AND
WOMEN

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

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Speaker, I am
today introducing an amendment to the
Constitution to provide for the equal
rights of men and women.

I understand that 199 of our colleagues
have already offered this resolution, and
it is a distinct pleasure for me to join
this distinguished and rapidly growing
company.

An old and dear friend of mine, Miss
Louise McLean, of San Diego, has been
among the stanchest advocates of this
amendment. Miss McLean, who is 88,
came naturally by her concern for the
rights of women. Her late mother, Sally
Hart, was a lifelong fighter for women’s
right to vote, and is well remembered for
her struggles on behalf of working
women in Cincinnati.

Adoption of the equal rights resolution
would not only be an act of simple jus-
tice; it would also be a fitting tribute to
the many who, like Louise McLean, have
labored so long in this worthy cause.

IS THE PAST PROLOGUE?

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

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, when looking to the new year,
I want very much to be optimistic. I

would like to think that the economic
picture will get brighter.

I then remember the statement etched
in the granite of the National Archives
Building here in Washington. The words
are simple—“The Past Is Prologue.”

It is depressing to think that the past
months reflect what is in store for the
Nation’s economy in 1970. Prices have
risen to an unacceptable level; interest
rates are exorbitant.

The administration’s “fight” against
inflation has resulted in the highest in-
terest rates in our history. These high
rates have proven a severe blow to cer-
tain segments of the economy; namely,
the home buyer and the small business-
man and the consumer. The only insti-
tutions that stand to gain by the exorbi-
tant interest rates are the big Wall Street
banking conglomerates.

The cost of living is increasing at a
rate no one can afford. If the consumer
price index continues to rise at the pres-
ent rate, the average consumer, already
facing difficulties in the marketplace,
faces a gloomy 1970.

I join with a vocal majority in again
urging the administration to make a new
year’s resolution to initiate measures de-
signed to lower interest rates, and to
reduce prices.

JUVENILE CRIME

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

Mr. KLEPPE. Mr. Speaker, juvenile
crime is the most pressing and threaten-
ing aspect of the crime problem. The ar-
rests of juveniles has increased 78 per
cent from 1960 to 1968, while the under-
18 age group has only increased by 25
percent. With the alarming increases in
crime statistics, it is disturbing to know
that the juvenile statistics represent only
the beginning of a career in crime for
many young offenders.

I have joined in cosponsoring legisla-
tion which, I believe, attacks the root
causes of juvenile crime. The legislation,
if approved, will create the Institute for
Continuing Studies of Criminal Justice.

The Institute will serve as the focal
point for the dissemination of informa-
tion and knowledge throughout the coun-
try in juvenile treatment and control.

In addition, the Institute, modeled
after the highly successful FBI Academy,
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will offer training by experts for local law
enforcement officers, judicial personnel,
welfare officials, correctional officers, pro-
bation officers, and others connected with
the treatment and control of juvenile
offenders.

Failure to deal effectively with crimi-
nals and failure to deal effectively with
the causes of crime has become a near
disaster for this country.

The legislation I have cosponsored is
designed to strike at the very heart of
crime before the statistics climb even
higher.

PERMISSION TO SUBCOMMITTEE
ON PUBLIC WELFARE, COMMIT-
TEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOR-
EIGN COMMERCE, TO SIT DURING
GENERAL DEBATE TODAY

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Subcommittee on
Public Welfare of the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce may

sit during general debate today.
The SPEAKER. Without objection, it

is so ordered.

There was no objection.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. Speaker, I
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is

not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered.

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

their names:

Abbitt
Anderson, I1l.

Bell, Calif.
Betts
Bingham
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boland
Brademas
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Buchanan
Burton, Utah

Conyers
Corbett
Cowger
Cramer
Daniels, N.J.
Dawson
Delaney

Dent

Digegs

Dingell
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif,
Edwards, La.
Eilberg

[Roll No. 304]

Evans, Colo.
Farbstein
Fascell
Findley
Fish
Foley
Frelinghuysen
Fulton, Tenn.
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Gettys
Giaimo
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffin
Gubser
Hagan
Halpern
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Harrington
Hays
Hébert
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoski
Horton
Hosmer
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Kirwan
Koch
Landrum
Lipscomb
Lukens
McCarthy
MeClure
McEneally
Macdonald,
Mass.,
Mailliard
Meeds

Michel
Minish
Morton
Murphy, N.Y,
Nichols

Nix

O'Hara
O'Neal, Ga.
Ottinger
Patman
Pepper
Poage
Podell
Powell
Price, 111
Reid, N.Y.
Reifel
Robison
Rodino
Roe

Rogers, Colo.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Ruppe
Ryan

St Germain
St. Onge
Sandman
Scheuer
Smith, Towa
Staggers
Taft
Taylor
Tiernan
Tunney
Ullman
Uttt
Weicker
Whalley
Wright
Wydler
Young

The SPEAKER. On this rolleall, 310
Members have answered to their names,

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

NATIONAL FOOTBALL CHAMPIONS—
UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS

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

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, the Univer-
sity of Texas fans everywhere—when we
won the mnational collegiate football
championship Saturday—have accepted
the praises of the football world in typical
Texan modest fashion. We did not chant
“We're No. 1,” at least for the first three
quarters of the game on Saturday. At the
finish we were so elated that we realized
we were fortunate to just “cool it"—until
now, that is. The Razorbacks have a tre-
mendous team and deserve great praise.
But I do not think they figured our Long-
horns would go for broke or could save
that game. It just shows you what a lot
of Longhorns can do under the leader-
ship of the best football coach in America,
Coach Darrell Royal. The game was a
great credit to college sports everywhere,
and it will live forever as one of the best
college games ever played.

The University of Texas, which is in
my district, is proud to be No. 1; and we
are doubly proud that we do not have to
play Arkansas again until next year.
Meanwhile, we are honored to lay
claim—no matter what Pennsylvania
might say—to the No. 1 collegiate foot-
ball team in America today, and at least
until next year we can savor the sweet-
ness of that claim—how sweet it is.

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

Mr. PICKLE. I yield to the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. WAGGONNER. The gentleman
has taken the typical winner's attitude.
I wonder why he did not take the micro-
phone and make his talk with confidence
before the ball game. I readily admit you
have a great football team and I will be
pulling for them New Year's Day.

Mr. PICKLE. I was making those state-
ments before the game. In fact, I was
talking louder about it before the game
than I was after the game.

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

Mr, PICKLE. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois,

Mr, DERWINSKI. I would recommend
that the gentleman wait until the New
Year’s Day Cotton Bowl when the Fight-
ing Irish of Notre Dame and their Polish
stars come down to show which team is
No. 1.

Mr. PICKLE. I will say to the gentle-
man it will take more than prayer to win
that game, but by that time we will have
had all of the bad habits out of our sys-
tem and we will be ready.

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

Mr. PICKLE. I yvield to my colleague
from Texas.

Mr. GONZALEZ. I thank the gentle-
man from Texas. He ought to have the
support of every other Texan here at
this crucial moment. I will say cate-
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gorically now beforehand what will hap-
pen to the Fighting Irish when the Texas
Longhorns meet them: We will “hook
them.”

Mr. PICKLE. Indeed we will. I thank
my colleague.

SUPPORT OF LEGISLATION TO RE-
VISE AND UPDATE IMMIGRATION
AND NATIONALITY ACT

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

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I was
pleased to join as a cosponsor of the bill
introduced on December 4, by Con-
gressman MIcHAEL A. FEIGHAN, to im-
prove the Immigration and Nationality
Act. My cosponsorship is basically in-
tended to help bring the bill to the floor
where the House can work its will in
taking into account the complications
that we recognize are inherent in the
present law.

Having voted for the 1965 act, I be-
lieve that the intent of Congress was to
update immigration procedures but not
to interfere with the historic immigra-
tion pattern to the United States. I be-
lieve the law as interpreted and imple-
mented and the results we now perceive
were not those truly envisioned by
Congress.

It is my hope that the Judiciary Com-
mittee will give this matter priority at-
tention and the Congress can act on this
measure some time in 1970.

THE GREAT PENN STATE
FOOTBALL TEAM

(Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr., FULTON of Pennsylvania., Mr.
Speaker, we have many outstanding
football teams this year in the United
States, and are proud of the many teams
at the top with records of many victories
and high sportsmanship. We from Penn-
sylvania think that we have the cham-
pionship team of the country at Penn
State. Pennsylvania State University
football team has the longest string of
victories of any major college or univer-
sity in the country against top-flight
competition. Texas and Arkansas are
good teams, too, and I congratulate them
both on a fine game. I would suggest to
the gentleman from Texas that they
might sometime come around to the
State of Pennsylvania and see how
many more Pennsylvania fellows you
have on your Texas teams than you have
come up to our State and recruited.

Likewise, another team, Notre Dame,
I believe, is doing pretty good, too, and
we have a lot of Pennsylvania boys on
that team, too. I think we in Pennsyl-
vania have been supplying most of the
country with good football material, from
New England to Miami, from the Mid-
west to the Southwest to the west coast.

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

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. I yield
to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. HUNGATE. I suggest to the gen-
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tleman from Pennsylvania that he may
think that Penn State has the No. 1 team
in the Nation and will so demonstrate,
he thinks, but wait until Missouri finishes
with them January 1.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. I hope
the gentleman will be down in Miami at
the Orange Bowl on January 1. Last year
we at Penn State were counted out with
Kansas State until the last minute of
play. But it turned out to be Penn State
again, with a fine victory over a really
top-flicht team.

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

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. I yield
to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. EAZEN. I appreciate the fact that
the gentleman did not state that Penn
State was No. 1.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. I
thought I had said that Penn State was
football champion this year. We do not
win our championship games 15 to 14,
I would like to point out to my good
friend. When we win them, we really win
them in Pennsylvania.

Mr. EAZEN. What was the score of
the Syracuse game?

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired.

GODDARD ROCKET AND SPACE
MUSEUM

(Mr. FOREMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. FOREMAN. Mr. Speaker, America
today enjoys the honor of placing the
first men on the moon, thanks to many
early, historie developments by men who
faced the unknown in rocketry. Such a
man was Dr. Robert H. Goddard, who
conducted his experiments in my home
State of New Mexico. The city of Ros-
well has tried to advance the knowledge
and awareness of the contributions of
Dr. Goddard. A new high school is named
in his honor, and in April 1959, the God-
dard Rocket and Space Museum at Ros-
well was dedicated. Recently added was
an exact replica of Goddard’'s workshop
and a fine new Goddard Planetarium.

Dr. Wernher von Braun refers to Dr.
Goddard as the “Father of the Rocket.”
Mr. Rogers Aston, Curator of the God-
dard Museum says:

The fact that old Glory waves proudly on
the face of the moon is due in large part to
the pioneer work of Dr. Goddard in Roswell
from 1930 to 1941.

Mr. Speaker, I am introducing legisla-
tion today which provides for congres-
sional recognition of the Goddard Rocket
and Space Museum. This legislation
provides that the Congress recognizes
the museum as a fitting memorial to
Dr, Goddard as an appropriate and out-
standing institution for the collection,
preservation, and display of the works
and memorabilia of Dr. Goddard. The
resolution follows:

H. Con. Res. 464

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That the Congress
hereby recognizes the Goddard Rocket and
Space Museum of the Roswell Museum and
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Art Center, Roswell, New Mexico, as a fitting
memorial to Doctor Robert H. Goddard, who
ploneered in rocket experimentation and
contributed to America’s success in landing
men on the moon, and who is known as the
“Father of the Rocket,” and as an appro-
priate and outstanding institution for the
collection, preservation, and display of the
works and memorabilia of Doctor Goddard.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS, 1970

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whcle House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of
the bill (H.R. 15090) making appropri-
ations for the Department of Defense
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970,
and for other purposes; and pending that
motion, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that general debate be limited
to not to exceed 3 hours, the time to be
equally divided and controlled by the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. MINSHALL)
and myself.

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

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 15090, with
Mr, RosTENKOWSKI in the chair,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani-
mous-consent agreement, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ManoN) will be recog-
nized for 1'% hours and the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. MinsHALL) will be recog-
nized for 1% hours.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, we come now to the
consideration of the largest money bill
of the session, and we approach the end
of the appropriation business of the ses-
sion insofar as House consideration of
appropriation bills is concerned. This is
the 19th appropriation bill or resolution
presented to the House at this session.

I might say that in respect to the ap-
propriation bills considered by the House
thus far this year, dealing with the fiscal
year 1970, the House is about even with
the President’s budget—below in some
and above in others. But the reduction in
the budget for defense is $5.3 billion in
appropriations requested, which trans-
lates into a reduction in outlays or ex-
penditures of approximately $3 billion.
So, when we take into consideration this
bill—and if it passes in this form—we
will be about $5.3 billion below President
Nixon's April budget in appropriations,
and we will be approximately $2.8 billion
below his April expenditure estimates
insofar as action in the appropriation
bills is concerned.
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FUNDS PROVIDED

Self-preservation, as I think we all
know and believe, is the first law of
nature and the first law of nations. One
of the important elements in self-preser-
vation of a nation is military power. It
is a vital element but, of course, not the
only element.

In this bill today we are providing for
the survival and strengthening of the
Nation the sum of $69.9 billion in new
spending authority for defense. When we
compare this sum to that of prior years,
we find that the bill this year, as it is be-
ing presented to the House, is below last
year and below the year before. But to get
a better comparison, we would have to
add to the $69.9 billion in this bill, about
$2.1 billion, which we will have to provide
in a supplemental bill next session for the
pay increase money for the military and
for all the civilian employees of the Gov-
ernment. So, if we consider the roughly
$2.1 billion now expected to come later,
the appropriation for defense for this
year would be about $72 billion.

In comparison, for fiscal 1969, the total
appropriated in all the categories cov-
ered in this bill was $74.4 billion, so we
are below that for last year, very
decidedly.

For the prior year, fiscal year 1968, the
total appropriation was $74.1 billion, so
on the present basis the fiscal 1970 total
will be below that year also.

On the same basis, we will be about
on a par with the fiseal year 1967.

If we go back to about 10 years ago,
fiscal year 1960, we then appropriated
about $40 billion for defense.

If we go back to the fiscal year 1956,
we appropriated about $31 billion for
defense.

These quick comparisons put the total
of today’s bill in some better perspective.

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

Mr. MAHON. I am glad to yield to my
friend from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman gave a fig-
ure of $69,960,000,000; in other words,
a round figure of $70 billion, which does
not include the pay increase. Did the
gentleman put a cost on that of approxi-
mately $2 billion?

Mr. MAHON. About $2.1 billion. That
is the estimate.

Mr. GROSS. About $2.1 billion?

Mr. MAHON. Yes.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. MAHON. That would be the total
for pay increases.

Mr. GROSS. That will come in the sup-
plemental to be considered later this
week or next week.

Mr. MAHON. No. This would be con-
sidered probably late in the spring of
next year.

Mr. GROSS. A supplemental next
year?

Mr, MAHON. Yes. It will not come at
this session because these funds are not
required until much later in the current
fiscal year. The services have ample funds
to pay military and civilian personnel
in keeping with the increased pay scales
until we are well into the next calendar
year.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.
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CARRYOVER FUNDS

Mr, MAHON. In prior years we have
had numerous supplemental bills as the
war escalated. Now the war is deescalat-
ing. Unless it is again escalated, there
is no thought that there will be a supple-
mental in the sense that we have had
Southeast Asia supplementals in prior
years.

Of course, we are already well into the
current fiscal year. By the time this bill
is signed into law, about half the fiscal
year will have elapsed.

While we are talking about the $69.9
billion available to the Defense Depart-
ment—and this does not include certain
other items of defense such as military
construction—there was a carryover into
this fiscal year from the last fiscal year
of about $39 billion of unexpended funds.
These are funds appropriated in prior
years for such things as Navy ships, air-
craft, and long leadtime items generally.
These types of funds do not spend out in
the year for which they are appropriated.

So while the Defense Department will
not be entirely happy with the reduc-
tions made in this bill, officials will have
available for all purposes during the
current fiscal year, if this bill is approved,
the total sum of about $109 billion.

This gives us a little better view of what
this massive, this monumental, this un-
believably big job of defense really is.

I yield to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. VANIK. I thank the gentleman for
yielding. The gentleman in the well, the
distinguished chairman, has answered
the question I had in mind, and I thank
him very much.

STRATEGIC ARMS LIMITATION TALKS

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I believe
all of us feel, in view of the heavy de-
mands on the taxpayer for various Fed-
eral programs—heavy demands for de-
fense and nondefense—there is an ur-
gent need to slow down the arms race,
if this is reasonably possible. Certainly
we must try and try with our might to
slow down the arms race.

As Members know, in Helsinki, Fin-
land, talks between our country and the
U.S.S.R. have already begun looking to-
ward a reduction in strategic weapons.
They are preliminary in nature. This is
called the strategic arms limitation talks,
SALT.

I cannot help believing that the Soviet
Union, which is lacking in so many con-
sumer goods and s0 many domestic pro-
grams, would like to slow down the arms
race.

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

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 additional minutes.

Of course, the Soviet Union has Red
China on its border and the Soviet Union
must consider in its defense plans and
weapons programs its status in western
Em_'ope and jis status vis-a-vis Red
China. However, it would seem to me
there ought to be some possibility that
these SALT discussions could prove to
be productive. It is encouraging to note
that as of the present, apparently, the
Soviet Union has not tried to make a lot
of international propaganda out of these
talks.

Of course, the Government of the
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United States and the people of the
United States want to slow down the
arms race if there is some foolproof, ab-
solutely reliable system whereby this ob-
jective ean be achieved. I think it must
be said, though, that, if we have to have
a continuation of the arms race, then the
United States is far more able to partic-
ipate in it than the Soviet Union. We are
reducing the percentage of our gross na-
tional product that we are applying to
the defense budget this year. Defense
spending in fiscal year 1970 is approxi-
mately 8 percent of our gross national
product. The percentage of the gross
national product of the Soviet Union de-
voted to defense is much, much higher
than that of the United States.

I think we all, as we appropriate these
funds today as one of the elements in
the survival of our free society, can look
hopefully to the possibility of achieving
some sort of accommodation which may
permit us to level off the arms race to
some degree.

Mr. Chairman, we all recognize that
various civilian programs, domestic pro-
grams, are claiming more and more of
the funds which are available for ex-
penditure. At a later point, I would like
to present to you a statement in regard
to the business of defense spending vis-
a-vis domestic spending.

ADVANCES IN TECHNOLOGY—THE PROBLEM OF
OVERRUNS

Mr. Chairman, in considerable meas-
ure, cost overruns in defense programs
have resulted from the almost unbeliev-
able advances which have been in tech-
nology in the past 20 years. Original
cost estimates cannot be considered as
anything but hopeful guesses when they
relate to the development and procure-
ment of weapons which are on the bor-
derline or beyond the state of the art in
technology at the time the estimate is
made. When engaged in pushing forward
the frontiers of knowledge, it is impos-
sible to make accurate cost predictions.
Each item is unique. No one ever built one
before. Adequate experience is not avail-
able upon which to make precise cost es-
timates.

In addition, development programs re-
quire years for completion, Unforeseen
problems arise. If there were no prob-
lems, a development program would not
be required. When original cost estimates
for weapons or equipment include pro-
duction costs as well as development
costs, the problem is further complicated.

Both government and industry people
are notoriously optimistic in calculating
the cost of a project and the time re-
quired to complete it. Inflation is an im-
portant factor in the equation. Oiten in-
numerable changes and improvements
are made in the original project and this
adds to the cost. If a weapon system is
urgently required, and if there is no
graft or fraud, or misrepresentation and
if the Government gets a dollar in value
for each dollar expended, the fact that
a cost overrun occurs is not of overrid-
ing importance. This is not said to ex-
cuse poor estimating or bad management.

We have produced many amazing new
weapons since World War II, such as the
ICBM and the Polaris submarine, and
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the advances in technology are
continuing.

In the late 1950’s, when the intercon-
tinental ballistic missile, which was it-
self one of our most notable technical
achievements, appeared upon the scene,
it was referred to by many as the ulti-
mate weapon. It was widely believed
that no defenses could prevent an ICBM
from striking its target and perhaps
no reasonably adequate defense can be
perfected. Yet at this time, only ten
years later, the Soviet Union has de-
veloped and deployed an anti-ballistic-
missile system of sorts around Moscow
and the United States has fired defen-
sive missiles at incoming ICBM's at the
Kwajalein Island complex in the Pa-
cific with what appears to be some de-
gree of success. We are now starting the
deployment of a limited ABM system.
Just how effective the U.S.S.R. and the
U.S. systems may become is a matter
of conjecture. But the effort to find a
defense against the intercontinental
ballistic missile must be made.

Government and industry are stretch-
ing the state of the art in seeking to
make more effective our aircraft, ships,
tanks, missiles, radars and multitudinous
other facets of defense and offense. One
of our problems is that many weapons
are becoming so complex they are too
difficult for field personnel to operate.
Greater reliability under field condi-
ditions is urgenfly needed.

We can hardly complain that the mili-
tary seek to accomplish in weaponry
what may appear to be the impossible.
This is the road—the difficult and ex-
pensive road I should say—to advance-
ment and to making our country more
secure.

There was a tendency to look with dis-
may upon the feat of the Cuban defector
flying a Mig fighter from Cuba into
Homestead Air Force Base near Miami
without early detection. As of this time,
there simply is no fully acceptable and
reliable way to make an early detection
in every instance of the approach of an
aireraft which skims the surface. Of
course, if we blackened the skies with
aireraft all the way around the perimeter
of the United States, a reasonably early
detection of any low flying aircraft could
be made.

In considering the matter of cost over-
runs, it is well to keep in mind that this
problem is not confined to the Depart-
ment of Defense. Almost every agency of
the Federal Government has been hit
hard by the same problem. Take our
space program, for example, where we
have had spectacular success in the last
couple of years. The lunar module, which
so magnificently landed and removed
our brave astronauts from the surface of
the moon, was originally estimated to
cost $387 million. Its currently estimated
cost is $2.1 billion, a 500 percent increase.
And there are others. Here in the Na-
tion's Capital, for instance, the John F.
Kennedy Center for the Performing
Arts was estimated to cost $46.4 million.
Its presently estimated cost is $66.2 mil-
lion, a 46 percent cost overrun. Our In-
terstate Highway System, which involves
almost every State in the Union, was
originally estimated to cost $27.6 billion
for the 41,000 mile interstate system. To-
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day, the cost estimate for the same num-
ber of miles is $56.5 billion, a 104 per-
cent increase.

In 1965, when medicare was enacted,
hospital insurance benefits were esti-
mated at $2.9 billion for calendar 1970.
The latest estimate for 1970 is $5.6 bil-
lion, an increase of 93 percent.

I call attention to the committee report
in regard to cost overruns. On account
of the inereased emphasis on this prob-
lem, this year, there is a sound basis to
hope that a better job will be done in the
future and the Committee on Appropri-
ations will continue to move toward that
objective.

A special word of caution is in order
with respect to possible future overruns.
It is inevitable that some cost overruns
will oceur—in aircraft programs, ship
programs, and other programs.

In the ABM program, the complexities
are so great one must not be surprised
if overruns occur. Additional costs are
bound to arise as we move forward with
this highly complex and expensive effort
to protect our people against the threat of
the intercontinental ballistic missile and
the sublaunched ballistic missile.

DEFENSE VERSUS NONDEFENSE SPENDING

While on the subject of expenditures,
now generally called outlays, I believe
it is important to note that, from 1964
to 1970, defense expenditures have in-
creased by $27 billion and this is mostly
explained by the war. During this same
time period, however, other agencies of
the Federal Government have increased
their expenditures by over $47 billion.

Let me try to bring this expenditure
picture into better focus by looking at
the last couple of years. From fiscal year
1968 to fiscal year 1970, defense expendi-
tures actually declined slightly, while the
other agencies of the Government in-
i:reased their expenditures by $12.4 bil-
ion.

It is also interesting—as I have noted—
that military outlays, as a percentage
of the gross national product, are esti-
mated to be 8.1 percent in fiscal year
1970 as compared with 9.5 percent in fis-
cal year 1968. The 8.1 percent estimated
is below the pre-Vietnam year of 1964,
and well below the levels of the 1950's
and early 1960’s.

My purpose in citing these statistics
is to make it clear that the Defense
budget alone has not been responsible for
our inflationary trend in recent years.
We need to look at both sides of the coin.
It has been alleged that the needs of the
domestic front are being neglected in our
effort to maintain a strong military pos-
ture. The facts do not support this
premise.

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

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 additional minutes.

VIETNAMIZATION PROGRAM

We are all interested, of course, in the
Vietnamization of the war—and in what
this bill does to bring the war in Vietnam
toward a conclusion. I think it would be
well to consider that in this bill we are
providing more than one-half billion
dollars to accelerate the Vietnamization
program.

The Vietnamization program has been
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going on throughout the war in Viet-
nam. We have supplied the South Viet-
namese with vast quantities of fighting
equipment and provided training. It is
the policy of the Government to acceler-
ate the Vietnamization program.

President Johnson in making the
speech on March 31, 1968, in which he
announced that he would not seek re-
election, made this statement:

Our presence there—

And he was referring to Vietham—
has always rested on this basic bellef: The
main burden of preserving their freedom
must be carried out by them—by the South
Vietnamese themselves. * * *

That has been the philosophy of our
government in the past. It is the philosophy
of our government at this time.

Continuing to quote from President
Johnson’s speech:

We and our allies can only help to provide
a shield—behind which the people of South
Vietnam can survive and can grow and de-
velop. On their efforts—on their determina-
tions and resourcefulness—the outcome will
ultimately depend.

Quoting further from President John-
son's speech of March 31, 1968:

We shall accelerate the reequipment of the
South Vietnamese armed forces in order to
meet the enemy's increased firepower. This
will enable them progressively to undertake
a larger share of combat operations against
the Communist invaders.

The Vietnamization program is one
which we have supported in the past
and, of course, it is a program which
we are supporting today. We want to
achieve the Vietnamization of the war
to the greatest possible extent and as
rapidly as we can.

We have provided vast sums for am-
munition, for weapons, for rifles and for
modern equipment for the South Viet-
namese. This program has been financed
in prior bills, often in supplemental bills,
and it is being further financed in this
bill.

While we cannot predict when the war
will end and we cannot predict whether
the Vietnamization of the war will sue-
ceed, it is a continuing program of the
Government and we propose to give this
program every opportunity to succeed.

Later I shall ask permission to add
in the REcorp certain additional infor-
mation in regard to what this bill con-
tains for the Army, Navy and Air Force
and for the various forces. But I feel I
should conclude presently in order to
leave time for others who wish to speak.

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

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

Mr., PUCINSKI. The chairman has
made an excellent statement. I desire to
pursue, if I may briefly, his remarks
about overruns. It is my understanding
that in this bill an amount of about $7
billion is necessitated by overruns. The
gentleman has said that if there is no
waste and no fraud, an overrun is ac-
ceptable. I was wondering what is the
legal position of the second lowest bid-
der? What is the legal position of the
second lowest bidder defense contractor
if the lowest bidder subsequently comes
in with an overrun claim? We seem to be,
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I gather from the gentleman’s remarks,
too tolerant of overruns. I gather from
the gentleman’s remarks that he is very
tolerant of overruns, and I am wonder-
ing—this whole practice of accepting re-
vised costs of defense contracts as addi-
tional costs, which the gentleman said is
precipitated by inflation—I am wonder-
ing if this acceptance of overruns does
not make a fraud of the whole competi-
tive bidding system on defense contracts.
I wonder if the gentleman has a com-
ment he could make on that?

Mr. MAHON. I will be glad to comment
on that. The position of the second low-
est bidder, of course, is this: if the bid-
der with the lowest bid is a responsible
bidder, he, of course, gets the contract.
The trouble on so many defense con-
tracts is that the trend of the develop-
ment program is rather unpredictable,
and it is true that certain defense con-
tractors undertake to bid as low as pos-
sible with the thought that the revisions
and additions which may upgrade the
weapon, or changes which may be made
upon the recommendation of the Defense
Department will enable the contractor to
protect himself economically by the ad-
ditional funds which are provided for
upgrading the program. This, of course,
is a practice which must certainly be dis-
couraged. I do not condone cost overruns
at all. I do not mean that. I am trying
to get the problem in a better focus.

A cost overrun does not indicate that
there has been dishonesty or fraud, per-
haps not even deceit.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman vield?

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. RHODES. I believe the chairman
would also agree with me that most of
the items which the military buys are
not “off the shelf” items. In other words,
you do not make a Spartan missile every
day, and you do not have any experience
from someone else who has made one.
The point that the gentleman from Illi-
nois made is a good point, because the
Department of Defente does find itself
in a position of not only trying to get
the lowest responsible bidder but it has
to be sure also, that he did not bid so low
as to be an unconscionable bid, with the
hope of buying in on the contract later
on. This is the tightrope which the De-
partment of Defense has tried to walk.
The gentleman’s point is well made.

Mr. MAHON. I would like to say in
connection with this bill that we have
had excellent cooperation from the De-
partment of Defense. Our former col-
league, Secretary Laird, has cooperated
with the committee very well indeed.
And this can be said of the service Secre-
taries and the members of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff.

It should be said that not all our reduc-
tions have been approved by defense offi-
cials but many have been. No doubt
changes will be sought in the Senate
version of the bill.

We have tried to put the imprint of
the Congress on this bill. We think it is
a bill that liberals and conservatives,
Democrats and Republicans, can all sup-
port. I realize we all want to move toward
adjournment of this Congress, and pas-
sage of this bill is one of the important
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requirements before we can conclude.
After we pass this bill, we will have the
foreign aid bill and a supplemental, and
that will conclude the 21 bills and reso-
lutions from the Appropriations Com-
mittee for this session of Congress.

APPRECIATION OF SUBCOMMITTEE AND STAFF

Mr. Chairman, I cannot conclude
without expressing my deepest apprecia-
tion for the fine work which has been
performed on this bill by all members of
the subcommittee. I take pride in serving
on the committee with the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. S1gEs), the gentleman
from Mississippi (Mr. WHiTTEN), the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr, AN-
pREWS), the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. Froop), the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. Stack), the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. Appasso), the
gentleman from California (Mr. Lips-
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coms), the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
MinsHALL), the gentleman from Arizona
(Mr. Ruopes), and the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. Davis). These men de-
serve the thanks of the Congress and the
American people.

Now let me refer to the staff.

It would be difficult to exaggerate the
importance of the staff in the prepara-
tion of a bill of this importance and mag-
nitude. Members of the staff have lab-
ored through months of hearings, work-
ing early and late in the preparation of
the material which has been utilized by
the committee, in the drafting of the re-
port and the performance of many other
important duties too numerous to men-
tion. They are due a special vote of
thanks.

I wish to list for the Recorp these able
and dedicated men who have meant so
much to the subcommittee in the prep-

SUMMARY OF BILL BY MAJOR CATEGORIES
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aration of the pending bill. They are as
follows: Robert L. Michaels, Ralph Pres-
ton, John Garrity, Peter J. Murphy, Rob-
ert B. Foster, and Austin Smith.

The chief staff man on Defense—Mr.
Robert Michaels is retiring this year
after more than 18 years of distinguished
and dedicated service with the Commit-
tee on Appropriations. I wish to person-
ally congratulate him for his long and
able service and wish him good luck in
his future undertakings.

Mr. Ralph Preston who has served with
the committee for 18 years—a man of
unquestioned talent and ability—will
succeed Mr. Michaels as chief of the De-
fense staff.

SUMMARY OF BILL

Under permission granted to revise and
extend my Remarks, I shall include a
summary of the details of the various
titles of the bill, and include a tabulation:

Functional titie

Budget estimate,
fiscal year 1970
(new budget

authority) !

Appropriation,
fiscal year 1969
(new budget

authority)

Committee bill compared with—

Budget estimalte
fiscal year 1970

C ittee bill App ion, 1969

Title 1—Military Personnel

Title 11—Retired Milita? Personnel.....
Title 111—0peration and Maintenance
Title IV—Procurement

Title V—Research, D

Total, Department of Defenset. .. . nanan

$24, 376, 900, 000
21,792, 100, 000
, 886, 800, 000
8,222, 400, 000

2§23, 8?;. 103, 427
22, 355, 818, 000

J a J

7, 549, 828, 000

$21,057,200,000 - %2,819,903,427
2, 735, 000, 000 2,735, 000,

20, 878, 100, 000
18, 092, 148, 000
7,197, 600, 000

—3%3, 319, 700, 000
-2, 735, 000, 000

914, 000, 000
—2,794, 652, 000

\ 352, 000
—352, 228, 000 —1, 024, 800, 000

274, 402, 249, 427

75, 278, 200, 000 69, 960, 048, 000

—4, 442,201, 427 -5, 318, 152, 000

224, 473, 208, 223

220, 698, 463, 2

25, 058, 824, DDD
4,171, 754, 000

23'355300000
22, 804, 000,

23,959, 434, um
4, 559, 466, 000

—2, 125,208, 223
+111, 084, 796
—2, 699, 190, 000
+271, 112, 000

-1, 60? SBUDOG

4, 442, 866, 000 —116, 600, 000

274,402, 249, 427 75, 278, 200, 000

69, 960, 048, 000 —4, 442, 201, 427 =5, 318, 152, 000

! January 1969 budget, as amended in H. Doc. 91-100.

2|ncludes amounlts warranted by Treasury Department pursuant fo P.L. 91-31.

OPERATIONS

Mr. Chairman, operating funds includ-
ing both military personnel and opera-
tion and maintenance, are used to sup-
port the everyday operations of our
Armed Forces in Vietnam, other areas
overseas, and in the United States. The
budget request was for a total of $43,434,-
000,000. The reduction made by the com-
mittee is $1,498,700,000. Operating funds
recommended in the bill are $41,925,-
300,000 This amount represents about 60
percent of the total amount recom-
mended in the bill.

The funds included in the bill will sup-
port day-to-day operations of our mili-
tary establishment. Funds are included to
support a total active duty military per-
sonnel strength of 3,235,100 at the end of
fiscal year 1970, a reduction of 216,800 be-
low the revised budget estimate of April
15, 1969. Some of the major military com-
ponents to be supported include 17 Army
and 3'5 Marine divisions, 11 Army bri-
gades, about 770 ships of the active fleet,
23 carrier air groups, three Marine air
wings, 66 Air Force combat air wings,
and 118 Air Force support squadrons.

The principal reductions in operating
funds relate to the announced decisions
by the Department of Defense in such
areas as troop withdrawals from Vietnam
and Thailand, reduced operations in
other areas of the world, reductions in
military personnel end-strength, base
closures, ship and aircraft deactivations,

Included under ““Military Personnel.’

and cutbacks in other operations, These
reductions were made in part to comply
with the governmentwide expenditure
limitation enacted in the Second Sup-
plemental Appropriation Act, 1969, Pub-
lic Law 91-47. Total reduction relating to
these actions were $920,070,000.

Curtailment of operations in Southeast
Asia was initiated by the Department of
Defense as & part of the Vietnamization
program. The committee has relied
heavily on the guidance of officials of
the Department of Defense in reducing
the funding of items directly related to
the war in Southeast Asia. Further with-
drawals of U.S. forces may make addi-
tional funding reductions possible during
the remainder of this fiscal year, but the
committee has not deleted funds on this
basis. The enemy could again escalate
the intensity of combat and the commit-
tee does not want American forces to be
placed in jeopardy by shortages of
needed supplies and equipment if this
should occur.

As was pointed out in the hearings, the
committee is concerned that too rapid
withdrawal of some U.S. forces could
imperil the forces which remain. Every
precaution must be taken to avoid this
situation.

MILITARY PERSONNEL
SCOPE OF THE BILL

The bill includes appropriations total-
ing $21,057,200,000 for military person-
nel and $2,735,000,000 for “retired pay,

4 Includes funds for “‘Retired Pay De[anse

Defense.” Appropriations made under
listed personnel while on active duty,
including such items as basic pay, special
pay, quarters allowances, subsistence,
clothing allowances, various allowances
for duty overseas, separation payments,
social security contributions, and various
reenlistment bonuses. Also included is
permanent change of station travel
which provides for such items as the
travel of the individual and his family,
the shipment or storage of his house-
hold goods, the various dislocation allow-
ances, as well as separation travel.

Title IT of the bill, covering retired
pay, finances pay of retired military per-
sonnel, retained pay of the Navy and
Marine fleet reserves, and payments to
eligible survivors pursuant to the retired
servicemen's family protection plan.

Title I of the bill represents a de-
crease of $3,319,700,000 below the budget
estimate of $24,376,900,000. However,
offsetting this reduction is the transfer
of $2,735,000,000 for “retired pay, MPe-
fense,” from title I to a new title II.
Therefore, the actual committee reduc-
tion in the military personnel request is
$584,700,000. Of the $23,877,103,427 ap-
propriated in fiscal year 1969 for mili-
tary personnel, $2,450,000,000 was for
“retired pay, Defense.” Therefore, the
actual reduction below the comparable
1969 appropriation for title I is $369,-
903 ,4217.
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BEPARATE TITLE FOR RETIRED FAY

This year the committee has recom-
mended the creation of a separate title
title I, “Military Personnel,” finance the
pay and allowances of officers and en-
for “retired pay, Defense,” because of the
fact that the cost of retired pay is rapidly
becoming a major item of expense in the
Department of Defense budget. In addi-
tion, funding for this activity is uncon-
trollable in the usual sense through the
appropriation process since the retirees
of the Department of Defense and their
survivors must be paid as provided for by
law. In addition, during the course of the
hearings it was brought out by witnesses
of the Department of Defense that based
on projections of the cost of retired pay,
providing for minimal increases in rates
over the years, in all likelihood by the
year 2000 retired pay will be well in
excess of $12 billion a year. Therefore,
for the sake of clarity and in order to
separate “nonmilitary” from “military”
costs, the committee recommends that
appropriations for retired pay be estab-
lished as a separate title of the Defense
bill.

PERSONNEL REDUCTIONS

During the committee hearings, the
Secretary of Defense testified that the
services are planning sizable reductions
in end-strength below the revised budget
level. The original budget request sub-
mitted by President Johnson in January
of 1969 provided for 3,455,100 active duty
personnel. This figure was amended by
President Nixon on April 15, 1969, to a
revised total of 3,451,900. Since that time
the Department of Defense has an-
nounced further reductions in end-
strength to a new total of 3,235,100, for a
reduction of 220,000 below the January
budget and 216,800 below the April
budget. Reductions of this magnitude
obviously will result in significantly dol-
lar savings to the budget.

The committee has applied the follow-
ing savings by service:

One of the means used by the Depart-
ment of Defense to achieve the end-
strength reduction has been to reduce
draft calls. The first move in this direc-
tion was the cancellation of the Novem-
ber and December 1969 draft call which
had the effect of not bringing 50,000
young men into the service. Very recently
a sizeable cutback in the January draft
call was also announced.

TROOP WITHDRAWALS FROM VIETNAM

Another item that allows for signifi-
cant savings in the military personnel
account is the withdrawals of troops from
Vietnam. Upon completion of the mid-
way conference on June 8, 1969, the Pres-
ident announced that he was withdraw-
ing 25,000 troops from Vietnam. Since
that time, he has announced that an ad-
ditional 40,000 troops will be withdrawn,
for a total announced reduction of 65,000.
The reduction is scheduled to be com-
pleted by December 15, 1969, and dur-
ing the period of June 1 to December
1, 1969, the total in-country strength in
Vietnam has in fact decreased by ap-
proximately 61,000.
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Withdrawals from Vietnam do not
necessarily result in end-strength redue-
tions. Many of the {roops were redeployed
to bases within the United States, others
were redeployed to Okinawa and some
were released from the service. However,
a significant dollar savings results sim-
ply from the withdrawal of the troops
from Vietnam even {hough they may be
redeployed elsewhere. For example,
troops in Vietnam receive combat pay,
overseas duty pay and some receive sep-
aration allowances. In addition there are
added costs for combat rations and spe-
cial tropical clothing.

However, in the case of the Marine
Corps, of the 27,000 withdrawn from
Vietnam, some were redeployed to Oki-
nawa. In this case, many of the allow-
ances which are drawn in Vietnam are
also drawn in Okinawa. Therefore, the
total savings, by service, are estimated to
be:

$30, 000, 000
6, 000, 000
18, 000, 000
2, 500, 000

SIZE OF HEADQUARTERS STAFFS

The Department of Defense and the
military services have their principle
headquarters in the Greater Washington,
D.C., metropolitan area. In addition, all
of the services have personnel assigned
to major command and administrative
headquarters located in various areas of
the country.

When these military and civilian per-
sonnel and those assigned to the head-
quarters of the unified and specified
commands located throughout the world
are considered, the organization appears
to be considerably overstaffed. During the
hearings, the committee questioned the
Secretary of Defense and the service
Secretaries regarding the size of the
headquarters staffs. It was pointed out in
the hearings that the number of people
in headquarters activities in the Wash-
ington, D.C., metropolitan area alone was
estimated to be 72,893 civilians and 42,-
029 military in 1970. The committee feels
that a Washington area headquarters
staff of almost 115,000 is unwarranted
and represents topheaviness even for an
organization the size of the Department
of Defense.

The Secretary of Defense testified that
there are plans underway to reduce the
Washington headquarters staff by 1,755
military and 1,539 civilians. The commit-
tee applauds these reductions as a step
in the right direction; however, the com-
mittee feels that further review will iden-
tify additional areas that are overstaffed
within the headquarters operation and
has, therefore, made a substantial reduc-
tion in both civilian and military man-
power on this account. The reduction for
civillan personnel is discussed under “Op-
eration and maintenance.” The reduction
applied to military personnel, by service,
is:

$1, 80O, 000
2, 7565, 000
1, 300, 000
1, 880, 000
PERSONNEL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

The committee reviewed the various
programs in the services designed fo as-
sist military personnel in returning to
civilian life or upon entering the military
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service. Presentations were made by the
services and by the Secretary as to the
various projects known as Project 100,-
000; Project Transition; Project Value;
and Project Referral. The committee
feels that appropriate assistance by the
Department of Defense or by the services
to men upon entering the service, or
about to return to civilian life, is
desirable.

All of these programs are very new and
their cost has increased at a very rapid
rate each year. Because of this rapid
acceleration in cost, the committee is of
the opinion that reductions in each of
these programs would be most appropri-
ate this year and would provide the
needed impetus for the Department of
Defense to review them and determine
the reason for the large increase in cost.
Funds for these various projects appear
in two places in the budget, title I—mili-
tary personnel, and title IIT—operation
and maintenance. The committee's re-
duction, by program, for both titles I
and III is:
Project 100,000
Project Transition
Project Value 200, 000
Project Referral 975, 000
CHANGES IN SUBSISTENCE COSTS AT MESSHALLS

During the course of the hearings, the
committee was advised that the services
were experiencing significant increases in
the absentee rate at their messhalls. The
committee has been informed that this
increase in absentee rates can be con-
tributed primarily to a new reporting sys-
tem that the services have implemented
during the past year. Because of these
adjustments in the absentee rates, the
original budget request for each of the
services was overstated. However, off-
setting the decrease in attendance at
mealtime there has been a corresponding
increase in the cost of subsistence. The
increase in subsistence costs in the case
of two of the services, has more than off-
set the decrease in requirements caused
by the decrease in attendance.

In the case of the Navy, the commit-
tee added $1,600,000 to the budget re-
quest, and in the case of the Air Force,
the committee added $2,280,000 to the
budget request. However, the Army and
the Marine Corps, even with the in-
creased cost of subsistence, are still over-
stated and reductions can be applied in
both cases. In the case of the Army, the
reduction amounted to $6,200,000 and in
the case of the Marine Corps, a reduc-
tion of $3,700,000 was applied.

NEW FOOD ITEM PROGRAM

During the hearings with the Depart-
ment of the Army, testimony revealed
that plans were underway for the test-
ing and production of a new type of food
item. In order to evaluate this new food
item the Army proposes to procure
enough of the item for 1 million meals.
While the committee feels this is a
worthwhile program, serious question
arises as to the need to procure 1,000,000
meals in order to effectively test the item.

It is the opinion of the committee a
smaller size sample would serve equally
well for evaluation purposes. The com-
mittee has, therefore, applied a reduction
of $750,000 to the program, which will
still provide for a sample size of at least
500,000 meals.

$1,735, 000
4, 015, 000




December 8, 1969

OTHER REDUCTIONS

During the committee’s hearings on
military personnel and on operation and
maintenance, the committee questioned
areas such as public affairs, public rela-
tions, and public information; and also,
the area of automatic data processing.
Sinece the majority of the funds for both
of these items appear in the “Operation
and maintenance” account, the reduc-
tions made in military personnel are
primarily to support the major reduction
made in the “Operation and Main-
tenance” account.

However, military personnel are in-
volved in both of these areas and, there-
fore, it is only appropriate that some
reductions be made. In addition, other
reductions were made in the “Operation
and maintenance” account that require
a corresponding reduction in military
personnel. One example, is support serv-
ice contracts, and another example is
Operation Deepfreeze carried on by the
Navy. All four of these items are dis-
cussed in detail in the discussion on op-
eration and maintenance.

In addition, other reductions were
made in the “Military personnel” ac-
count to cover such items as the ship-
ment of privately owned motor vehicles
and the use of commercial air travel. In
the case of shipment of privately owned
vehicles it was determined during the
hearings that the average cost to ship a
vehicle had been overstated and, there-
fore, an appropriate reduction was made
in the budget request. In the area of
commercial air travel, a modest reduc-
tion was made and testimony during the
hearings indicated that better utiliza-
tion could be made of existing Military
Alrlift Command flights.

RESERVE AND GUARD PERSONNEL

The committee has provided funds for
a Selected Reserve of the Armed Forces
for a total average strength of not less
tha 964,687, as authorized. Modest reduc-
tions have been made in the request of
each of the Reserve components since the
components have failed to meet their
programed average strength.

Information provided by the services
substantiates the fact that paid drill at-
tendance is at a slightly lesser rate than
that programed at the time the budget
request was prepared. Therefore, the
modest reductions made by the commit-
tee are appropriate and in order.

SUMMARY TABLE OF FUNDS PROVIDED

Following is a table of the military per-
sonnel and retired pay, Defense funds
provided in the bill.

TITLE I—MILITARY PERSONNEL

Military personnel, Army-._. $8, 312, 000, 000

Military personnel, Navy____ 4, 370, 000, 000

Military personnel, Marine
Corps

Military personnel, Air Force_

Reserve personnel, Army.____

Reserve personnel, Navy____

Reserve, personnel, Marine
Corps

Reserve personnel, Air Force_

National Guard personnel,
Army

1, 518, 000, 000
5, 835, 300, 000
308, 000, 000
131, 400, 000

45, 000, 000
83, 400, 000

Total, title I—Military
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TITLE II—RETIRED MILITARY PERSONNEL
Retired pay, Defense 2, 736, 000, 000
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

Funds required for operation and
maintenance activities relate to the size
of the active forces and the numbers of
personnel in the Reserve components;
the tempo of operations, the desired de-
gree of readiness, and the deployment of
the forces; the training of personnel in
the use of weapon systems and equip-
ment; and, the types of military facilities
to be operated and maintained. The ap-
propriations for operation and mainte-
nance are directly related to the ability
of our Armed Forces to react quickly,
deploy effectively, and to maintain their
overall state of readiness.

The committee recommends appropri-
ations totaling $20,878,100,000 for opera-
tion and maintenance activities. This
amount is a reduction of $914,000,000
below the revised budget estimate for
fiscal year 1970. The largest single reduc-
tion, $217,600,000, relates to the an-
nounced reduction in force levels; such
as the cutback in military personnel and
the deactivation of older ships and air-
eraft. There are also other reductions in
force levels affecting the requirement for
operation and maintenance funds. These
reductions include the inactivation of the
Army’s 9th Infantry Division, and the
Marine Corps’ 3d Division, the phaseout
of the B-58's, and many base closures.

Notwithstanding the reductions made
for cutbacks in force levels, the services
are bringing into the defense force struc-
ture several new items and larger quanti-
ties of relatively new items for which
substantial support funds are required
during fiscal year 1970. In the Navy, some
55 new ships are expected to join the
fleet as a result of either new construc-
tion or conversion. The Air Force will
place into service in fiscal year 1970 the
C-5A, a few more wings of the F-111, and
will also begin deployment of a limited
number of FB-111's.

These are but a few examples of new
equipment being added to the force struec-
ture which will require a sustained level
of adequate operation and maintenance
funding.

The second largest reduction assigned
by the committee was $181,200,000 to the
withdrawal of forces from Southeast
Asia. Substantial amounts of operation
and maintenance appropriations are di-
rectly related to the tempo of the war in
Vietnam. With these withdrawals less
funds will be required for support op-
erations than had been estimated in the
revised budget.

The committee reduced the request for
communication and intelligence opera-
tion by $79,600,000. The Department of
Defense estimates that the revised budget
includes over $3 billion for these opera-
tions. The reason for the committee’s re-
duction was to emphasize to the Depart-
ment the need for better management.
Suggested areas for improvement are
spelled out in the committee’s report. The
committee recognizes the need for re-
linble communication and intelligence
operations and any degree of reliability
in either area will be dfficult to attain
until such time as the needed manage-
ment improvements are implemented.
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OTHER O. & M. REDUCTIONS

The Department of Defense has an-
nounced a reduction of about 48,600 full-
time permanent civilian employees. The
committee estimated that this reduction
will save $140,500,000 in fiscal year 1970.
Other major areas the committee has
reduced are:

Headquarters operation and ad-
ministration
Automatic data processing op-

eration
Public affairs, relations, and in-

formation
Bervice support contracts
Pilot training
Management studies

Headquarters operation and adminis-
tration were discussed previously under
“Title I, military personnel.” Of course,
there are related reductions in operation
and maintenance for the supplies, main-
tenance, utilities, support services, and
other cost incurred in support of these
large headquarters operations.,

AUTOMATIC DATA PROCESSING OPERATION

The committee is concerned with the
rapid expansion of automatic data proc-
essing systems in the Department of De-
fense, Last year and again this year, the
committee, in cooperation with the Gen-
eral Accounting Office, reviewed the
practices of the various component or-
ganizations of the Department in plan-
ning, procuring, and installing this new
ADP equipment for use in computerized
management systems. To say the least,
the committee is not pleased.

Last year, the committee found that
there was a general lack of coordination
and planning within and among the serv-
ices and/or Defense agencies relating to
the adaptability of the various systems to
one another. The committee directed last
year that a thorough review and analysis
of all systems should be undertaken as
soon as possible, The committee also be-
lieved that a close working relationship
should be arranged between the new re-
view offices established in each Service
and the new office under the cognizance
of the Assistant Secretary of Defense,
Comptroller. It was apparent to the com-
mittee that only through such a coordi-
nated effort could adequate control be
established for the planning, adaptation,
coordination, and installation of these
ADP management systems. The commit-
tee also directed that until such time as
these newly established offices have had
an opportunity to review various systems
in existence as well as those being plan-
ned for the future, expansion of all sys-
tems should be held in abeyance.

Despite this request, the Services were
permitted to proceed with the expansion
of many systems without the requisite re-
view. It was evident from the commit-
tee’s review this year that there is still a
need for improved management of these
costly systems. It was disclosed that ex-
isting systems were still being updated or
new systems installed without careful
consideration of the product of other sys-
tems already in existence or of other par-
allel systems being developed. For exam-
ple, the Air Force plans to install a new
phase II base level system at many Air
Force bases in the United States. The
commitfee is not convinced that vhis is
necessary. It appears that at some bases
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the existing second generation equipment
provides adequate information, and that
third generation equipment is a multi-
million-dollar luxury.

The committee will continue to give
Defense ADP operations close scrutiny.
The General Accounting Office has been
directed to continue a comprehensive re-
view in this area.

FUBLIC AFFAIRS, RELATIONS, AND INFORMATION

The Defense budget request for 1970
includes about $30 million for public
alfairs, public relations, and public in-
formation activities. The committee
made a direct reduction cf $4,955,000 in
this request—$2,455,000 in military per-
sonnei and $2,500,000 in operation and
maintenance, The commitize’s reduction
in civilian personnel employmens and
headquarters staffs will tend to cause
even further reductions. These actions
will likely result in an indirect reduction
of an additional $f million, or a tctal
reduction of about $10 million.

It is estimated that in fiscal years
1968 and 1969 the Department of De-
fense obligated about $28 million and $30
million, respectively, for public affairs,
public relation, anc¢ public informaticn
activities. The committee report on the
fiseal years 1968 and 1969 appropriation
bills pointed out these activities as an
area where reductions could be made.

The committee is of the opinion the
Department was not clesely managing
these activities. Therefore, early last
year, the committee ordered its surveys
and investigations staff to conduct a
comnprehensive review of these opera-
tions. The staff report pointed out nu-
merous areas of duplication, ineffective
utilization of personn:l, and a lack of
overall control of this operation.

The report was furnished to the Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense for Public
Affairs for corrective action. The com-
mittee was subsequently advised that
management changes are being initiated
and operational improvements should be
forthcoming in the very near future.

The committee also continued the
limitation on legislative liaison activities
of the Department cf Defense. Section
629 of the bill limits this activity to
$1,150,0006.

SERVICE SUPPORT CONTRACTS

The committee has noted over the last
few fiscal years that the costs of service
support contracts have substantially in-
creased in each service. Information pro-
vided the committee indicates that a
large increase is again intended for fiscal
year 1970. The committee recognizes the
need for these contracts but the cost of
this operation is increasing at a rate
which appears to be disproportionate to
the need. The committee reduced fund-
ing for fiscal year 1970 in this area for
each of the services in order to hold the
cost of these contracts at about the fiscal
year 1969 level. The committee intends
to give this matter further attention in
its review of the fiscal year 1971 budget
request.

PILOT TRAINING

The committee reduced the Navy's re-
quest for pilot training by $13 million as
a result of an announced cutback during
fiscal year 1970.

The committee also directed that fixed
wing training for helicopter pilots be
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discontinued. Both the Navy and the Air
Force give helicopter pilots training in
fixed-wing aircraft prior to helicopter
pilot training. Fixed-wing pilot training
is very, very expensive. For several years
the committee has discussed with the
Navy and the Air Force the need for
training helicopter pilots in fixed-wing
airerait. The committee suggested that
consideration be given to discontinuing
this type of training. This suggestion was
ignored. Last ycar the committee stated
in its report that fixed-wing training for
helicopter pilcts could be dispensed with
especially in view of the urgent need for
helicopter pilots. The committee pointed
cut that fixed-wing training could later
be provided for those pilots whose sub-
sequent duty would require it. However,
the services chose to ignore the report.

This year, both services testified to the
fact that they intended to continue to
ignore the committee's desires.

It cost on the average about $60,000
per trainee to become proficient in a
fixed-wing aircraft prior to helicopter
training. Since both Services train ap-
proximately 1,000 helicopter pilots each
year, the total cost for fixed-wing train-
ing is about $60 million in the two serv-
ices each year. The committee believes
that the $60 million exnended for fixed-
wing training could be used to better ad-
vantage for more urgent requirements.

Therefore, the committee directs that
the fixed-wing training of helicopter
pilots be discontinued. In taking this ac-
tion, the committee is reducing each
services request for pilot training by
$10,000,000. With this reduction, suffi-
cient funds will still be available for a
gradual phaseout of the program by June
30, 1970.

MANAGEMENT STUDIES

The committez has been critical of
consultant management studies made
for the Department of Defense for many
years. The committee's prior reviews of
the requirements for, and utilization of,
these studies demonstrated the need for
closer overall Defense management of
these funds. The review of the 1970
budget request further solidified the
committee's position. The committiee is of
the opinion that the Department of De-
fense is not exercising proper control
over when and what type of studies are
made. Therefore, the committee reduced
the operation and maintenance funds
requested for these studies.

SUMMARY TABLE OF FUND3 FROVIDED

Following is a table of the operation
and maintenance funds provided in the
bill for each service and/or Defense
component:

Agency Amount

$7, 214, 447, 250
5, 037, 300, 000
420, 000, 000

6, 454, 500, 000
1, 074, 600, 000
300, 000, 000
330, 534, 000

Defense Agencles

Army National Guard

Air Natlonal Guard

National Board for the Pro-
motion of Rifle Practice,
Army

Claims, Defense

Contingencies, Defense

Court of Military Appeals,
Defense

52, 750
41, 000, 000
5, 000, 000

666, 000

Total, operation and

20, 878, 100, 000
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PROCUREMENT

For the procurement portion of the
Defense budget, we have provided in this
bill about $18.1 billion, which is approx-
imately $2.8 billion less than the request
in the amended President’s budget for
fiscal year 1970, and $2.5 billion below
the amount made available for this pur-
pose in fiscal year 1969.

In general terms, the recommended
amount will fund a total of 686 fixed-
wing aircraft, 1,259 helicopters, con-
struction of 14 new ships, conversion of
17 others, and a classified quantity of
Minuteman II, Minuteman III, and
Poseidon missiles, as well as various
types of military hardware, combat vehi-
cles, and other equipment.

For the Army, the commitiee recom-
mended an appropriation of about $4.3
billion, a reduction of $787.7 million be-
low the amended budget estimate, and
approximately $1.4 billion below the
appropriation for fiscal year 1969, The
reduction inecludes $526.1 million which
failed authorization of Congress, and an
additional reduction of $261.6 million
recommended by the Committee. The
Army was provided funds for 29 fixed-
wing aircraft, the U-21 utility aireraft
and its reconnaissance version, the RU-
21; and for 972 helicopters of various
types, including 170 AH-1G Huey Cobras
to fill the void caused by the cancellation
of the AH-56A Cheyenne procurement
contract. Essentially, the helicopters
funded are to replace losses. The largest
single item funded, of course, is the
Safeguard ABM. The bill also funds
quantities of TOW and Shillelagh anti-
tank missiles and Redeye and Chapar-
ral air defense missiles. Fiscal year 1970
will complete the planned buy of the
Shillelagh missile.

A large variety of ground munitions
are funded in order to support the pro-
jected reduced levels of combat activity
in Southeast Asia. A total of $324.8 mil-
licn in the Army procurement budget is
directly related to the Vietnamization
effort, Communications equipment,
combat and support vehicles and weap-
ons were funded at a lower level this year
than in fiscal year 1969. The last buy of
the Sheridan tank will be made with
fiscal year 1970 funds. The committee
recommended reductions in funding for
a number of U-21 utility aircraft, as well
as for the Improved Hawk, Chaparral,
and Pershing missile systems. Reduc-
tions were also recommended in commu-
nications and electronics equipment, in
ammunition, based primarily on reduced
ammunition consumption, and in the
modernization of certain facilities.

For the Navy, the committee recom-
mended an appropriation of about $7.2
billion, a reduction of $1.3 billion below
the budget estimate, and $877 million
below the appropriation for fiscal year
1959. The committee funded a total of
282 fixed wing aircraft, including A-4
attack aireraft for the Marines, A-6 all-
weather bombers, EA-6B electronic
countermeasures aircraft, A-7 attack air-
craft for the Navy, F-4J fighters, and
a small quantity of AV-6B Harrier
V/STOL fighter aireraft for operational
testing by the Marines. In addition, a
quantity of P-3C Orion ASW patrol air-
craft and a number of training aircraft
were also funded. The committee rec-
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ommended the deletion of procurement
funds for the new F-14 general-purpose
fighter-interceptor aircraft and added
three such aircraft to the research and
development program. The feelings of
the committee relative to this aircraft
are expressed on pages 55 through 57
of the report which accompanies this
bill. The Navy was provided funds for 74
CH-46 Sea Knight and UH-1N Iroquois
helicopters. The request for procurement
of new RA-5C Vigilante reconnaissance
aircraft was denied because losses did
not support the need cited. We also de-
nied funds for new EKA-6D Intruder
tanker aircraft and recommended that
the Navy modify existing A-6A aircraft
in the inventory to the tanker configura-
tion. The committee funded a quantity
of Poseidon missiles, but reduced the re-
quest for the AIM-7F Sparrow III air-
to-air missile and denied funds for the
AGM-54A Shrike antiradar missile.

In the shipbuilding program the com-
mittee recommended funding 14 new
ships, including the CVAN-69, a third
nuclear-powered attack aireraft carrier,
plus the second increment of advanced
funding for nuclear propulsion spares
and fuel for the Nimitz-class earriers.
Three new SSN-688 class high-speed nu-
clear-powered attack submarines were
provided for, plus advanced funding for
five more to be built in subsequent years.
A new DLGN-38 class nuclear frigate,
formerly called the DXGN, was funded,
along with advanced procurement for
three more—one in fiscal year 1971, one
in fiscal 1972, and one in fiscal 1973.
We recommended the appropriation of
funds for five DD-963 class destroyers,
a new type previously identified as the
DX, as well as advanced funding for the
procurement of the MK-86 gunfire con-
trol system for eight more such ships.
The committee also provided for two
LHA general purpose assault ships, ad-
vance procurement for two more, and
two PGM motor gunboats. In addition
to the new construction provided for in
the bill, a number of new ships will join
the fleet during fiscal year 1970, includ-
ing eight nuclear attack submarines, 15
amphibious warfare ships, and 12 escort
ships.

The committee recommended funding
17 conversions; namely, six SSBN Polaris
to Poseidon submarine conversions, one
DLG frigate conversion, and 10 MSO
Ocean Minesweeper conversions. There
are also advance procurement funds for
12 more SSBN conversions—seven in
fiscal year 1971 and five in fiscal year
1972, and for four more DLG conversions
in fiscal year 1971. Of course, the three
fast deployment logistic—FDL—ships re-
quested this year failed congressional
authorization and were not funded.

The committee reduced the funds
requested for the procurement of the
MEK-48 torpedo, and requested that the
Navy complete the test program on both
versions of the MK-48 before deciding

which model of this weapon will be

bought for the fleet. We also recommend-
ed minor reductions in the proposed Ma-
rine Corps procurement program, pri-
marily related to the redeployment of
Marine units from South Vietnam. The
tetal Navy procurement accounts con-
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tains $3.4 million directly related to the
Vietnamization program.

For Air Force procurement, the com-
mittee recommends an appropriation of
approximately $6.5 billion, a reduction
of about $698 million below the budget
request and about $1.8 billion below the
appropriation for fiscal year 1969. Funds
are provided for the procurement of 375
fixed wing aircraft, including A-TD at-
tack aireraft, F-111D fighter/bombers,
RF-5 reconnaissance aircraft, A-37TB
close-support jet aircraft, O-2A observa-
tion aircraft, C-5A and C-130E airlift
aircraft, and a quantity of trainer air-
craft. Funds were made available for 213
helicopters, including the UH-1 Iroquois
and a new search and rescue helicopter.
The committee deleted the $52 million re-
quested for advance funding of long lead-
time items associated with future pro-
curement of C-5A aircraft beyond the 81
approved through fiscal year 1970 pro-
gram. The committee recommended that
within the funds provided for aircraft
procurement, $28 million shall be avail-
able to initiate the procurement of a
fighter aircraft to meet the needs of free
world forces in Southeast Asia. The com-
mittee deleted funds for the proposed
procurement of RF-4C reconnaissance
aircraft and the funding for modification
of B-58 bombers which are being retired,
and reduced the funding in other areas.

‘We provided for the procurement of
Minuteman II and Minuteman III mis-
siles as replacements for the older Min-
uteman I missiles. The replacement is re-
quired for the continued updating and
strengthening of our 1,000 Minuteman
force. Punds requested for standard ARM
and Shrike antiradar missiles were de-
nied because existing inventories of these
missiles are sufficient to meet present
needs. The committee also denied funds
for the initial procurement of the short-
range attack missile—SRAM—because it
was felt that it would not be prudent to
initiate procurement in fiscal year 1970
in view of the technical difficulties being
encountered in the development program.
Decreases were recommended in funds for
munitions, based on reduced consump-
tion rates in Southeast Asia, in vehicular
equipment, in communications and tele-
communications equipment, and in other
base maintenance and support equip-
ment. The Air Force procurement budget
contains $96.1 million directly attribut-
able to the Vietnamization program.

The committee recommended an ap-
propriation of $61.6 million for procure-
ment of supplies and equipment for the
Defense agencies of the Department of
Defense, a reduciion of $16 million below
the amended budget estimate, and $20.1
million below the appropriations for fis-
cal year 1969. The reductions were made
in funds for the Defense Communica-
tions Agency, National Security Agency,
Defense Intelligence Agency, and De-
fense Supply Agency.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION

For research, development, test, and
evaluation functions, this bill provides a
total appropriation of approximately
$7.2 billion, which is about $1 billion less
than the budget estimtae and $352 mil-
lion below the appropriation for fiscal
year 1969,
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Major programs funded this year in-
clude the Safeguard ABM system, the
Army’s Dragon antitank missile, the
Navy's F-14 fleet air defense fighter in-
terceptor, and the S-3A—formerly
VSX—antisubmarine warfare aircraft.
Also included is the Air Force’s F-15 tac-
tical air superiority fighter aircraft, the
airborne warning and control system—
AWACS—and the advanced manned
strategic aircraft—AMSA—now known
as the B-1 bomber. The committee either
reduced or denied funds for various
other development programs of the mil-
itary departments, and reduced funds for
missile test ranges as well as in-house
research and development activities and
facilities because of reductions made in
this overall program.

For the Army, the committee recom-
mended an appropriation of approxi-
mately $1.6 billion, a reduction of $274
million below the budget estimate and
$54.1 million above the appropriation for
fiscal year 1969. The funds provided will
permit improvement in certain portions
of the Safeguard ABM system and the
continued development of the Dragon
antitank missile, which is nearing com-
pletion of development.

Funds requested for the proposed de-
velopment of the utility tactical trans-
port aircraft system—UTTAS—a new
helicopter, were reduced and the funds
for the UTTAS engine were denied. The
committee reduced funds for Project
Mallard, a proposed international de-
velopment of a major taetical communi-
cations system for the field armies of the
four participating countries, and recom-
mended termination of the program. We
also suggested that the joint interna-
tional development of the MBT-70 main
battle tank be terminated and that the
Army proceed to design a tank with far
less sophistication and complexity that
can be produced at about a third of the
cost now estimated for the current de-
sign.

The recommended appropriation for
the Navy totaled $2 billion, a reduction
of $171.1 million below the budget esti-
mate and approximately $100 million be-
low the appropriation for fiscal year
1969. The funds provided will permit im-
provement to and continued testing of
the Poseidon missile. Full scale develop-
ment of the initial and follow-on ver-
sions of the F-14 fleet air defense fighter-
interceptor aircraft will be continued,
and the committee added three aircraft
to the program in order to maintain this
aircraft in research and development.
The funds made available will also per-
mit the initiation of development of the
S-3A—formerly VSX—antisubmarine
warfare aircraft.

Funds for the development of the
heavy lift helicopter were reduced, and
the committee recommended that the
Army and Navy proceed with a joint de-
velopment of such a vehicle. The com-
mittee also directed that development of
the Condor air-to-surface missile be dis-
continued because of the increased cost
of this weapon system resulting from de-
velopmental problems.

For the Air Force, this bill provides
for an appropriation of about $3.1 bil-
lion, a reduction of $504.3 million below
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the budget estimate and approximately
$307.8 million less than the fiscal year
1969 appropriation. The funds made
available will permit the continued de-
velopment of the F-15 tactical air su-
periority fighter aircraft, and the initi-
ation of engineering development on the
airborne warning and control system to
improve our continental air defense. The
advanced manned strategic aircraft—
AMSA—now known as the B-1 bomber,
will enter design competition in fiseal
year 1970. The committee recommended
funds for continued development on the
C-5A transport and F-111 fighter-
bomber aircraft and improvements to the
Minuteman missile. A modest amount
was provided for development of a new
interceptor aircraft for continental air
defense against Soviet bombers. The Air
Force will continue development of the
Maverick tactical interdiction air-to-
surface missile system during that fiscal
year.

The Air Force terminated the manned
orbiting laboratory program earlier this
vear, and the committee reduced the
funds requested for a new A-X attack
aircraft, which was considered to be a
relatively low priority requirement for
this year. We also reduced the requests
for the subsonic cruise armed decoy—
SCAD—missile for the B-52 and FB-111
aireraft, and the hard rock silo develop-
ment program for our Minuteman ICBM
force. The bill provides only half the
funds requested for an advanced air-
borne command post because the com-
mittee felt this requirement should be
studied further as to actual need.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-

nizes the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
MINSHALL),

(Mr. LIPSCOMB (at the request of
Mr. MiNsHALL) was granted permission
to extend his remarks at this point in
the RECORD.)

Mr. LIPSCOMB. Mr. Chairman, the
pending bill, H.R. 15090, making appro-
priations for the Department of Defense
for fiscal year 1970, is one of the most
significant and important pieces of leg-
islation the Congress will act upon dur-
ing this the first session of the 91st
Congress.

This appropriation provides for the
protection of the United States and to
bring the Vietnam war closer to an hon-
orable peace. In the context of national
needs there is no higher priority.

The distinguished gentleman from
Texas (Mr. Masox) who is chairman of
both the full Appropriations Committee
and the Defense Subcommittee has pre-
sented to the House an excellent report
on the Defense appropriations bill for
fiscal year 1970. I commend the chair-
man, and also my colleagues on the sub-
committee and our able and dedicated
staff for the fine job they have done.
They have performed a valuable public
service to the Nation.

DEFENSE FUNDS INCLUDED IN BILL

Mr. Chairman, HR. 15090 will provide
a total of $69,960,048,000 in new obliga-
tional authority for the Department of
Defense in fiscal year 1970, including the
support of our allies engaged in the con-
flict in Southeast Asia but excluding
other military assistance, military con-
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struction and family housing, and civil
defense. These latter requirements are
considered in other appropriations bills.
The bill does not provide for the De-
partment of Defense military and
civilian pay increases which became ef-
fective July 1, 1969. As has been the
custom in recent years, this last require-
ment, together with other civilian pay
increases, will be transmitted to the Con-
gress next January in a Government-
wide supplemental.

Barring a drastic change in the situa-
tion, a fiscal year 1970 supplemental ap-
propriation request for Southeast Asia
is not anticipated at this time. If this
assessment should prove to be correct,
it will be the first time since the South-
east Asia buildup began that we will not
be confronted by such a supplemental.

The $69,960,048,000 recommended is
$7,780,152,000 below the amount request-
ed for these purposes in the original fis-
cal year 1970 budget transmitted to the
Congress by the outgoing administration
in January, and $5,318,152,000 below the
amended fiscal year 1970 budget request
transmitted to the Congress in April by
the present administration, Indeed, it is
$4,362,798,000 below the amount appro-
priated for the same purposes for fiscal
year 1969, including the supplemental
provided earlier this year.

The funding provided in this bill is to
support a series of military activities
which, taken together, add up to essen-
tially the overall military program ad-
ministered by the Department of
Defense.

This includes our strategic forces
which are comprised of both offensive and
defensive aircraft and missiles and re-
lated systems. Another principal mili-
tary category is the general purpose
forces, which includes most of the Army’s
combat support units, most Navy units,
all Marine Corps units, and tactical units
of the Air Force. These forces, which re-
quire far the greatest single portion of
the Defense budget, are for the purpose
of performing the entire range of opera-
tions short of nuclear war. Airlift and
sealift forces are to transport troops,
supplies, and equipment in keeping with
our national needs.

Other major programs are the Guard
and Reserve Forces. Research and de-
velopment and other programs such as
intelligence and communications; cen-
tral supply and maintenance; training,
medical and other general personnel
activities; retired pay; administration
and associated activities; and military
assistance funded by the Department of
Defense.

It is for these activities that a total of
$69,960,048,000 is recommended in the
bill. Measured against the original fiscal
yvear 1970 budget request, the net reduc-
tion of $7,780,152,000 is the largest ever
recommended by the Appropriations
Committee in such a bill since the end
of World War II. And, this reduction is
recommended at a time when the conflict
in Southeast Asia is still unresolved,
when Soviet military capabilities are still
growing and when the Chinese Com-
munist nuclear weapons program is still
advancing. These are major reasons why
the markup of the Defense appropria-
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tions bill was a most difficult and de-
manding task.

I can assure the House of Representa-
tives that we did not approach this task
lightly. The Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee has always considered that its
primary duty is to provide for the mili-
tary security of the Nation. But at the
same time we have always recognized
that over the long run our military
strength depends upon the vigor and
growth of our economy and well-being
and cohesiveness of our society. Accord-
ingly, the task before us was to strike
an appropriate balance between these
two imperatives.

The actions taken by the committee
reflect its opinion that this bill is eon-
sistent with our national objective of
maintaining military superiority. Our re-
por:states in this regard:

The Committee continues to feel, as it has
stated for many years, that this country must
maintain its military superiority over any
other nation. It is the feeling of the Com-
mittee that this country does now have mili-
tary superiority and that steps must be taken
now and in subsequent years to continue to
maintain our overall military superiority. The
recommendations made are consistent with
this objective.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

I believe it is most appropriate at this
time to commend the Secretary of De-
fense for his outstanding econtribution to
our national welfare.

Herculean problems econfronted this
Nation on every side when the new ad-
ministration took office last January 20.
Nowhere, however, were the problems
larger or more formidable than those
which faced the Department of Defense,

The membership of this body can be
justifiably proud, therefore, of the Presi-
dent’s choice in selecting Melvin R. Laird
to be his Secretary of Defense.

With many years of service in the Con-
gress, including service as a member of
the Subcommittee on Defense Appropria-
tions, Secretary Laird came to his new
assignment with a thorough knowledge
of defense programs and problems and
of their proper place in the Nation’s
priorities.

I believe I speak for all of the members
of the subcommittee when I say that our
former colleague cooperated fully and in
a sensible and courageous manner has
dealt with this very difficult and painful
task of cutting Defense expenditures, His
knowledge and cooperation have been of
great assistance to the committee.

I also want to commend Secretary
Laird for his prompt action in establish-
ing a blue ribbon panel to study and
make recommendations and improve-
ments in the organization and manage-
ment of the Defense Department. This is
an action that the other minority mem-
bers of the subcommittee and I, including
Secretary Laird when he served with us,
have been urging for a number of years.
In view of the many shortcomings which
have surfaced in recent years, I believe
we can all agree that this action is very
timely.

OVERALL BUDGETARY CONSIDERATIONS

To the best of our ability, we have
taken into account both the favorable
and unfavorable developments, at home
and abroad, during the past year. On the
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domestic side we could not avoid facing
up to the critical fiscal, economic, and
social problems besetting the Nation at
this time, problems which were inherited
by the present administration. When
President Nixon took office this past
January the inflationary spiral had al-
ready been underway for 3 or 4 years.
From fiscal year 1964 through the orig-
inal fiscal year 1970 budget submitted by
the previous administration in January
1969, total Federal outlays were sched-
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uled to increase by almost $77 billion,
about 65 percent. The increase in na-
tional defense during this period was
estimated at 52 percent but the increase
in major social programs was set at 123
percent.

Mr. Chairman, the following table from
page 27 of the Budget of the U.S. Gov-
ernment as transmitted to the Congress
in January shows the changing structure
of Federal budget outlays over these
years.

CHANGING STRUCTURE OF FEDERAL BUDGET OUTLAYS
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1 Less than $50,000,000,

Although total Federal budget receipts
are also expected to increase substan-
tially between 1964 and 1970, they lagged
substantially behind outlays through fis-
cal year 1968, producing a budget deficit
in that year of more than $25 billion.
This was the largest deficit in the history
of our Nation except for the three World
War II years, fiscal years 1943-45. In
fact, the cumulative deficit in the 8 fiscal
years, 1961-68, exceeded $60 billion.

The new administration inherited a
fiscal year 1970 budget totaling $195.3
billion in outlays. By the middle of April
1969, it became clear that the programs
proposed by the previous administration
in that budget would require outlays of
$196.9 billion, principally because of in-
creases in interest on the national debt
and in farm price support payments.
Moreover, in view of the steadily mount-
ing inflationary pressures, President
Nixon came to the conclusion that it
would be necessary to reduce total Fed-
eral spending for fiscal year 1970 by $4
billion below the revised January esti-
mate, to a new total of $192.9 billion. This
reduction, it was then anticipated, would
produce a surplus of $5.8 billion for fiscal
year 1970. A surplus of this magnitude,
the President pointed out, “will speak
louder than any words to the business
and labor communities in this country
and to the world that the United States
is determined to bring a halt to the infla-
tionary spiral which has seriously affect-
ed our economy these last 4 years.”

However, by July 22, when the Presi-
dent signed the final supplemental ap-
propriation bill for fiscal year 1969 into
law, the budget picture had considerably
worsened. Expenditure estimates for such
uncontrollable items as interest on the
public debt, medicare, social security,
and so forth, had gone up by an addi-

tional $2.5 billion and congressional ac-
tions up to that time had added another
$1 billion, making a total increase of $3.5
billion. Together with the $1.6 billion
identified in April, the total estimated
increase in fiscal year 1970 expenditures
amounted to $5.1 billion. In other words,
the January budget estimate of $195.3
billion in outlays had, by July, grown to
$200.4 billion, excluding the reductions
made by the President in April.

Inasmueh as the inflationary pres-
sures were continuing unabated and the
Congress had established a new Federal
expenditure ceiling of $191.9 billion, plus
not to exceed $2 billion in increases in
certain uncontrollable budget categories
such as interest on the public debt, the
President had no better alternative than
to hold Federal expenditures to his April
estimate of $192.9 billion, $7.5 billion be-
low the newly adjusted January estimate
of $200.4 billion.

Because a large proportion of non-De-
fense expenditures are beyond the con-
trol of the executive branch, and the
Congress had already made it clear that
further substantial reductions should be
made in fiscal year 1970 defense pro-
gram, the President, with the concur-
rence of Secretary of Defense Laird, de-
cided that Defense should absorb $4.1
billion of the $7.5 billion in gross ex-
penditure reductions, or approximately
55 percent. Since Secretary Laird had al-
ready achieved an expenditure reduction
of $1.1 billion in his earlier review of the
January budget, the remaining amount
to be achieved was $3 billion, and this
was the new expenditure reduction goal
he announced on August 21 of this year.

Mr. Chairman, I believe it is of the ut-
most importance that the American peo-
ple clearly understand the reasons which
have led both the executive branch and
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the Congress to decide on substantial re-
ductions in the fiscal year 1970 Defense
program at this particular time,

Our economy has been experiencing
rapid inflation sinece 1965. Interest rates,
as we all know, have virtually doubled
since the summer of 1965.

Certainly, there should be full agree-
ment that the forces of inflation must
be brought under control, and promptly.
They not only bear most heavily on the
people who can least afford them, but
they also tend to distort our entire econ-
omy and undermine the strength of the
dollar at home and abroad. Furthermore,
if they are not brought under control
soon, the stability of our economy could
be gravely endangered.

At the same time, I am well aware
that the Nation is confronted with many
pressing domestic needs—alleviation of
poverty, elimination of urban blight,
modernization and expansion of our
transportation systems, pollution abate-
ment, and further improvements in
health and education. The growth in
these domestic needs is outstripping the
financial capabilities of individuals,
private organizations, and State and
local governments, thus adding further
to the burdens of the Federal Govern-
ment.

THE THREAT TO WORLD PEACE—NEED FOR

ADEQUATE DEFENSE

While recognizing the pressing need
to reduce defense expenditures, the
committee was well aware of the fact
that we still live in a very dangerous and
uncertain world. Aside from the present
administration’s new approach to the
Vietnam problem, which will be dis-
cussed in more detail later, and, hope-
fully, a successful outcome of the stra-
tegic arms limitation talks with the So-
viet Union, it would be difficult to point
with confidence to any change in the
international situation or in the size
and character of the threat to our se-
curity which would, in itself, justify a
significant decrease in our defense effort
this year.

With regard to the Soviet Union, the
strategic balance which has for so long
been in our favor is now beginning to
turn against us. The Soviets are con-
tinuing to deploy ICBM's, including both
the large SS-9's and the smaller SS-
11's, at a relatively rapid rate. Includ-
ing those silos still under construction,
and it should be noted that the United
States has not built any new ICBM silos
since 1967, the Soviet Union is now well
ahead of us in numbers of ICBM’s. And,
because of the very large yield of the
S5-9, up to 25 megatons for the single
warhead version, they are far ahead of
us in land-based missile megatonnage.

Moreover, they are confinuing to test
a version of the SS-9 with three multiple
reentry vehicles, each with an estimated
yield of 5 megatons and an accuracy
sufficient to pose a threat to the sur-
vival of our Minuteman force. They are
also continuing their tests of a frac-
tional orbital bombardment system on
their S5-9’s, which could be used to
launch a surprise attack on our bomber
forces, including even those aircraft on
15-minute ground alert.

Construction of Soviet Y-class sub-
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marines, which are similar to our Po-
laris, is proceeding at a rate which could
be as high as eight per year. As Secre-
tary Laird pointed out to the committee,
even at a rate of only six per year the
Eoviet submarine-launched ballistic mis-
s le—SLBM—forces could equal our own,
in terms of numbers, by 1975. Should the
Eoviets design their SLBM’'s for de-
rressed trajectory launch, which we are
told is not very difficult to do, these Y-
c.ass submarines could pose a severe
threat not only to our cities and soft
military bases but also to our bombers
maintained on 15-minute ground alert.

It was for these reasons that Secretary
Laird, earlier this year, reached the con-
clusion that the Soviet strategic offensive
missile forces could well pose a very seri-
ous threat to the survival of our own
land-based strategic offensive forces by
the mid or late 1970’s. He pointed out
that we would then be dependent upon
our Polaris and Poseidon forces, unless
we were willing to launch our Minute-
man force on warning, While he did not
wish to foreclose that possibility, he
strongly urged that we not allow our-
selves to get into a position where the
President would have no other choice.

Secretary Laird expressed the greatest
confidence in the survivability of our
Polaris/Poseidon SLBM force, at least
through the early to mid-1970's. But, he
made it very clear that in his judgment
it would be entirely too risky to rely upon
only one of the three elements in our
strategic offensive forces. He pointed out
the obvious fact that we cannot preclude
the possibility that the Soviets in the
next few years may devise some weapon,
technique, or tactic which might increase
the vulnerability of our SLBM force.

Nor did the Secretary believe that we
could preclude the possibility that the
Soviet Union might deploy a more effec-
tive and extensive ABM defense. Such a
defense, in combination with a substan-
tial Soviet hard target kill capability, he
noted, could seriously degrade our as-
sured destruction or deterrent capability.

These were the considerations which
led Secretary Laird and President Nixon
to conclude that at least a start should
be made in the deployment of the Safe-
guard system, initially for the defense of
our Minuteman force and later for the
defense of our bomber forces should the
Soviet threat to those forces continue to
develop.

More recently Secretary Laird in-
formed the committee that the Soviets
are believed to have begun flight tests of
a new medium-jet bomber. This aircraft
is estimated to have a combat payload
somewhere between the FB-111 and the
proposed advanced manned strategic air-
craft—AMSA. Like the Soviet supersonic
medium-range bomber, the Blinder, it
will probably have a standoff air-to-sur-
face missile capability and might also be
equipped for inflight refueling. In the
latter event it could in time pose a threat
to the Continental United States.

I do not want to overstate the impor-
tance of this new development, but it is
something we will have to watch closely
in the years ahead. It could have an im-
portant bearing on the future of our air
defense program.
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With regard to the Chinese Commu-
nist strategic nuclear threat to the
United States, the events of the last year
give us no grounds for complacency. Al-
though the Chinese have yet to launch
their first ICBM they are continuing to
move forward with their nuclear weap-
ons program, and with their testing of
medium-range ballistic missiles. Their
progress in nuclear weapons develop-
ment and testing has been rapid. In a
period of 314 years, ending in December
1968, the Chinese detonated eight nu-
clear devices, one of which was delivered
by a missile. Five of these eight tests in-
volved thermonuclear materials. Two of
them produced a yield of about 3 mega-
tons and are considered suitable for de-
livery by an ICBM.

During the current calendar year, the
Chinese Communists detonated two more
nuclear devices, one underground with a
relatively low yield, and one in the at-
mosphere with a yield of about 3 mega-
tons. The latter was the third successful
test of a nuclear device in the 3 megaton
range.

On the basis of what is known about
the Chinese nuclear weapons and ballis-
tic missile testing programs our intelli-
gence community has concluded that
China could attain a force of about 10-25
operational ICBM's on launchers by the
mid-1970’s, It was on the basis of this
intelligence judgment that the Nixon

administration decided that an option
should be included in the Safeguard pro-
gram to provide protection for our popu-
lation against the Chinese Communist
ICBM threat, if it should emerge.

Although the Soviets have been de-
voting large amounts of resources to the
buildup of their strategic forces, they
have by no means neglected their general
purpose forces. The latest intelligence
indicates that they may have actually
increased their land forces, particularly
in connection with their problems along
the Chinese border.

In Europe, Soviet forces still occupy
Czechoslovakia, posing a more forward
threat to the Allied central front in
Europe than previously. The Soviet
leaders demonstrated willingness to use
force in maintaining their control over
what they call the “Socialist Common-
wealth” cannot but have a disturbing
effect on the stability of Central Europe.
Moreover, their ability to move large
foreces quickly over long distances came
somewhat as a shock to our NATO allies
as well as ourselves. How long these
forces could have beer sustained in
combat, however, remains an un-
answered question.

Even though the Soviet leaders must
now be less certain of the loyalty and
support of some of their Warsaw Pact
partners, the pact forces, and particu-
larly the Soviet Army and tactical Air
Forces still constitute a formidable threat
to Western Europe. The reality of this
threat has heen amply demonstrated in
the last year by the extensive maneuvers
understaken by Soviet and other pact
forces, not only throughout Central
Europe but also on the North Sea. And,
the Soviets are continuing to develop
more advanced tactical aircraft and nu-
clear armed tactical missiles, as well as
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more conventional land forces weapons
and equipment.

In the Middle East, North Africa, and
the Mediterranean the Soviet Union
continues to expand its influence and
military presence. Whether they have
formally established naval bases in the
Mediterranean is less important than the
fact that such bases are available for
their use. President Nixon's initiative in
seeking the cooperation of the Soviet
Union in ameliorating the Arab-Israel
dispute and reestablishing peace in that
region has yet to bear fruit. Our Govern-
ment's efforts to achieve an agreement
on the limitation of arms shipments to
both sides in that conflict have also been
unsuccessful, Meanwhile, the Soviets
continue to equip, supply, train, and en-
courage the military forces of the more
radical Arab States in that region. In
this environment, the presence of the
U.S. 6th Fleet in the Mediterranean is
making a major contribution to the sta-
bility of the region.

As I have noted in past years, the
Soviet Union is definitely becoming a
global naval power. During this last year
their warships have operated in virtually
all of the oceans of the world, and this
past summer they deployed a sizable
fleet to the Caribbean. Their naval power
consists not only of large numbers of
submarines but also modern -cruisers,
frigates and destroyers, as well as large
numbers of smaller combatant types.

Also they have decided to concentrate
on guided missile ships with both sur-
face-to-surface and surface-to-air ca-
pabilities, as well as a land-based naval
air arm. The rationale for this policy was
explained by the commander in chief of
the Soviet Navy, Adm. S. Gorshkov, in an
article written in February 1967, per-
tinent excerpts of which can be found
in part 6, pages 642 and 643 of our hear-
ings on the fiscal year 1970 Defense budg-
et. Briefly, the Soviet leaders believe
that aircraft carriers, like battleships
after World War II, will decline in im-
portance and that submarines and land-
based naval aircraft equipped with mis-
siles and nuclear weapons will take their
place as the backbone of offensive naval
power.

That submarines have a very impor-
tant place in Soviet naval strategy, we
have known for a long time. Several
months ago, Admiral Rickover brought
our committee up to date on the status
of the Soviet submarine program. As of
that time they had about 270 attack sub-
marines, of which 20 were nuclear pow-
ered. They also had about 60 cruise mis-
sile-firing submarines, of which some 30
are nuclear powered. These are in addi-
tion to the 45 ballistic missile-firing sub-
marines, about 15 of which are nuclear
powered. Thus their total submarine
force numbers about 375.

Moreover, the Soviets are introducing
several new types of submarines and they
have a large organization devoted exclu-
sively to the design and construction of
these vessels. As is well known, their sub-
marine construction capability is sub-
stantially greater than ours. Admiral
Rickover maintains that their submarine
yards are the largest and most modern in
the world today, and that the Soviets
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are now operating their submarines out
of area for longer periods, in greater
numbers and at greater distances than
ever before.
ASIA AND WESTERN PACIFIC

The problem of most immediate im-
portance and gravest concern to the
American people is the resolution of
the conflict in Southeast Asia. We need
not recount the event which led to our
extensive involvement in that conflict.
Nor would it serve any useful purpose
at this particular point in time to pass
judgment on the decisions of the prior
administration which brought about the
situation in which we now find ourselves.
As President Nixon said in his speech of
May 14:

. the urgent gquestion today is what to
do now that we are there, not whether we
should have entered on this course, but what
is required of us today.

From the point of view of where we go
from here, I believe it is fair to say that
the Nixon administration has adopted
a very responsible and realistic policy
with respect to Vietnam and, in fact,
the entire region of Asia and the Western
Pacific. It will be recalled that both at
Guam last July and in his address to
the Nation on November 3, President
Nixon enunciated three basic principles
which would guide our future policy in
that part of the world:

First. The United States will keep all
of its treaty commitments in the area.

Second. The United States will provide
a shield if a nuclear power threatens
the freedom of a nation allied with us
or of a nation whose survival we con-
sider vital to our security.

Third. In cases involving other types
of aggression, we will furnish military
and economic assistance when requested
in accordance with our treaty commit-
ments, but we shall look to the nation
directly threatened to assume the pri-
mary responsibility of providing the
manpower for its defense.

TROOP REDUCTION

It is within this framework that the
Nixon administration has formulated its
new policy on the resolution of the Viet-
nam conflict.

The crux of this policy has become
known as Vietnamization; namely, turn-
ing over to the people of Vietnam the re-
sponsibility for their own defense and
the management of their internal affairs.
To assist them in assuming these re-
sponsibilities, the basic emphasis in our
overall effort in Vietnam has been
shifted from trying to do the job our-
selves to helping them do the job, In the

. military sphere, the equipping, supplying

" and training of the South Vietnamese

Armed Forces has been significantly ac-
celerated. More important, the goal of
this effort has been expanded to include
an ability on the part of the South Viet-
namese to defend themselves not only
against the Vietcong, but against the
North Vietnamese as well, This is a very
significant change from the objective re-
flected in the original fiscal year 1970
budget prepared by the preceding admin-
istration. Since January, Secretary Laird
has added $156 million to the Defense
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budget for this purpose; $36 million was
provided in the fiscal year 1969 supple-
mental and $120 million is included in
this bill. Inasmuch as the original fiscal
year 1970 budget request contained $532
million for the modernization of the
South Vietnamese forces, the total rec-
ommended in this bill for that purpose is
$652 million.

Good progress has been made since the
beginning of this year in implementing
the Vietnamization program. Let me give
you some of the specific accomplish-
ments:

The Regular Army demonstrated at
Ben Het that it can stand and fight—
and win.

Except for U.S. helicopter, engineer,
tactical air, and naval support, the Viet-
namese have largely assumed responsi-
bility for the war in the Mekong Delta.

The Vietnamese have assumed respon-
sibility for the security of Saigon and the
immediate vicinity.

They have met and exceeded the man-
power goals they set for expanding regu-
lar forces as well as the regional and
popular forces.

Volunteers outnumber conscripts by
about three to one.

Training is now being carefully re-
viewed to find those areas which will
really count in raising the effectiveness
of the Armed Forces of the Republic of
Vietnam.

The Vietnamese are making progress
in their efforts to neutralize the Vietcong
infrastructure. This is a high priority
problem.

And, let me point out that Vietnamiza-
tion means a lot more than the modern-
ization of the South Vietnamese Armed
Forces to permit them to assume more
of the combat burden. Vietnamization
means the progressive transfer to the
South Vietnamese of responsibility for
all aspects of the war and management
of their affairs, including the further
development of their governmental in-
stitutions, the strengthening of their
economy, and the improvement of their
internal security capabilities.

Already, President Nixon has found it
possible to announce two reductions,
totaling 60,000 men, in U.S. military
strength in South Vietnam. The first
reduction of 25,000 was completed by the
end of August, on schedule. The second
reduction of 35,000, announced by the
President on September 16, scheduled
for completion by mid-December, was
actually completed 3 weeks ahead of
schedule. Since January, the authorized
U.S. troop ceiling in South Vietnam has
been reduced from 549,500 to 484,000, a
drop of 65,500. As of November 22, the
actual strength was down to 484,300.

With regard to the future, further re-
duction in U.S. forces in South Vietnam
will be based upon the three criteria set
forth by President Nixon in June 1969:

First, progress in negotiations at Paris;

Second, a reduction in the level of
hostilities in South Vietnam; and

Third, the increased capability of the
South Vietnamese forces.

The reductions announced to date have
been based primarily on the last cri-
terion, which is the only one within the
control of our side in the struggle. This
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does not mean that the Nixon admin-
istration has lost interest in negotiations,
even though the results to date have
been very disappointing. A negotiated
end to the conflict in Vietnam would, of
course, be greatly welcomed. But it takes
two to negotiate, and the other side has
not evidenced much interest in a realistic
and just settlement of the conflict.

Nor can we and our allies in South
Vietnam unilaterally reduce the level of
hostilities. Indeed, our limited objective
in this conflict has left most of the in-
itiative to the other side. They have been
able to choose when and where to launch
their attacks. We have adopted what Sec-
retary Laird calls a policy of protective
reaction, as far as American forces are
concerned. This, of course, includes
whatever actions are necessary to safe-
guard the security of our forces in South
Vietnam, which must always be foremost
in the thoughts of our military com-
manders there. But if the other side is
willing, the new policy of protective re-
action does provide a basis for a mutual
reduction in the level of hostilities in
South Vietnam,

The Nixon administration’s new Viet-
nam policy has already contributed im-
portantly to the reduction in the mili-
tary and civilian personnel end strengths
originally planned for fiscal year 1970—
220,000 military and 68,000 civilian.
These reductions are reflected in the
committee’s recommendations for  the
military personnel and operation and
maintenance appropriations. Although
further reductions related to additional
withdrawals of U.S. troops from Vietnam
may well be announced before the end
of the fiscal year, the timing and extent
of these reductions are not now known.
Accordingly, the committee was not in
a position to anticipate them in its rec-
ommendations on this bill. Moreover, we
are greatly concerned that the enemy
might suddenly choose to escalate the
conflict, and we do not want our forces
to be placed in jeopardy because of a
lack of readily available support.

HKOREA-JAPAN

Elsewhere in Asia, the North Koreans
continued to threaten and harass the
people of South Korea. The situation on
the Eorean peninsula remains very pre-
carious. We have significantly improved
the readiness of both the South Korean
and our own forces there during the last
year. But more may have to be done if
the North Koreans continue their bel-
ligerent attitude.

The reversion of Okinawa to Japan,
which the President recently announced,
will take place in 1972 and will un-
doubtedly create some problems for our
military forces in the Far East. But this
action is consistent with the President’s
new Far East policy, and sufficient time
is available to make the necessary ad-
justments in our forces there. It is my
hope that our allies in that part of the
world, particularly Japan, will make good
use of that time in strengthening their
defenses. President Nixon has clearly put
them on notice that they will have to
pick up more of the burden of the de-
fense of the region in the future than
they have in the past.
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ACTION ON MAJOR MILITARY PROGRAMS

It should be stressed once again that
the committee had under consideration
not the original fiscal year 1970 budget
proposed by the outgoing administration
but rather the amended budget submitted
by President Nixon on April 15, 1969. All
cf the reductions and the few additions
recommended by the committee were
taken against the amended budget
request,

Also, subsequent to the submission of
the amended budget further reductions
were made in fiscal year 1970 forces and
programs by the Defense Department at
the direction of the President, for reasons
which were discussed earlier. The sec-
tion on major military programs con-
tained in the commitiee report on the
bill does not spell out the details of these
later changes. Consequently, I believe it
would be useful to summarize at this
point the major adjustments made in the
force levels originally planned for end
fiscal year 1970 in the January budget.

Secretary Laird has assured the com-
mittee that given the need to reduce De-
fense expenditures by a total of $4.1 bil-
lion within the current fiscal year, the
Service Secretaries and Chiefs agree that
these force adjustments will have the
least adverse effect on our overall mili-
tary posture. Nevertheless, the commit-
tee is aware that reductions of the mag-
nitude recommended in this bill will, in
some degree, limit the power and effec-
tiveness of the U.S. Armed Forces. How-
ever, it is not believed that they will re-
duce our military posture below a reason-
ably acceptable level in the light of all
of the circumstances.

In the strategic forces, one of the most
significant adjustments is the phase-
out of all the B-58 medium range super-
sonic bombers by the end of the current
fiscal year instead of in fiscal year 1974,
as planned in the January budget. To
offset this reduction, three more B-52
C-F squadrons will be retained in the
forces for the strategic nuclear mission.
Because of the drop in the B-52 sortie
rate in Southeast Asia, from 1,800 per
month actually flown in the first half of
this calendar year to a new planned rate
of 1,400 per month, the number of B-52
C-F squadrons required for that mission
has been reduced from five to three. With
regard to the FB-111, the amended fiscal
year 1970 budget reduced the planned
program from six to four squadrons.

The adjustments proposed in the air
defense forces for end fiscal year 1970
reflect an acceleration of the phasedown
projected in the January budget. These
forces as presently constituted are of
limited effectiveness. Pending a resolu-
tion of the modernization problem, we
agree with the Defense Department that
some cutback in the lower priority forces
is warranted in order to help reduce ex-
penditures. I want to assure the Mem-
bers, however, that appropriate action
has now been taken by the Air Force to
maintain a reasonable level of air sur-
veillance over the southeastern part of
the United States. Whether this action
in itself can preclude another Cuban
Mig-type incident remains to be seen.
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But the Air Force is well aware of the
problem and the concern of the Congress
in this matter.

In the general purpose forces pro-
gram, the land forces are being reduced
by 124 division force equivalents, one
Army and two-third Marine Corps, be-
low the level originally planned for end
fiscal year 1970. This reduction was
made possible by the withdrawals of U.S.
forces from Vietnam already announced
by President Nixon, Even so, we will still
have a total of 31 division force equiva-
lents at the end of fiscal year 1970, in-
cluding, of course, the Reserve compo-
nents.

The adjustments in the general pur-
pose air forces are relatively small since
the objective of the Defense Department
is to retain as much tactical air power
as is feasible under the circumstances.
The largest single reduction is in the spe-
cial operations forces, which will be cut
by about 15 percent. These forces have
been extensively used in South Vietnam,
but the need for them is now less ur-
gent. In confrast, the number of aircraft
to be made available to the Air Force Re-
serve components will be increased some-
what. This is an action which the Com-
mittee has long urged on the Defense
Department.

One of the most significant reductions
in the general purpose forces is in naval
vessels. Well over 100 ships will be in-
activated in fiscal year 1970. Most of
them are older ships which had been
scheduled to be phased out over the next
few years in any event. Nevertheless, this
action constitutes a significant reduction
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in the size of the active fleet and em-
phasizes the need to move forward with
the new construction program.

Included among the ship inactivations
are two antisubmarine warfare—ASW—
aircraft carriers. The January budget
provided for six ships and five air groups.
Under the revised plan we will have at
end fiscal year 1970 four ships and four
air groups.

The reductions made in the airlift
forces are quite small. Because of the de-
lay in the production program, there will
be 17 fewer C-5A transport aireraft in
the force at end fiscal year 1970 than
originally planned. However, as to other
transport aircraft, the Air Force will
have one additional C-130E squadron be-
cause attrition of this airecraft has been
less than originally estimated. All of the
remaining C-124's in the active force will
be phased out in fiscal year 1970 instead
of fiscal year 1971, but 18 more C-124's
will be retained in the Air Force Reserve
in place of some 35 C-119's. The Air Na-
tional Guard will also retain an addi-
tional 18 C-97's in fiscal year 1970, in lieu
of two C-141 associate units previously
planned for this year.

Finally, some 200 indirect support air-
craft will be phased out of the active
forces in fiscal year 1970, including 24
WB-47 weather reconnaissance aircraft,
with the balance mostly proficiency
training aircraft.

The administration plans a sizable
overall personnel reduction, currently es-
timated to be 216,800 military and 48,600
civilians. The details by service are shown
in the following table:

CHANGES IN END FISCAL YEAR 1970 PERSONNEL STRENGTHS

January
budget

Net change

From
amended
budget

From
January
budget

Amended

budget Revised
(Apr. 15, IBéS}

plan

Military:
L A
Navy........
Marine Corps...
Air Force. ...

1,507, 900

1, 509, 300
766, 900
314, 500
861, 200

1, 435, 400

294, 200

811,200 —50, 000

.. 3,455,100

Civilian®
ey 444,100
Navy/Marine Corps_._.... 403, 800
AirForce. ... oo = 318,200
Defense agencies : 68, 900

3,451,900 3,235,100

430, 420 412, 350 —18,070
395, 836 380, 000 —15, 836
319, 814 306, 800 =13,014

930 67,250 , 650 —1,680

—220, 000
—31,750
23, 800

—216, 800

L e 1,235, 000

1,215, 000 1, 166, 400 —68, 600 —48, 600

*Full-time, permanent civilian employees.

These adjustments have been taken
into account in the committee’s recom-
mendations. We have also given careful
consideration to other budget adjust-
ments proposed by President Nixon and
Secretary Laird. Many of them have
been fully embraced by the committee
and are reflected in this bill.

In making our recommendations fto
the House, the members of the commit-
tee have, of course, relied upon their own
judgment. Some of the reductions rec-
ommended go beyond those presently be-
ing considered by the administration. A
number of them have been made in an
effort to enforce better economy and bet-
ter management in the Defense Depart-
ment as well as in recognition of the

urgent need to reduce Federal expendi-
tures. And, as in past years, other re-
ductions have been made to underscore
various shortcomings and inadequacies
in certain programs. In some cases the
committee felt that the programs pre-
sented in the budget were not ready to
go forward at the rate proposed and re-
ductions were made on that account. Fi-
nally, a number of programs were de-
leted or reduced in scope by the action
of the Congress in enacting the authoriz-
ing legislation.

EUMMARY OF BILL EY TITLE

TITLE I—MILITARY PERSONNEL

Because retired pay is rapidly becom-
ing a major item of expense in the De-
fense Department budget and funding
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requirements cannot be controlled
through the appropriation process
since the retirees and their survivors
must be paid as provided by law, the
committee recommends that this item be
deleted from title I and be set out as a
separate title. On this new basis, the com-
mittee bill provides a total of $21,057,-
200,000 for title I—military personnel—
a reduction of $584,700,000 from the
amount requested in the amended fiscal
year 1970 budget. The bulk of this re-
duction, $521,270,000 reflects the troop
redeployments from Southeast Asia and
the overall military personnel cuts an-
nounced by the administration. Another
$30,000,000 represents reductions recom-
mended in the Reserve component ap-
propriations, reflecting, for the most
part, more realistic estimates of pro-
jected drill pay strengths.

The balance of $33,430,000 is made up
mostly of selective reductions in over-
head items. For example, the committee
recommends a reduction of $7,735,000 in
funds for military personnel assigned
to headquarters staffs. In the Washing-
ton, D.C,, area alone, the fiscal year
1970 budget provided for a total of 115,-
000 headquarters personnel, about 73,-
000 civilians and 42,000 military. In the
judgment of the committee, this num-
ber is excessive even for so large an or-
ganization as the Defense Department,
and reductions in civilian as well as mili-
tary personnel are recommended. In ad-
dition, a reduction of $2,455,000 is levied
against military personnel assigned to
public affairs, public relations, and pub-
lic information activities.

Because automatic data processing ac-
tivities have been expanding so rapidly,
inefficiency and duplication of effort
have resulted. Accordingly, the commit-
tee recommends a reduction of $7,300,-
000 in funds for military personnel as-
signed to that area.

There are various programs in the
Department of Defense which are not
strictly military, inasmuch as the re-
sults of such programs are not for di-
rect military efforts. Some of these more
social-oriented programs are Project
100,000, to upgrade previously disquali-
fied inductees; Project Transition, to
prepare men to transfer from military
to civilian life; Project Value, to train
personnel for employment; and Project
Referral, to help find positions for re-
tirees. The cost of just these programs is
now approaching $40 million a year and
since there is some gquestion as to
whether they are entirely appropriate
for funding by the Department of De-
fense the committee recommended a
reduction of $6,935,000. Of this amount,
$2,260,000 is a reduction in the appro-
priation for military personnel and $4,-
675,000 is applied to operation and main-
tenance.

Other military personnel reductions
include $5,300,000 in permanent change
of station costs and about $6 million in
subsistence. The latter reflects a more
realistic estimate of the absentee rates
being encountered in mess halls.

TITLE II—RETIRED MILITARY PAY

The committee recommends for retired
military pay a total of $2,735,000,000, the
full amount requested in the amended
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budget but $285 million more than the
amount appropriated for fiscal year 1969,
As pointed out in the committee report,
retired pay by the year 2000 could exceed
$7.3 billion per annum, assuming a con-
stant active force but no additional pay
or price increases. With an annual in-
crease of 3.5 percent in pay and 1% per-
cent in the price index, retired pay by the
year 2000 could exceed $12.7 billion per
year, again assuming a constant active
force.
TITLE III—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

For all of the operation and main-
tenance appropriations, combined, the
committee recommends a total of $20,-
878,100,000, $914,000,000 below the
amended budget estimate and $1,477,-
718,000 less than the amount appropri-
ated for this purpose in fiscal year 1969.

Of the net reduction totaling $914,-
000,000, almost $400,000,000 is related to
the troop withdrawals from Southeast
Asia and the overall reduction in forces
and activity rates which I discussed ear-
lier in connection with the military per-
sonnel appropriations. About $140,000,000
is related to the reduction in the end fis-
cal year 1970 civilian personnel strength
subsequent to the submission of the
amended budget.

For reasons which I have already dis-
cussed in connection with the military
personnel appropriations, the committee
recommends a reduction of $82,400,000 in
automatic data processing activities,
$55,000,000 in headquarters operations,
$4,700,000 in the social type programs
such as Project 100,000, Project Referral,
and so forth, and $2,500,000 in public af-
fairs activities.

The committee has again spent consid-
erable time this year in reviewing the
operations of the various communica-
tions systems of the Department of De-
fense and, again, the committee hearings
have disclosed duplication of manage-
ment responsibilities, ineffective coopera-
tion, duplication of review procedures
and inadequate effort directed toward
the elimination of so-called dedicated
networks. The details of our findings are
set forth in the committee report and I
will not take the time to repeat them
here.

But, needless to say, the committee was
not satisfied with the rate of manage-
ment improvement being made in that
area. The committee believes that there
is a need for better overall management
of existing communication assets; a need
for centralization of control of all com-
munications operations including, pos-
sibly, the elimination of “strategie,” “tac-
tical,” and “common user"” distinctions
among systems; and the need for a
single authority for the validation and
approval of all communication require-
ments, including the upgrading of exist-
ing systems and the development of new
systems.

The committee is aware that all com-
munication operations in the Depart-
ment of Defense are currently receiving
a thorough review by the Deputy Secre-
tary of Defense and his staff. We have
also been advised that this is one of the
areas which the blue ribbon panel will
study intensively.

To underscore the committee’s concern
in this area we recommend a reduction
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of about $45,000,000 in the amount to
be made available for the operation and
maintenance of the communications sys-
tems.

The committee has again reviewed the
Defense intelligence operations this year.
This review has reemphasized the need
for tighter top management control over
this important operation and improve-
ment in the management of the entire
system. The committee has been advised
by the Secretary of Defense of the
organizational changes he has recently
initiated in an endeavor to improve in-
telligence operations and the intelligence
product. Nevertheless, the committee did
not see any reason for an increase in
funds in fiscal year 1970 and, ac-
cordingly, reduced the appropriations
for these purposes by approximately
$30,000,000.

Another area of concern to the com-
mittee has been the substantial increase
over the last few years in the cost of
service support contracts throughout the
Department of Defense. The committee
recognizes that benefits can accrue
through having various service support
activities, such as food services or vehicle
maintenance, provided under contract in
certain circumstances. The committee
recognizes the need for these contracts
but believes the rate of growth is dis-
proportionate to the needs of the services.
Accordingly, the committee recommends
a reduction of more than $60,000,000,
spread among the four services and the
defense agencies, in order to hold the
cost of these contracts at about the fiscal
year 1969 level. Moreover, the eommit-
tee intends to give this area further at-
tention in its review of the fiscal year
1971 budget requests.

The committee also noted that the
services and defense agencies increased
in fiscal year 1970 their requests for
various management studies by inde-
pendent commercial consultant firms.
The committee is still of the opinion that
the Department of Defense is not exer-
cising adequate control over these stud-
ies and therefore recommends an over-
all reduction of about $7,000,000 in the
funds to be made available for that pur-
pose.

For several years, now, the committee
has discussed with the Navy and Air
Force the need for training helicopter
pilots in fixed wing aircraft. Last year
the committee suggested in its report that
this type of training for helicopter pilots
could be dispensed with, particularly in
view of the urgent need for these pilots.
The committee pointed out that fixed
wing training could be provided later for
those pilots whose subsequent duty
might require it. The estimated average
cost of training a pilot for fixed wing
aircraft operations prior to helicopter
training is approximately $60,000. Since
both services together train about 1,000
helicopter pilots each year, the total cost
of this training amounts to about $60,-
000,000 a year.

The committee believes that these
funds could be expended to better ad-
vantage for more urgent requirements.
Accordingly, the committee recommends
a reduction of $10,000,000 each in the
budget requests of the Navy and the Air
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Force for pilot training. This reduction
will still leave sufficient funds to provide
for a gradual phaseout of the program by
June 30, 1970. In addition, the commit-
tee has reduced the Navy request for pilot
training by $13,000,000, reflecting the
cutback planned by the Navy in its fiscal
year 1970 program.

For reasons I have already discussed
in connection with the military person-
nel appropriations, the committee rec-
ommends a reduction of $18,000,000 in
oparation and maintenance funds for the
Reserve components. A reduct’on of $5,-
000,000 is also recommended in the con-
tingencies, Defense, appropriation inas-
much as the largest amount used by the
Department in recent years has been
$2.7 million. The $5,000,000 recommended
for this purpose should be sufficient in
this year of budget stringency.

TITLE IV—PROCUREMENT

For all of the procurement appropria-
tions covered by this bill, the committee
recommends a total of $18,092,148,000,
$2,794,652,000 below the amended budget
request and $2,527,352,000 less than the
amount appropriated in fiscal year 1969,
About one-third of the reduction from
the fiscal year 1970 procurement request
is accounted for by the deletions and de-
creases in the authorizing legislation
enacted by the Congress.

In the procurement of equipment and
missiles, Army account, the committee
recommends the inclusion of $86,000,000
for the procurement of the 170 AH-1G
helicopters which were authorized by the
Congress to replace helicopter gun ship
lossessin Southeast Asia and to fill the
void caused by the cancellation of the
AH-56A Cheyenne procurement contract.

Among the more important reductions
recommended by the committee in the
PEMA account are the following:

First. A reduction of $16,000,000 in the
proposed buy of U-21A utility aireraft.
This aircraft is not of sufficiently high
priority to fund more than 22 of the 72
requested for fiscal year 1970.

Second. A reduction of $23,400,000 for
the procurement of the improved Hawk
system, $14,200,000 more than the $9,-
200,000 which failed authorization. This
system is still in the testing stage and the
committee does not believe it is ready for
full-scale procurement.

Third. A reduction of $13,500,000 in
the proposed Chaparral program because
of slippage.

Fourth. A reduction of $5,100,000 in
the Pershing missile program since these
funds are not now required.

Fifth. A reduction of $9,700,000 in mis-
sile spares and repair parts, reflecting re-
ductions in the Hawk and TOW missile
programs,

Sixth. A reduction of $50,900,000 in
communications and electronics procure-
ment,

Seventh. A reduction of $92,800,000 in
ammunition, based primarily on reduced
consumption.

Eienth. A reduction of $25,000,000 in
production base support funds for the
modernization of certain Army facilities
and ammunition plants.

In the procurement of aircraft and
missiles, Navy account, the committee
recommends a reduction of $275,000,000
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related to the procurement of six pro-
duction F-14 aircraft. In lieu thereof the
committee recommends the addition of
$146,000,000 to the Navy R.D.T. & E. ap-
propriation for three additional research
and development models, plus tooling
and test support. This action will not
disturb the existing F-14 contract op-
tions, but will avoid committing the air-
craft to production at this time. The
committee is concerned about the past
practice of tieing the various procure-
ment options to fixed calendar dates in-
stead of to the compbletion of specified
milestones. I am pleased to note that this
practice is being changed by Secretary
Laird. Under past practice, failure to
exercise these options by the prescribed
dates left the Government with no al-
ternative but to renegotiate the contract
on a sole source basis. This practice also
gave the Congress very little flexibility
in deciding whether and when to fund
each increment of the program. For ex-
ample, in the case of the F-14, the Navy
must exercise its option for lot III, in-
volving at least 15 production aireraft,
by October 1, 1970, about 3 months prior
to the scheduled flight of the first proto-
type aircraft. This, in the opinion of the
committee, is not a prudent way to pro-
ceed with a program of such great scope
and complexity. We expect the top man-
agement of the Defense Department to
give this problem close attention in the
year ahead, and the committee will re-
view it again in connection with the
fiscal year 1971 budget.

Another important reduction in the
Navy procurement account is the dele-
tion of $62,400,000 requested for new
KA-6D tanker aircraft. The committee
believes that the Navy should modify
additional A-6 aircraft to the tanker
configuration in lieu of buying new air-
craft.

The committee has reduced by another
$67,100,000 the funds requested for the
CH-46 helicopter. Attrition rates do not
support the proposed fiscal year 1970 buy
of this helicopter. The remaining $25,-
300,000 plus $5,000,00 of prior year
funds will provide for the procurement
of 12 such aircraft. The committee also
recommends a reduction of $41,900,000
in aireraft spares and repair parts and
$12,800,000 in aircraft modifications.
Other reductions include $4,500,000 in
the Sparrow III missile program and
$9,500,000 in the Shrike missile program.

The major change in the shipbuilding
and conversion program is the addition
of $152,700,000 for a third SSN-688 class
nuclear-powered, high-speed submarine
which was authorized by the Congress in
addition to the two in the amended
budget. The committee did not fund the
three fast deployment logistic ships
which failed to receive authorization
from the Congress. The recommended
programs will fund a total of 14 new
ships and the conversion of 17 others.
This compares with a revised fiscal year
1969 program of six new ships and 16
conversions.

The committee is well aware of the
need to modernize the fieet. However, the
Navy since World War II has built or has
currently under construetion about 570
new ships plus conversion of some 360
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ships. Of these totals, approximately 150
new ships and almost 50 conversions were
still in work as of early June 1969, In
addition, there were four new shirs and
13 conversions yet to be awarded. Ac-
cordingly, the committee decided not to
fund at this time the total congressional
add-on of $351,800,000 to the shipbuild-
ing program proposed in the President’s
budget.

In the other procurement, Navy ac-
count, the committee recommends re-
ductions totaling $560,900,000. Some of
these reductions are related to the earlier
than planned inactivation of ships dur-
ing the current fisecal year. Other re-
ductions included $70,900,000 for com-
munications and electronics equipment,
$134,800,000 for aviation support equip-
ment, $240,200,000 for ordnance sunport
equipment, and $60,400,000 for ecivil engi-
neering sunport equipment.

In the Marine Corps procurement ac-
count the committee recommends a re-
duction of $149,752,000 of which $16,700,-
000 is levied against the procurement of
the improved Hawk missile system which
I discussed earlier in connection with
the Army program.

In the aircraft procurement, Air Force
account, a reduction of $340,500,000 is
recommended. Of that amount, $134,.-
500,000 represents deletions and reduec-
tions enacted by the Congress in author-
izing legislation. Among the other spe-
cific reductions recommended are $52,-
000,000 in advanced procurement funds
for the C-5A aircraft. These funds are no
longer needed since the Air Force does
not now plan to buy any more of these
aircraft after fiscal year 1970. Other re-
ductions included $39,200,000 for the
RF-4C aircraft, $10,700,000 for aireraft
spares and $13,300,000 for war consum-
ables.

Most of the reductions in other pro-
curement, Air Force account, are for
munitions and associated equipment and
reflect the latest consumpfion rates in
Southeast Asia.

TITLE V—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND
EVALUATION

Xor all of the appropriations encom-
passed under this title, the committee
recommends a total of $7,197,600,000.
This is $1,024,800,000 below the amended
budget request for fiscal year 1970 and
$352,228,000 less than the amount ap-
propriated for this purpose in fiscal year
1969.

This year the hearings held on the
various research, development, test, and
evaluation appropriations were more de-
tailed than usual, totaling some 1,767
pages, printed in two volumes. Very de-
tailed examinations, supported in most
instances by stafl investigative reports
or reports by the General Accounting
Office, were held on the main battle
tank, the Sheridan, Project Mallard and
the Cheyenne helicopter programs of the
Army; the F-14 aircraft program and
the Phoenix missile program of the
Navy; and the C-5A aircraft, F-111 air-
craft, Mark II avionics system, manned
orbiting laboratory, Hard Rock Silo,
Minuteman missile, and short range at-
tack missile programs of the Air Force.

The amount in the Navy RD.T. & E.
account recommended by the commit-




December 8, 1969

tee includes the $146,000,000 added for
the F-14 as mentioned earlier in my dis-
cussion of title IV, procurement. That
amount is comprised of $90,000,000 for
three additional research and develop-
ment airceraft, $36,000,000 for tooling and
$20,000,000 for test support. None of
these funds are to be utilized for hard
tooling or for production aircraft, since
the committee feels it is premature to
commit the F-14 to production at this
time.

I also want to point out that the com-
mittee’s recommendations refiect the re-
duction of $400,000,000 made by the au-
thorizing legislation in the manned or-
biting laboratory—MOL—program.

In the Army RD.T. & E. program I
want to call particular attention to the
committee’s recommendation on the
MBT-70, the main battle tank. The pres-
ent design, in our judgment, is overly
sophisticated, unnecessarily complex
and too expensive. We believe the most
prudent course at this time would be for
the United States to design a tank that
could be produced at about one-third
the cost now estimated for the current
version, even if this should require ter-
minating the joint development program
with the Federal Republic of Germany.

The committee has also specified a re-
duction of $5,000,000 in the Army R.D.T.
& E. program for Project Mallard, an in-
ternational joint development program
involving the United States and three
other countries. The Mallard project
proposes to develop and produce a major
tactical communications system for use
by the field armies of the participating
countries, at an estimated total program
cost of well over $1,000,000,000. It is in-
conceivable that the Department of De-
fense would embark on an international
development program of this nature and
magnitude when a militarywide tactical
communications system has never been
developed for the military services of the
United States. As a matter of fact, the
Department of Defense inventory is re-
plete with communications equipment
having a lack of commonality. Histori-
cally, joint international development
programs are inherently turbulent and
trouble ridden. A good example is the
MBT-T0 development program; and
Mallard involves four participating coun-
tries. For these reasons, the committee
recommends termination of the Proj-
ect Mallard program.

The committee also recommends the
termination of the Navy Condor air-to-
surface standoff missile system. This pro-
gram has already slipped more than 3
yvears behind the original schedule be-
cause of technical difficulties, and the
unit cost of the missile is expected to be
almost triple the original estimate. Fur-
thermore, there is a serious question as to
whether the size of the proposed Condor
warhead is adequate for its intended
mission. Accordingly, additional funds
for this project have been denied and it
is recommended that termination costs
be financed through the use of existing
prior year unobligated balances.

In the Air Force R.D.T. & E. program,
the committee recommends the deletion
of all A-X development funds. The au-
thorization act has already reduced the
amount from $12,000,000 to $8,000,000.
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This recommendation would eliminate
the remaining $8,000,000. There are al-
ready a large number of attack aireraft
of various types in the active inventory
of the Navy, Marine Corps, and the Air
Force. It may be that an aireraft specifi-
cally designed for the close air support
role would be superior in some ways to
those currently available, but the Air
Force has not yet demonstrated that the
advantages to be gained would justify
the cost of developing and deploying the
proposed A-X. The committee realizes
the importance of the close air support
role and expects that at some time a new
aircraft for this role will be required.
CONCLUSION

The administration and Secretary
Laird are to be commended for the new
look imparted to the management of de-
fense matters and the orderly improve-
ments already made in the solution of
problems.

And I know I speak for the vast ma-
jority of Americans when I state the ad-
miration we hold for the uniformed men
of our armed services and especially the
admiration we hold for the fine men who
have fought and served in Southeast
Asia. This Nation is represented and
served on the battlefield by a fine group
of Americans.

The committee has spent the better
part of 1 year in study, scrutiny, and
analysis of the Defense Department
budget proposal for fiscal year 1970. The
committee began receiving testimony on
January 29, 1969 and concluded with
testimony from the Secretary of Defense
on November 17 and markup of the bill
on November 20.

Every effort was made to ferret out
every savings possible and this involved
some very difficult decisions. In my view
the amount recommended in the bill rep-
resents the minimum level needed for
our national security.

I urge the House to pass H.R. 15090.
The funds it would provide are needed
to fulfill our hopes for peace with honor
and freedom.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
15 minutes to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr, SIKES).

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee
has given his customarily outstanding
discussion of defense funding problems.
He has answered many of the questions
which may be expected to arise. I con-
gratulate the gentleman from Texas fo-
day, as I have previously, upon his leader-
ship.

Before I discuss the bill, let me join
my colleagues in the statements which
have been made and which are being
made about the important services ren-
dered by Bob Michaels to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations through many
dedicated years. Bob Michaels is a most
knowledgeable member of the staff, and
he has carried a big part of the load
which has had to be borne by staff mem-
bers on this very important committee.
Theirs has been a superhuman respon-
sibility. They have performed their task
admirably, and Bob Michaels has been
an outstanding leader in their activities.
The committee will miss his valuable
services.

I believe, Mr. Chairman, the most im-
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portant question before Congress in mat-
ters of defense is that of modernization.
The able and great Senator from Missis-
sippi, Senator SteENnNIs, has stated he
fears a second-rate role for the United
States in 1975 unless Congress permits
new weapons development. I am willing
to go a step further: We already are in
or dangerously near a second-rate role,
because there has not been sufficient
modernization of weapons. This applies
in so many areas. It applies to the fleet
and it certainly includes submarines. It
applies to aircraft and includes both the
Air Force and the Navy air arm. It ap-
plies to nearly every level of equipment
funding.

It is understandable that the war in
Vietnam has prevented diversion of re-
sources into the development of newer
weapons, but this has not been the only
problem. There has also been the very
serious gap occasioned by the 111 air-
craft series—the TFX—in its various
categories. Then there have been inex-
cusable delays in the development of
some other new weapons, including
tanks. As a result of all this, both we
and our allies are using equipment which
is not as modern as that possessed by
the Russians and their friends, and the
situation is going to get worse before it
can possibly get better.

This bill does not go far enough to
close the gap. Lack of modernization
may be the most serious omission in the
bill. It is something that deserves much
more thought and action than it has
received.

There is the matter of cost—and de-
fense is costly. In the midst of all the
blame that is being leveled by critics at
defense spending, I would like to suggest
we take a quiet look at the way in which
defense costs have been leveling off.

Take away the cost of the Vietnamese
war—and that is very considerable, $25
billion to $30 billion a year—and then
compare, if you will, the relative pur-
chasing value of the dollar with its pur-
chasing value 5 to 10 years ago. When
these things are done you will find we
are getting more defense for a dollar
than we have obtained at any time in
recent history, and this despite cost over-
runs, inflation, escalation, high wages
and all the other factors which con-
tribute to today’s high defense costs.

So it is time, Mr. Chairman, to give
some credit along with the blame that
presently is being directed at defense
spending. Some of both are in order, I
do not argue that, but there are two sides
to the story.

Considerable emphasis is being placed
on the size of the cut inflicted in this
year's defense appropriation bill, but
what may not have been stated is that
this is the deepest cut percentagewise
that has been made on any appropriation
bill this year. It is also the largest cut
percentagewise made on any defense
appropriation bill since the end of the
Korean war.

Those who have clamored for a reduc-
tion in defense and a buildup of other
expenditures for domestic needs—and I
recognize the pressure of domestic need—
those who want less defense and more
domestic spending, can take comfort
from what is now happening to defense
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expenditures, There have been a number
of appropriation bills in which amounts
have been raised above the budget this
year, significantly raised either in com-
mittee or on the floor. This one has been
deeply cut. As a matter of fact, most of
the total of the fund reductions which
have been achieved in appropriation bills
this year are in defense.

I am not at all certain that cuts of the
magnitude shown in this bill can be
justified. I know there is a need for
modernization of weapons and equip-
ment beyond that which is possible un-
der the terms of the bill. I can even see
in the magnitude of the cuts which have
been- inflicted that we may be embark-
ing on unilateral disarmament, and I
trust that the House, which is usually
very sensible about these things, fully
realizes the danger of unilateral disarm-
ament at a time when we are just em-
barking on talks with the Russians
about mutual limitations on defense
programs,

The Russians seem to be more fully in-
formed on some of these things—at least,
their government is—than the American
people, and they will take advantage, and
full advantage, of any reduction in mili-
tary strength which we inflict on our-
selves without requiring a quid pro quo
in the negotiations.

The cuts which have been announced
by the Office of the Secretary of Defense
prior to the markup and reporting of this
bill are in general in the same pattern as
those in the bill, and that I believe is
fortunate.

I do believe that the combined total
represents reductions enough to be in-
flicted on the military establishment dur-
ing this fiscal year.

I realize that money must be saved
and expenditures must be reduced wher-
ever it is possible. I am not sure that the
cuts which have been imposed will ac-
complish the objectives which are de-
sired. For instance there is the matter of
reduction in civilian employment. Among
the most severe are the reductions in
the naval aircraft rework facilities at
a number of naval bases. The effect of
these severe cuts will be to deprive ex-
perienced, capable, and dedicated civilian
employees of a livelihood. However, the
aircraft rework must still be done.
Planes will continue to require repair and
rebuilding operations. That means ad-
ditional contract work will be necessi-
tated. Contract overhaul and repair is
not necessarily the most economical. In
most instances it is more costly because
it is not as dependable and because of
miscalculations in contract awards.

I note, too, that, although it is pro-
posed to dismiss American employees at
home, the Department of Defense ex-
pects to do overhaul and repair opera-
tions abroad. That means continued gold
flow. It means foreign nationals will re-
ceive employment instead of U.S. na-
tionals, and it means that foreign econ-
omies will be boosted while ours suf-
fers. 'This does not make sense to me.
I urge that the Department of Defense
remedy this situation post haste.

I have also questioned the present
practice of the Department of Defense in
the use of overtime in large amounts for
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civilian employees. The use of overtime
is a costly procedures. The present very
considerable amount of overtime adds
materially to the total cost of civilian
employment. It occurs to me that there
should be reductions of overtime to the
greatest extent possible in order to per-
mit more civilians to retain their posi-
tions. Those who lose their jobs will be
very severely affected and I am convinced
that the use of less overtime would per-
mit more civilians to retain their em-
ployment. This in itself would be a
morale builder and a desirable approach.

Now let me turn to a subject not gen-

irailly discussed in connection with the
ill.

In August, I visited a number of coun-
tries which are far off the beaten track
to most Congressmen. These are nations
in Southeast Asia and in Mediterranean
areas where change is in the making and
where important decisions affecting their
future and ours are in process. Where-
ever I went, I was struck by the impor-
tance of the work done by U.S. training
missions overseas and by the valuable re-
sults obtained from the training of for-
eign military personnel in U.S. military
programs and schools and in U.S, col-
leges and universities. Certainly these are
an important element of our foreign as-
sistance programs. I am convinced that
these programs should be expanded very
considerably. The foreign military per-
sonnel who train here or who study here
learn something about America that is
just as important as their military or
technical training. The U.S. missions
abroad have an opportunity to tell the
story of America in a way that is equally
as important as to any other phase of
their contributions. This interchange of
personnel and ideas is too valuable to re-
main at the current level. While we con-
tinue these programs at a comparatively
low level, the Russians and the Red Chi-
nese are working vigorously to expand
their own mission programs and their
efforts are meeting with a measurable
degree of success. The same benefits ac-
crue to Russia from these interchanges
that I seek for the United States. I can
state that nearly every non-Communist
country would prefer to have its per-
sonnel train in the United States and to
have U.S. military missions in their
midst. It is our own fault if we do not
take advantage of this inexpensive pro-
cedure for important missionary work.

You have grown accustomed to my
concern about the position held by the
Reserve components. I trust you will ac-
cord me the right to speak from the
standpoint of personal and intimate
knowledge of Reserve aflairs gained
through many years of actual partici-
pation in Reserve programs. From that
knowledge and from the hearings con-
ducted this year, I am convinced that
emphasis, particularly on equipment for
the Reserve forces, is lagging badly, and
this, in itself, has adversely affected
training programs and morale. There is
a reason for this situation, The Viet-
namese war has required that many Re-
serve units give up their most modern
equipment or that they not receive mod-
ern equipment which had been scheduled
for delivery to them. As the pressure of
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the requirements for the Vietnamese war
diminishes, there should be renewed em-
phasis on modernization of the Reserve
components. They should not continue to
occupy, as one publication has stated,
“An ill-outlined, shadowy place in the
OSD organizational sun.” This bill gives
little help.

It will be noted that the National
Board for the Promotion of Rifle Prac-
tice has been surfaced and restored to
a position more in keeping with its im-
portance as an established and respon-
sible board. Let me remind the House
that this board has been responsible for
the civillan marksmanship program,
which was first brought to life by the
Congress in 1903, This program, through
two World Wars and the Korean and
Vietnam conflicts, has assured a civilian
army of a needed cadre of trained civil-
ian shooters at a token cost to the Fed-
eral Government.

The program of the national board
has fallen upon evil times in recent years
and was in fact almost destroyed. Appar-
ently the same groups which have sought
to take guns away from the law-abiding
citizens in America also want to destroy
the civilian marksmanship program. To
people who know firsthand about weap-
ons and infantry combat and who are
deeply aware of the need for better
marksmanship for the frontline troops,
this threat to a modest national program
for civilian marksmen seems almost
unbelievable. .

However, the faect remains that
through the past 2 years the programs
for the National Board for the Promo-
tion of Rifle Practice have been reduced
to the present token amount of $52,750.
This amount is barely sufficient for sur-
vival. It does not contain marksmanship
funds, which were carried in previous
bills, and this would require an additional
$171,600. The present request is $203,650
less than the amount actually appropri-
ated for fiscal 1968. Present PEMA funds
will permit the free issue of .22 caliber
ammunition in the amount of $84,000,
the same figure as in fiscal 1969. The
present funding level does not provide
support of the rifle matches. It is my
hope that now that attention has been
drawn to the plight of the board and
that it has at least been restored to its
rightful place in the bill, that the Sen-
ate will take a realistic view of the needs
of the board and provide funding for
the marksmanship program

It is incomprehensible to me that this
program which paftriotically supports
our Government and its objectives should
be subjected to a pinch-penny policy
while organizations such as the National
Student Association has received from
the Office of Economic Opportunity and
others nearly a million dollars in tax
funds with which to oppose the war
against communism in Vietnam and to
fight military preparedness in the face
of world menace. It does not quite add up
to common sense standards which in-
spire public confidence.

I should mention also the work of the
Logistics Management Institute, which
from its inception 8 years ago, has con-
ducted studies in logistics and related
areas directed toward improved readi-
ness and reduction in cost of defense op-
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erations, It has been my belief that over
the last several years, recommendations
contained in LMI reports have resulted
in cost savings and management im-
provements as these recommendations
were implemented in the Department of
Defense. Cost savings have been initi-
ated. The background and expertise of
the LMI staff can provide a basis for
additional cost savings through improved
management practices. It appears to me
that we should think twice before we
force the Defense Department to deprive
itself of this capability.

Now let me turn to an altogether dif-
ferent subject. It should be a matter of
more than a little concern that Red
China is, in the view of many qualified
observers, now in the midst of prepara-
tion for war. Possibly this is because of
fear of a Soviet attack. But it is hardly
to be anticipated that these two principal
Communist powers would reach a falling
out of such a serious nature. It is more
logical that Red China sees in a military
build-up a measure of insurance against
a Soviet attack, plus an added capability
to exercise aggression upon the weaker
neighbors along her border. Whatever
the reason, it appears indisputable that
Red China has stepped up its war pre-
paredness programs and that it is con-
ducting air raid drills, building air raid
shelters, accumulating stockpiles of

emergency food rations, plus a buildup in
modernization for its forces. This has the
effect of disciplining the population and
consolidating the Government’s grasp
upon if, and in sharpening and pulling
together the Chinese army. The Red Chi-

nese army has been engaged in many
chores during recent years which are not
military in nature. These range all the
way from running railroads to harvest-
ing crops. Now there is emphasis on the
restoration of professionalism to the
army. All of this comes at a time when
revolutionary activities are being stepped
up all along China’s borders. Training
and equipping of cadres to stir up trou-
ble in other nations is going on con-
stantly, and there is a frequent exchange
of personnel between the Red Chinese
forces and the revolutionary units which
are active among Red China’s neighbors.

Let me add this and then I will be
through: It should be quite apparent that
communism respects strength and only
strength. The Communists will not at-
tempt to overrun a country which is mil-
itarily prepared to defend itself. We are
seeking to extricate ourselves from the
conflict in South Vietnam. We must first
help South Vietnam to become suffi-
ciently strong to withstand aggression.
This is in process and we are making
important and valuable progress in that
direction. It will not come overnight, but
the South Vietnamese are making the
most determined effort yet to reach the
point where they can stand on their own
feet. The House should be encouraged
at the progress there.

Communism will in time, regardless
of Vietnam, seek other victims. Com-
munist nations today are promoting rev-
olution in every country in the world and
particularly those whose borders they
touch on. They will even consider direct
aggression when it suits their purpose,
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but keep this in mind: Communist China
would not dream of attacking Taiwan,
for instance, unless a speedy conquest
could be anticipated. North Korea will
not attack South Korea unless South
Eorean equipment and forces are inade-
quate to cope with the North Korean
onslaught. Communist nations want
quick conquest in order to accomplish
their goals before world opinion sours
and before world sentiment can coalesce
against their aggression.

It should be very clear that what we
now seek is to strengthen friendly coun-
tries so that they can defend and protect
themselves and so that American forces
will not be required for their survival.
This is in keeping with the administra-
tion's stated aims to reduce our involve-
ment in the affairs of foreign nations
and to induce those nations to depend on
their own capabilities. Again that is why
I have urged modernization. It is much
less costly to provide modern weapons
than it is to send American bodies, The
failure to provide modern weapons for
our friends and the failure to develop
them for ourselves can, in time to come,
require the sending of American bodies
instead.

But the immediate objective is an ade-
quate defense for America. There is no
substitute for preparedness at home;
there is no substitute for the capability
to defend ourselves. Those who wear our
uniform must have adequate equipment
and proper training. This we seek to pro-
vide. These are the best guarantees of
the survival of this Nation and the survi-
val of the free world.

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr.
yield myself 20 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, as usual, my good friend
and colleague, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. MasON), the chairman of our sub-
committee, has done, as always, an out-
standing job in presenting this bill in a
very succinet and very understandable
form on the House floor. As the chairman
pointed out and as my good friend from
Florida, Bos Sikes, has pointed out, the
bill that our committee presents to the
House represents the greatest dollar re-
duction proposed since fiscal year 1954 at
the end of the Korean war. This is no
mean accemplishment at a time when we
are engaged in another costly conflict for
there is approximately $23.2 billion in
this bill alone for Vietnam. Yet I am
certain that the remarkable reductions
represented in this budget in no way
jeopardize a single American service-
man who relies on us for responsible
action to assure his ability to defend
himself on the battlefield. Nor does it
imperil the general security of the
United States itself.

The fiscal 1970 defense appropriation
calls for $69,960,048,000, a reduction of
$4,442,201,427 below the fiscal 1969 ap-
propriation, and I should like to empha-
size that this budget is $7,780,152,000
below the recommendation made for fis-
cal 1970 by the previous administration
early last January and $5,318,152,000
under the original estimates submitted
by the new administration.

There is not a Member in this House
who dees not earnestly hope that fu-
ture events will permit us to bring forth

Chairman, I
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even more drastically reduced military
appropriations when we next come to
the floor with the 1971 fiscal budget.

I am optimistic on this score on two
counts: I think we are at last on the
right course, under President Nixon, to
disengaging ourselves from the Vietnam
war, which will have cost us $104,607.-
000,000 from its inception to the end of
fiscal 1970. And, second, we on the De-
fense Appropriations Subcommittee look
with pride on one of our alumni, our bril-
liant former colleague, Melvin R. Laird,
who assumed the duties of Secretary of
Defense last January and who has been
sweeping out the skeletons that were
hidden in Pentagon closets ever since.
He took with him to the Department of
Defense the keen and probing mind
which served our committee, the Con-
gress, and American taxpayers so well
during his years on Capitol Hill.

The committee report quite aptly calls
fiscal 1969 the “year of the cost over-
run.” These overruns, to the tune of £16.2
billion over the last several years are not
music to the ears of the much-put-upon
taxpayer. Taxpayers can rejoice, how-
ever, that Secretary Laird is the man
who has ferreted out this information,
with the same uncanny faculty for un-
covering waste, duplication, extrava-
gance, and clumsy and dubious procure-
ment practices that made him such an
invaluable member of the Defense Sub-
committee. He and his staff have uncov-
ered laxities—improperly defined specifi-
cations, delays in delivering Govern-
ment-furnished equipment, and an over-
load of concurrency between research
and development and production.

Having his skilled investigative tal-
ents at work in the Pentagon has been
a boon both to the Defense Subcommit-
tee and to the American taxpayer. Here
is the sort of candor he displayed in tes-
tifying before our subcommittee—and it
is to be found in part 7 of the hearings if
any of you would like to read it:

I am still not convinced that we have un-
covered all the deficiencies in our current
programs and we will continue to examine
them and keep the Congress informed.

And Secretary Laird went on to say:

I should also note that the cost growth of
the 34 major weapons systems on which we
are reporting to the Congress Is, as chown in
table 2, some $16.2 billlon over original base-
line estimates. This problem will affect our
budget planning for some years to come, as
Is evidenced by the size of the cost growth
and the $1 billion near-term financial defi-
ciencies. Hard decisions must be faced as a
new system enters the preduction phase and
additional amounts of the $16.2 billion must
be provided within lmited budget funds in
future years.

He said further:

We will continue to devote top level man-
agement attention, as we have since January,
to solving our current problems and prevent-
ing, t0 the maximum extent possible, re-
currences in the future.

And this I sincerely believe.

At the conclusion of remarks I will in-
clude the table to which the Secretary
referred in his testimony. It details a
June 30, 1969, summary of cost growth
on 34 major weapons systems, ranging
as la.t:lxlgh as 443.9 percent over the original
plan.
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These are outlined in part 7 on page
367.

This is the first we have had a Sec-
retary of Defense who has come before
Congress and put all the facts on the line,
identifying cost overruns in every major
weapons system in all three branches of
the service. It was one of the first tasks
he had his staff undertake when he as-
sumed his new duties, to identify all of
these areas in the Army, Navy, and Air
Force so that they are assembled in one
place. The overruns were inherited; as a
matter of fact the earliest disclosure of
a potential overrun was developed
right in our committee when Mel Laird
was still a member. He went on well
equipped to the Pentagon to undertake
the gargantuan task of trying to turn
it into a tight ship. I think he should
be commended for the magnificent job
he is doing.

I know that he is looking into and
encouraging competitive procurement
among the services, something our De-
fense Subcommittee has urged and in-
sisted upon for years. Competitive pro-
curement has been on a steady decline,
although Defense officials themselves
have said that experience shows that
savings of 25 percent and more can be
realized through this procedure.

Just as an example, during our hear-
ings it developed that all three services
are procuring survival radios independ-
ently of one another and at accelerated
costs as a result.

The radio is the small, lightweight af-
fair that I have here, a very lightweight
piece of equipment carried on the person
of each aircrew member. Should his craft
go down, the radio enables rescuing air-
craft or ships at sea to “home"” on his
downed location.

He can pinpoint his whereabouts and
“talk in"” the rescue plane or helicopter
to his precise location. There is no doubt
the personal survival radio is a neces-
sary and invaluable device which has
saved many lives.

But, testimony developed in our sub-
committee and through staff investiga-
tions brought to light the fact that the
Army, Navy, and Air Force have been
going off in all directions in procuring
these radios. Unit costs have soared as a
result, all the way from $213 per radio
for the Air Force to $820 for the Army—
and I might add that civilian off-the-
shelf radios of the same type and serving
the same purpose are even less costly.

There is not a shadow of a doubt that
had there been competitive, coordinated
procurement these radios would now be
produced at a fraction of those costs.

Virtually no effort was made toward
acquiring a single standard radio suitable
to all branches of the service, since its
purpose would be identical to all, This
situation has been developing since the
early 1960's and right now there are
seven different types of sets in DOD's
survival radio inventory and an eighth
one in the R. & D. oven. The inevitable
delays which accompanied development
and refinement of these radios, as each
service indicated its desires for more
elaborate capabilities, resulted in over-
runs which range from 15 percent to
more than 100 percent.

This is a small example, but an ex-
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pensive one, of the kind of duplication
which multiplied many times over gives
our citizens good reason to grumble when
April 15 comes around. I have said that
I am convinced our good friend and
former colleague will run a far tighter
ship than what he inherited last Janu-
ary. He already has started caulking the
seams and he is well aware that this
whole area of procurement practices is in
dire need of immediate attention. Our
committee has asked the Director of De-
fense, Research and Engineering to re-
port to us at next year’s hearings as to
what duplications have been uncovered
and eliminated. I am optimistic that
under Mel Laird’s guidance the report
will be happy reading for the taxpayer.

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

Mr. MINSHALL.
gentleman.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Ohio for yielding and
wish to compliment him on the fine state-
ment that he is making.

I am sure the gentleman would agree
with me that Secretary Laird, having
tested the water, as he always has tested
the water, realized that cuts would be
made in the outlays for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year 1970, and
he further realized that appropriation
bills have been and are in the habit now
of being rather late in passage, and if he
waited until a bill was actually passed,
it would be very difficult then for the
Department of Defense to make the total
cuts that were necessary, and to make
that cut effective in the last part of the
fiscal year. As a result, the Secretary
actually has instituted many of the cuts
which we are now discussing as a pro-
spective matter. Actually they are al-
ready being made by the Department of
Defense because of the alertness and the
knowledge of the Secretary of Defense.

Mr. MINSHALL. My good friend, the
gentleman from Arizona, is exactly right.
Not only has he made the cuts this year,
as were pointed out—but some of the
savings especially in the Pentagon pro-
curement—the savings will amount to
literally hundreds of billions of dollars in
the years to come,

Despite the frustrations of a drawn-
out session, with delays in bringing our
bill to the floor completely unrelated to
our committee, I am pleased with the
streamlined budget we are presenting to
the House. I am realistic enough to know
that it is not beyond criticism, but I
think even our severest critic will have
to admit that we have achieved a highly
creditable reduction. We have cut this
budget $4 billion under last year and $7
billion below the amount Lyndon John-
son and Clark Clifford recommended.
Those are substantial sums.

As we worked, we were mindful always
of our great responsibility to our troops
in Vietnam and to our solemn commit-
ment to provide our citizens with a
strong defense during these badly
troubled times. Simultaneously, we
worked aware of the blight of inflation
which is increased by big spending, and
of the many pressing needs calling to us
on the domestic front. And, we were al-
ways conscious of the forgotten Ameri-
can, the citizen who foots the bill for ev-
ery money measure we pass in this House.

I yield to the
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I think the committee has done a darn
good job, working with a keen and con-
scientious Secretary of Defense.

It is my greatest hope, as I know it is
that of this entire House, that both world
conditions and a more tightly run Pen-
tagon will permit us to come to this floor
in 1970 with a defense bill which will
show even greater savings.

Mr. Chairman, I should like to con-
clude by offering in the Recorp an ar-
ticle which appeared in this morning’s
Washington Post which states “Congress
Leading the Way on Military Cutbacks.”

Mr. Chairman, I think it is a very well
written article and I just want to say in
passing, that any time the Washington
Post agrees with a committee and this
Congress, we have done a darn good job.

The matters referred to follow:.

CONGRESS LEADING WAY ON MILITARY
CUTBACKES
(By George C. Wilson)

The House today takes up a defense money
bill which reflects the new mood of the Con-
gress toward the military.

The bill, written by the House Defense
Appropriations Subcommittee, serves notice
that Congress is going to lead the way to-
ward retrenchment of the U.S. military es-
tablishment by exercising its power of the
purse.

Defense Secretary Melvin R. Laird, the
bill says in effect, will have Congress with
him rather than against him on money say-
ing schemes.

It was only a few years ago that former
Defense Secretary Robert S. McNamara
clashed with Congress by refusing to spend
money for such projects as the Air Force
B-T70 bomber,

He made gains for a while against both
military leaders and their supporting con-
gressional committees by overwhelming the
opposition with facts, figures, color charts,
feints, overstatements and strong backing
by President Kennedy.

His plan was to accentuate the positive
and eliminate the negative,

As it turned out, McNamara got his way
most of the time in his first few years as de-
fense secretary.

The TFX airplane contract award, for ex-
ample, was challenged by Sen. John L. Mc-
Clellan (D-Ark.), starting in 1963 but did
not slow McNamara down for some time.

But by this year the cost overruns on
such programs as the TFX fighter, C-5A
transport and minuteman missile had
shown that MecNamara had not been the
complete manager after all. Members of
Congress had reason to try their own hand
at managing the Pentagon.

Such newcomers as Sen. Walter F, Mon-
dale (D-Minn,) saw this right away as he
attacked the Navy's most sacred cow, the
aireraft carrier. The Navy won, but the po-
litical soundness of opposing a pet military
project on cost-effectiveness grounds was
demonstrated. A politician need not look like
a peacenik.

The House Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee is made up of old timers who
have strongly supported most military proj-
ects in the past. The fact that the subcom-
mittee cut $5.3 billion off the Pentagon’s fis-
cal 1970 budget showed that such support
has a limit when constituents are demand-
ing a rearrangement of national priorities,

Yesterday, another old friend of the mili-
tary—Sen. John Stennis (D-Miss.) predicted
on the ABC “Issues and Answers" television
program that the Senate would go along in
“large measure” with the gigantic $5.3-bil-
lion House cut. That cut is larger than the
annual budget of * * * important to the
defense eflort as to any other sector of the
economy."”
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That statement takes the words right out
of the mouths of several liberals in Congress
who have been arguing all year that the na-
tion cannot afford not to cut military spend-
ing. The fact that the conservative Appro-
priations Committee both sald it and the
Nixon defense budget by 5.3 billion repre-
sents a trend which cannot be measured
alone by recent votes on the attempts to kill
specific Pentagon projects.

George H. Mahon (D-Tex.), chalrman of
the House Defense Appropriations subcom-
mittee as well as the parent appropriations
committee, himself said he could not have
pushed the full Pentagon budget through
the House in 1969 and was responding to
what he called the “realities.” He announced
early in the year that he was going to cut
the Pentagon's fiscal 1970 budget by $5 hil-
lion, And his old committee colleague, De-
fense Secretary Melvin R. Lalrd, scurrled
around and made as many of his own cuts
first as he could. Laird sald his cuts will
amount to $3 billion In spesnding, Mahon's
cuts are put at §5.3 billion In new money
(new obligational authority) some of which
would show up as a spending cut beyond
fiscal 1970.

With Congress taking the lead in the cuts,
the Defense Secretary's job is much easier.
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“Look, general,” the Secretary can say, "the
Congress is going to cut your budget by $1
billion. Better we do it ourselves than have
them do it for us.” McNamara in his early
years would cut the general's budget him-
self and then had to defend the reduction
hour after hour before the congressional
committees armed with information supplied
by the millitary.

The young people who do not believe the
Russians are coming, the Vietnam war, the
mess of the citicz and the environment all
are putting the old hawks on the defensive.
The once coverly friendly military commit-
tees realize they will lose their power unless
they approach the military budget more
critically.

Mahon said appropriations subcommiites
conductad more investigations in 1969 than
any other year. Chairman Stennis of Senate
Armed Services Committee is reorganizing
his operation, replacing some investigators
with budget specialists,. And while Chair-
man L. Mendel Rivers (D-5.C.) of the House
Armed Services Committee remains four
square behind the military, his committez
can only authorize how much money should
be appropriated. Mahon and Stennis have
the most to say about how much will be
appropriated.
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Military leaders naturally do not like the
change in the wind. Many feel the press is
at fault for only writing about the projects
that go wrong. For example, right after Vice
President Agnew lambasted the press, sev-
eral officers at the Naval War College showed
up for classes wearing “We love you, Spiro"
buttons.

One hard fact that does not seem to be
appreciated by the embittered military lead-
ers under attack is that the Pentagon simply
is nct a place for good works. Inherently,
money for defense is wasted with nothing
like a rehabilitated neighborhood to point
to after it Is spent, Without a war, the money
for the military is high-priced insurance—
prbtection money extorted out of the tax-
rayer, In the extreme view. With a war like
Vietnam, the results of the money are not
apparent to the critics.

The press aslde, Mahon and his commit-
tze have a reputation for responsibility and
fairness. The military cannot lightly dis-
mies the committee findings made after hear-
ing 5047 pages worth of testimony. The
findings show-—among other things—that
McNamara did not master the Pentagon,
They also serve notice on Laird that he is
under heavy challenge from his old friends
in Congress.
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Mr. WHITTEN. I yicld myself 10 min-
utes. Mr. Chairman, with regard to the
appropriation bill which is before the
Congress today, I would like to join with
my colleagues in expressing our thanks
for the very splendid help we have had
from Bob Michaels and cther members
of the staff.

I think it has been pointed out by
others that this matter of handling ap-
propriations for the Defense Department
consists of so much detailed work and
covers so many major problems, it is next
to impossible to master it. However, Mr.
Chairman, in addition to quite a large
and fine staff, we have many, many in-
vestigations that are in turn carried out
by those who are expert in this field and
borrowed from other agencies, in most
cases.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to let
you know what a terrific job our chair-
man has had but which he has handled
in a very fine manner, supported by the
subcommittee this year. There is no way

around the fact that we are meeting at
a time when we are somewhat in a
period of readjustment, realinement, a
time of review. As many of you know,
through the years I have taken the view
that, after World War II, when we had
the atomic bomb and other nations did
not, we more or less went around the
world telling far too many people, “We
will take care of you,” and we got our-
selves injected into the internal affairs of
many countries around the world, which
in many cases has turned out to be a
mistake. Time has shown that we no
lenger have a corner on many, many
things in the way of weaponry. It has
also disclosed to us that we cannot exact-
ly run any other country, and we have
become a bone of contention in many of
those countries. We have reached such a
point in so many areas of the world, we
now have to bring about a readjustment
which raises with us some real serious
questions as to how we can do so and at
the same time defend our country, main-

tain ourselves as a free power in the
world, a great power for good and a great
power for defense in case we need it.

I believe all believe we must bring the
war in Vietnam to an honorable end ; but,
Mr. Chairman, we must ever be cognizant
that we must do so with the maximum
protection of our men who are there and
elsewhere in Asia.

But in the doing of the things I have
mentioned, there are some things we
should think about. I recall having heard
Admiral Nimitz, Chief of the Pacific
Fleet, say some years ago, when it was
said that the then President was going
to turn Okinawa back to Nationalist
China—he was talking privately and he
said:

What we do not realize is that when we
build a big airfield and set up weapons of
that type. we cannot destroy them. We may
drop bombs on an airfield and make holes
in it, but they can fill the holes with dirt
and put asphalt on top of that, and you have
the airfield ready to operate. We have gone
around the world creating weapons that can-
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not be destroyed and to talk about turning
such weapons over to some country which
cannot hold it is foolhardy and dangerous.
We had better think of that principle today.

It being true that we are facing an
inflation that a few years ago was run-
ning at a rate of 7 percent a year, prob-
ably more now, when we try to main-
tain adequate forces during the period
while we reassess and, as I have said,
review our equipment, certainly we have
a real job in keeping a sense of balance
within our Committee on Appropriations
and in our recommendations to Con-
gress.

I say here that our chairman has done
a fine job in that area. We have backed
him up. We expect to continue to do so.
But in the process we have to think of a
variety of things, one of which is that
we have our economy in many areas of
the country geared up to defense spend-
ing. But that is not as disturbing as it
might be on the face of it, because, as
someone said some years ago, if that
same amount of extra effort was put
forward in peacetime activities, into our
production, that we would have a wealth-
ier country, whereas in time of war and
preparation for war we burn our gaso-
line and destroy our maferial things and
end up a poorer country.

So we are faced here with trying to
bring about a financial readjustment,
to rearrange our relationship with many
countries around the world, and at the
same time stay strong and see that we
have adequate defense to protect our-
selves, not only during this period, but
in the years ahead.

I am not going to detail the specific
actions that have been spelled out so
well by my chairman and by other mem-
bers of the committee, but I say here that
I belleve under the leadership of the
present Secretary of Defense, a man who
has studied this subject matter and has
cooperated with our chairman and with
the committee through the years, we will
have an objective and new look at our
defense spending and our commitments,
and we can expect full cooperation be-
tween him as a representative of the
executive department and the House as
a legislative body of the Congress.

It has been pointed out there is a sub-
stantial cut in the funds of this bill
amounting to between $5 or $6 billion.
What does not show is that within the
last 8 or 10 years many things have crept
under the tent designated as defense,
which really are not defense spending in
the pure sense of the word. Certainly
many of those things I do not consider
to be real defense in the short range and
perhaps not so much in the long range.
These things we must pull back, so as to
strengthen the dollar which is as impor-
tant to defense as it is to the domestic
economy.

As we read the figures in the bill, they
show the result of some major surgery,
but that was done with a friendly and
intelligent hand, and the total amount of
money available i1s tremendous. I say
again for the record that under the
policies which have been set up by our
chairman and the committee on the mat-
ter of reprograming efforts, if there are
any places in this bill where funds later
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are determined could better be used in
some other place, all the Secretary of De-
fense has to do is come up and ask that
those funds be reprogramed into those
things considered most essential.

The bill before the Members is well
prepared and well thought out and ftries
to meet the problems as we see them now,
but we have kept an escape clause, so
that we can rearrange the funds as cir-
cumstances may require. We are living in
a changing world and one in which we
will have to change our own attitudes and
some of our commitments. While we are
at this and while we are discussing some
of those subjects today, we should deter-
mine whether we have not gone into too
many unilateral contracts—under which
we have promised to take care of other
areas where such area has made no such
commitment to us.

As a member of this committee for a
long time I think I can say the commit-
tee has done a fine job under trying ecir-
cumstances. But for those who may be
worried about the safety of the country,
let me say this bill is fully funded to meet
the needs as we see them and as the Sec-
retary of Defense sees them. In case we
have some funds in the wrong para-
graphs, as time unfolds and the situation
unfolds, there are ways provided to re-
program and put the funds where they
will be most needed to meet the changing
needs of the future.

I conclude by saying we must keep up
this review on policy, commitments, and
other problems, as well as funding.

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. RHODES).

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, this
is a huge bill, but this time it is not
as huge as it has been in years past.
As was indicated by the chairman of
the committee and by the gentleman
from Ohio, much of the credit for the
fact that this is a reduction from past
yvears must go to the present Secretary
of Defense, a former distinguished Mem-~
ber of this body, and a former member
of the Defense Subcommittee of the Ap-
propriations Committee. The fact that
we have been able to make these cuts,
I am sure, comes largely as a result of
the wisdom of the President of the United
States in appointing as Secretary of
Defense a man who did not have to learn
about the Defense Department because
he already knew about the Defense De-
partment from long experience on this
Appropriations Subcommittee.

As a result, without creating havoe in
the Department of Defense, we will re-
duce the new obligational authority from
that suggested by the Nixon budget by
approximately $5.3 billion. I think even
more importantly in this year of finan-
cial inflation, the cash ouflay for fiscal
vear 1970 will be reduced by more than
$3 billion.

This was not an easy thing to do. It
was not an easy thing for the Department
of Defense to advise. It was not an easy
thing for the subcommittee to accom-
plish. As the gentleman from Mississippi
has just stated, there is no Member on
the subcommittee who is not thoroughly
dedicated to the idea that the defense of
this country is the highest priority in the
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business of the Government of the United
States.

This bill is a result of a revision of some
national priorities. As the Congress well
knows, the Nixon administration early
made a decision to Vietnamize the war in
Vietham and in so doing to reduce as
rapidly as possible and to a figure as low
as possible the numbers of American
troops. who will participate in that war.

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

Mr. RHODES. I am delighted to yield
to my good friend, the Speaker.

Mr. McCORMACE. I hear a lot about
the Nixon administration’s Vietnamiz-
ing the war. I approve of it, and agree,
but does not the gentleman agree that
President Johnson also did a lot of work
in that direction under his administra-
tion?

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I say to
my good friend, the Speaker, it was cer-
tainly not any intention of mine to in-
dicate that the opposite was the situa-
tion. The fact that the Vietnamization
process was undertaken so early in this
administration would certainly have to
indicate in the mind of any fair individ-
ual that a groundwork had been laid,
which had to have preceded the inaugu-
ration of this administration. There can
be no doubt about that.

I thank my friend the Speaker for
bringing this up, because there is noth-
ing political about this and there is no
desire by anybody to take any political
credit for what I believe is a successful
program and will be a successful program.

Mr. McCORMACK. I realize there was
nothing political. I certainly would not
want the Recorp to show I had the slight-
est thought in that regard, because I
know the gentleman is as far removed
from politics in his thoughts as I am,

Mr. RHODES. I consider that to be
a compliment, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. McCORMACK. I want to make
the Recorp clear that this is something
other administrations also were carrying
out. I support the carrying out of it and
the intensification, and I hope it will be
very successful, but the history of it goes
back to other administrations.

Mr. RHODES. However, I am sure the
Speaker would agree with me that the
facts do indicate and the figures do in-
dicate that at the time the Nixon ad-
ministration came into power there wers
540,000 some troops in Vietnam and we
now have under 500,000 and we hope
that the figure is going down.

I believe the Speaker would have to
agree with me that the administration
which is in power, at the time the actual
reduction occurs, would certainly be that
administration which should receive the
lion’s share of the credit.

We have no way of knowing what
would have happened under another ad-
ministration. The plans which they had
developed—I presume they had plans be-
cause the Speaker says they did—cer-
tainly might have continued to lay dor-
mant, as they had prior to the time this
administration came into power.

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

Mr. RHODES. I yield to my friend
from Ohio.
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Mr. MINSHALL. After listening to this
colloguy between the gentleman and my
good friend the Speaker, I certainly want
to say some of the groundwork as has
been pointed out for Vietnamizing the
war did occur during the last year of the
Johnson administration. I would also like
to point out I know the Vietnamization of
the war has been intensified and speeded
up under this administration, to the tune
that today we have 66,000 net less troops
in Vietnam than we had when this ad-
ministration took over January 20.

Mr. RHODES. I think my friend from
Ohio will agree, also, as long as we have
gotten into a course in history with re-
gard to the war in Vietnam, that it might
be well to record right here that in Jan-
uary 1961 when the Democratic admin-
istration headed by the late President
Kennedy came into power there were
some 676 American troops in Vietnam.
After 8 years of Democratic administra-
tions there were 540,000 troops in
Vietnam.

Mr. McCORMACK, Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RHODES. I am always happy to
yield to the Speaker.

Mr. McCORMACK. I was interested in
and somewhat intrigued by the observa-
tions made by the gentleman from Ohio
about the withdrawal of troops. Of
course, the withdrawal is based upon cir-
cumstances and conditions which per-
mitted it, but they did not arise over-
night. The origin of them goes back sev-
eral years. We all approve of it, of
course. However, I do hope that we will
never agree on an imposed Communist
coalition government in Vietnam. If that
day ever arrives, it will be a sad day in
ths history of America, because to me
that would be a complete capitulation.
The observation of my friend from Ohio,
of course, is completely free from any po-
litical connotation. I know that. How-
ever, all I was thinking was to have my
friend from Arizona’s remarks appear to,
as I am sure he wanted them to be, im-
partial. I know nobody is supporting the
President of the United States more
strongly than I am, but the history of
Vietnamization goes back into previous
administrations, also.

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

Mr. RHODES. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. About as free from po-
litical connotation as was the cessation
of bombing at the zero hour before the
election a little more than a year ago.

Mr. RHODES, I am sure the gentle-
man is referring to a rather fortuitous
circumstance, which was not intended
to have any effect on the last election.
Will the gentleman agree with that?

Mr. GROSS. No, I would not agree
with that at all.

Mr, RHODES. I did not think the gen-
tleman would.

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

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

Mr, MINSHALL. So my position is ab-
solutely clear, I want to point out that I
merely recounted what the facts are and
what the record is, Mr. Chairman, be-

Chairman,
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cause the facts are that there are 66,000
less troops in Vietnam today than there
were last January 20. I should like to
point out, also, that this year we are
spending nearly $7 billion less in Viet-
nam than we had in the previous fiscal
year.

Mr. ADDABBO. Will the gentleman
yield?

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

Mr. ADDABBO. Will the gentleman
from Arizona also agree that President
Johnson'’s speech of April 1968 spoke of
South Vietnamese assuming a greater
responsibility and our subcommittee see-
ing to it also that the South Vietnamese
would be given more modern equipment
and arms so that they could effect the
present Vietnamization of the war?

Mr. RHODES. I am not familiar with
the facts that the gentleman relates, but
if the gentleman states them as facts, I
will accept them as such. However, I
think the gentleman from New York will
also agree with me that the process of
reequipping and reestablishing South
Vietnamese forces was only a dream un-
til the present Secretary of Defense un-
dertook it.

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

Mr. MINSHALL. I yield the gentleman
5 additional minutes.

Mr. RHODES. Until he realized those
plans and actually did something about
them.

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

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi.

Mr, WHITTEN. My colleague is so
gracious in yielding that he has not had
a chance to make his own speech. I
would like to make a comment that there
is enough of a job for all of us to do from
now on without arguing too much about
who deserves what credit up to date.
Will the gentleman agree?

Mr. RHODES. I agree wholeheartedly
with my friend from Mississippi.

I remember the remark made by the
last incumbent of the Presidency at one
stage of the Vietnam war. It went some-
thing like this: “If the Vietnamese war
comes off well, there will be credit
enough for everybody. If it does not come
off well, only one person will be blamed,
and you are looking at him.”

And, of course, this is the situation as
it often occurs. As the gentleman from
Mississippi well knows, the person who
has the ultimate responsibility in any
great endeavor is the one who carries
the blame if there is to be blame.

Mr, Chairman, I had intended to speak
about the ABM. However, it is my opin-
ion that this entire body is very well
aware of the facts and figures concern-
ing the proposed deployment of the
ABM and I do not intend to get into
that subject at this particular time.

However, I would like to say that there
are $779.4 million in this bill for the
ABM, $400.9 million being for research
and development training and evalua-
tion and $345.5 million for procurement.

Mr, Chairman, there are other items
which are of a miscellaneous nature.

Mr. Chairman, I am thoroughly sold
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on the necessity of deploying the ABM
system. I think we have waited long
enough. We have tested it thoroughly
enough. The hardware has been well
tested. The radar has been well tested.
Now it is time to proceed with deploy-
ment. It has been said in our subcom-
mittee, and I think it is true, that you
can test a weapons system to death. The
time has come for giving it the final test
by putting all of the systems together in
order to see if it will work. This is the
only thing that remains to be done in
providing this country with an ABM
system which will be meaningful from
the standpoint of certain types of at-
tacks.

This is not a full-scale deployment. In
fact, our committee has been assured
that the amount of funds requested for
future ABM sites, if any, will be made
each year. So, the Congress of the United
States and the President have not
wedded themselves to a policy which
must proceed willy-nilly to some kind of
full deployment of the ABM system. The
opposite is the truth.

Mr. Chairman, this bill also funds a
nuclear carrier. I have heard many peo-
ple say that we should not spend more
money on aireraft carriers. I do not be-
lieve it is true. Let me just quote from
Mr. Raymond Blackburn, the editor of
Jane's Fighting Ships—and Mr. Black-
burn is an Englishman. He does not have
any ax to grind insofar as American
ships are concerned but he says:

The nine great American carriers includ-
ing the nuclear-powered Enterprise are the
latest and finest instruments of seapower
ever devised.

I doubt he would have said this if the
aircraft carrier is an antiquated vulner-
able instrument of warfare.

As a matter of fact, the modern, up-
to-date aircraft carrier is a real miracle
of precision, a real miracle of ability to
defend itself from practically any threat
known to man. It is a very efficient man-
ner of projecting the power of the United
States. This country has always been
able to project its power on the seas.

Mr. Chairman, I feel very strongly
that if and when we ever get into a sit-
uation where we no longer have the
ability to project our power on the seas,
we will then truly become a second-rate
nation. I say this with full knowledge
of the the fact that the U.S.S.R. thinks
well of the necessity of projecting power
on the seas. She is building a mighty
fleet for the purpose of bolstering the
Red Navy. However, she is also building
a merchant marine fleet next to none.
This is a matter of great interest which
this Congress ought not to neglect.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Arizona has again ex-
pired.

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

Mr. RHODES. I think that along with
a fighting modern up-to-date Navy there
must also be an up-to-date efficient mer-
chant marine. This country at the end
of World War II was without peer inso-
far as a merchant marine capability was
concerned.

We now find ourselves where we are
probably eighth or ninth in ranking
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among the merchant marine fleets of the
world. This is a matter which must be
faced up to, and which the present Pres-
ident of the United States has agreed
that he would face up to. I am sure that
he will,

So, Mr, Chairman, as I said at the out-
set, this is a bill which recognizes na-
tional priorities. It does not put as many
dollars into the Defense Department, as
many people feel very conscientiously
are necessary in order to provide the
type of defense this country needs and
must have in the years to come. How-
ever, in the opinion of most of us it is
an adequate bill and it does provide for
the type of defense which we must have.
There are other priorities to which our
Nation must address itself. We feel that
we are addressing ourselves to those
priorities but also to our defense. T think
that in a matter of balancing of interest
that this is a good bill, an adequate bill,
and I hope that the House will support it.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. Appas-
B0), a member of the Defense Subcom-
mittee on Appropriations.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I risein
support of H.R. 15090, the Defense De-
partment appropriation bill for the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1970. This bill is
the result of extensive work done by the
committee in an attempt to strike a
proper balance between the desire to
maintain a strong defense posture and
the need to curtail nonessential military
expenditures.

I commend the chairman, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. Magon), and all
of my colleagues on the committee for
their great combined effort in develop-
ing and bringing forth this bill. I com-
mend and thank the very able staff of
the committee for their assistance and
dedication especially when our staff of
less than 10 has to match the hundreds
of backup experts the military services
have in presenting their testimony to
the committee.

I again take this opportunity to com-
mend our chief staff member, Bob Mi-
chaels, on his outstanding and dedicated
service and wish him well in his retire-
ment,

.R. 15090 provides a total Defense ap-
propriation of slightly more than $69,-
960,000,000, a reduction of more than 10
percent from the January 1969 budget
and a reduction of more than $4.4 billion
from the last appropriation. This repre-
sents the largest cut in Defense spending
since the end of the Korean war.

As a member of the Defense Appropri-
ations Subcommittee, I participated in
the extensive hearings on this legislation
and during the course of those hearings
I raised several questions concerning pos-
sible reductions in spending. I am pleased
with the bill as reported and I believe it
is a responsible effort to reduce Defense
spending without adversely affecting our
national defense present or future.

The major bulk of the reduction comes
in the area of personnel but other im-
portant areas include additional reduc-
tions in chemical and biological warfare
and more than $2 billion in procurement.
By way of comparison we should remem-
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ber that this proposal translated into
1964 economics by subtracting the cost
of inflation and salary increases is far
below the $49 billion appropriation ap-
proved in 1964,

I am also pleased that the committee
has approved my recommendation that
the Navy policy with respect to ship re-
pairs be changed to allow open competi-
tion for ship repairs within a 350 mile
radius of the home port where repairs
cannot be done at home port. This change
in policy recommended and discussed in
the committee report will result, I be-
lieve, in a reduction of repair costs by
encouraging competition and will bring
some relief to the New York-New Jersey
area through a greater distribution of the
repair work. With the closing of the
Brooklyn Navy Yard several years ago,
defense work in the New York area has
been limited. Therefore, it is my hope
that with this change in policy the New
York area will receive its fair share of
defense work.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to
support H.R. 15090 as an important step
in achieving a responsible balancing of
national priorities.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. YATES).

Mr. YATES. That shows how ineffec-
tive and indefinite the proposed safe-
guard ABM system would be.

In fact, later on there is another pro-
gram that has been approved by this
subcommittee relating to defense against
incoming enemy missiles and that is the
so-called hard rock silo program.

On page T03 of the hearings, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LipscoMs),
asked this question:

Mr, Lipscoms. Do you think that we need
both?

Colonel GrossMILLER. Until we can posi-
tively prove that one is more effective than
the other, I believe we do need to test both.

We who are opposed to the deploy-
ment of the ABM system favor its con-
tinued research. The incongruous part
of the action of the commitiee to me is
to read their very eloquent statement in
the report in opposition to concurrency
in which they stated their opposition to
the action of the Department of Defense
in deploying a weapons system before the
research and development was ready for
it.

They objected to that most positively
and urged the Department of Defense
not to continue.

Well, what did they do in the ABM
system? The ABM has $400 million in
this bill, approximately, for further re-
search for the safeguard ABM.

There is in prospect within the next
few years an expenditure of more than
$1 billion to be spent in further research
on the ABM.

Why then should we approve of de-
ployment at this time? There is a time
for research, there is a time for deploy-
ment. This program has not passed the
research stage,

I know very well of the threats and
tensions in the world today. I know that
we must have a strong armed force in
order to protect our nafional security.
We must be concerned with our survival

December 8, 1969

in a world in which Winston Churchill
has described “Safety is the sturdy child
of terror and survival is the twin brother
of annihilation.” I know there will be
some who will arise and say that I and
my colleagues who are opposing deploy-
ment of the ADM system are threatening
to pull the rug out from under the ne-
gotiators at the Helsinki talks. Nothing
is further from the truth, Mr. Chairman.
We do not want to pull out and we do
not want to undereut those talks in any
respect because we know how very im-
portant they are.

Approval of the amendment which I
will offer when the bill is read for amend-
ment will show that the Congress does
favor curtailment of the nuclear arms
race and that there should be no speedup
of the race through ABM deployment.

I recall the words of President Eisen-
hower which were uttered on December
8, 1953 before the General Assembly of
the United Nations when he said:

For me to say that the defense capabili-
ties of the United States are such that they
could inflict terrible losses upon an aggres-
sor, for me to say that the retallation capa-
bilities of the United States are so great that
such an aggressor's land would be laid
waste—all this, while fact, is not the true
expression of the purpose and the hope of
the United States. To pause there would be
to confirm the hopeless finality of a belief
that two atomic colossi are doomed malev-
olently to eye each other indefinitely across
a trembling world. To stop there would be
to accept helplessly the probability of civili-
zation destroyed—the annihilation of the ir-
replaceable heritage of mankind handed
down to us generation from generation—
and the condemnation of mankind to begin
all over again the age old struggle upward
from savagery toward decency, and right and
justice,

Then President Eisenhower went on to
urge the settlement of controversies by
peace rather than by bloody conflict—
to which all of us subscribe.

Our national security cannot be estab-
lished and maintained only if the United
States buys every new strategic weapon
that might possibly work and buys it in
greater quantity than the Soviet Union
happens to buy it.

Mr. Chairman, those of us who are
opposed to the deployment of the ABM.
believe that the facts elicited in the hear-
ings do not indicate that this system ati
this time—at this time—when propo-
nents of it are urging deployment, will
add anything to the safety or to the na-
tional security of the United States.
When the appropriate time comes, I pro-
pose to offer an amendment to strike out
“deployment.”

Second, Mr. Chairman, I propose to
offer an amendment to strike out the
$100 million appropriation for the so-
called Tow missile. In conversations
with the distinguished gentleman from
New York (Mr. StraTTON) wWho is a
member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee of the House, and with Members
on the opposite side of the aisle who are
members of that committee, they say
that the appropriation for the Tow
missile program is, in their view, to-
tally unneeded. There is ir. our armament
inventory an excellent missile which per-
forms the same purpose, and which can
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be purchased for a third of the cost of
the Tow.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may require to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. PIKE).

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for yielding. I have requested
this time in order to ask a couple of
questions which came to my mind as a
result of the language appearing on page
57 of the report. First, in talking about
the change in the schedule of procure-
ment of F-14 aircraft, what the commit-
tee has done, as I understand it, is change
the procurement from the Navy’'s request
of six R. & D, models and six produc-
tion models to a total of nine, instead of
12, all of which will be R. & D. models.
The thing that interests me, however, is
this language:

The committee would like to make it
abundantly clear, however, that none of the
funds provided are to be utilized for tooling
beyond that needed for fabrication of the
test aireraft.

I simply find it a little difficult to un-
derstand how you can tool up for the
test aircraft without tooling up at the
same time for the production aireraft,
and is there any intention to prevent the
tooling which is being used from being
used for production aircraft later on?

Mr. MAHON. I think the gentleman
has raised a good point. The object of
the committee is to avoid a pell-mell ap-
proach to production of the F-14 air-
craft by accelerating tooling beyond
what is necessary for ithe aircraft needed
in research and development. I would
assume that tooling up for a research-
type aireraft and tooling for the regular
production aircraft would be somewhat
the same. The tooling would be generally
interchangeable.

I think we have to agree that we mean
that they would proceed with the tool-
ing to the extent that is necessary to
produce the R. & D. aircraft. We would
have to realize that, and hope that when
we go forward—and I hope we will and
expect that we will—with the production
aircraft, the tooling used for the R. & D.
aircraft can be used for the regular
production aircraft. I believe that would
be a reasonable interpretation of what
the committee has in mind.

Mr, PIKE. I thank the gentleman for
his response. I hope that is what the
committee has in mind.

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

Mr. PIKE. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I
think, just to add a little bit to the
answer of my chairman, it is true we
are not production people. I do not
know whether the tooling needed to build
nine research and development aircraft
would be the same as that needed to
build 120 production aircraft. I suspect
some of it is not. All we really want to do
is to make sure the production tooling
which will be built in accordance with
this appropriation bill will not exceed
those which are absolutely necessary
to build the nine research and develop-
ment aireraft.

The gentleman from New York will
recall the experience which this Govern=-
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ment has had with the F-111 aircraft.
We just do not intend to let that happen
again if we can stop it. We want to have
these nine aircraft built, tested, and
evaluated before we proceed pell-mell
on any further orders for the F-14A. As
the gentleman knows, the F-14A is only
the first version. There will be a followon
version with a better engine. We have
some worries too about being able to in-
terface the advanced engine with the ex-
isting airframe. We do not want the com-
pany to proceed with production tooling
beyond that needed to fabricate the test
aircraft, but at the same time we do
not want to inhibit the fabrication of the
first nine test aircraft.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his response. I did
want to make it clear on the record
that there is not going to be any inhibi-
tion on using the tooling required to
build the test aircraft for the further
production aircraft if, in fact, that is
subsequently authorized and funded.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, the gen-
tleman makes a very good point. I be-
lieve the gentleman had a reservation
or a question in regard to another mat-
ter in the report?

Mr. PIKE. Yes. If the gentleman from
Texas will permit me a further question,
I am curious about the language also as
to the KA-6D aircraft, which again is
on page 57 of the report. The commit-
tee has struck out the sum of $57,600,-
000 to buy new KA-6D tankers, and the
committee says it “recommends that the
Navy modify additional A-6 aircraft to
the tanker configuration in lieu of buy-
ing new aircraft.”

That is all very well, but, having taken
the money out of the bill for the new
one, has the committee put any money in
to remodel the old one?

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman's ques-
tion relates to the report, near the bot-
tom of page 57. The budget itself, as
pointed out, does provide for the modi-
fication of four aircraft, but there are
no additionai funds for the modifications
of additional aircraft.

Actually, if the funds are to be avail-
able, one or more of several processes
could be used in seeking to acquire the
funds. If the Navy is convinced that the
committee has provided insufficient
funds in this connection, of course a re-
quest can be submitted to the other body,
and the funds can be sought in that way.

Another way to make available the
funds in many cases is to find funds that
are not going to be used for the purposes
for which requested or from a program
which has slipped or has been aban-
doned and reprogram them.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for his response.

I think it is obvious to those who have
listened to some of the debate on the
authorization bill that perhaps in the
course of preparing this appropriation
bill, the committee has found it neces-
sary to gore quite a few oxen, and I do
not mind conceding that one of mine got
bloodied up a little bit in here, despite all
of which I simply want to say I think the
Appropriations Committee in general on
this bill has done an outstanding job.
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I was unable to vote for the author-
ization bill simply because in my opinion
at this stage in cur national history it
just plain had too much money in it.

I was particularly upset by the $1 bil-
lion add-on for ship construction,

In this case I want to commend the
chairman and all the members of the
committee for a bipartisan effort. Re-
gardless of the fact that this is always a
painful process, the committee has done
an outstanding job and deserves to be
commended.

Mr. MAHON, I thank the gentleman
very much for those generous remarks.

Mr. MINSHALL, Mr. Chairman, I yield
15 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. Davis).

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, prior to this year, it was in an-
other decade that I last served on this
subcommittee, so I do not presume to
talk with the depth of knowledge of my
colleagues on this subcommittee, but per-
haps a period of absence may help to
enhance the perspective I might be able
to shed for my colleagues upon this
measure.

Probably no other bill which confronts
us here in this body entails more respon-
sibility upon our part than does this one.
There simply is not anyone else to do it.
In many of the domestic programs which
we discuss here we can look in greater or
lesser degree for assistance in problem-
solving and decisionmaking to the
States, to the local governments or to in-
dividuals. But clearly the defense of our
country is entirely a Federal responsi-
bility, and it is one where the center of
responsibility lives right here in Con-
gress.

Perhaps nowhere else does the sig-
nificance of the committee system dem-
onstrate itself more clearly. This matter
of providing for the common defense is a
massive responsibility, and in today's
technology, with the sophistication of
our weaponry systems, it is impossible
for any of us to be completely an expert.
I suppose that applies not only to indi-
vidual Members of this body and to the
members of the full committee but also
to the 11 men who serve on this sub-
committee.

So, while we cannot claim to be ex-
perts in all the areas encompassed in
this bill we can but claim to be a group
of intelligent, careful, and reasonable
men who have arrived at our judgment in
order to fulfill the responsibility which
has been delegated to us.

This bill does represent our judgment,
a judgment based upon diligent efforts to
obtain information upon which this bill,
and our report are based.

I suppose if we were to single out any
as being the architects of this particu-
lar measure we would have to include our
former colleague the Secretary of De-
fense, the distinguished chairman of the
full committee and of this subcommittee,
and the ranking minority member, the
gentleman from California (Mr. Lips-
COMB.)

But I submit that every member of
the subcommittee has made a contribu-
tion to this evidence of our combined
judgment that appears before you today.

We cannot assure you completely that
this measure is adequate to our times.
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We cannot assure you that every dollar
here is necessary. We cannot assure you
that every dollar will be efficiently spent.
‘We can only assure you that we have
applied ourselves diligently to the task
to which you, our colleagues, have as-
signed us.

We have avoided in this measure the
extremes of those who believe that we
can avoid world problems by dismantling
our defenses. We have avoided the
extremes of those who clamor for every-
thing that the military might desire as
the ultimate in defense capability.

We have pinpointed and eliminated
items that we consider to be largely
duplicatory and in some cases we have
funded research and development ef-
forts which are apparently but not
actually duplicatory. For instance, in the
Tow and the Shillelagh missile sys-
tems some people will claim that we
have one and we do not need the other.
In fact, they are based on different con-
cepts. One has capabilities not com-
pletely present in the other. We have
attempted to assure——

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

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I am happy
to yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. GUBSER. Is the gentleman im-
plying that the Shillelagh missile has
not been fired in the ground mode?

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I cannot
answer that specifically as to whether
it has been successfully so used or not.

Mr. GUBSER. I might say to the gen-
tleman, if he is, I can show him a movie
where the Shillelagh has been fired in the
ground mode, and I do not understand
why the Army does not admit it.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I am not pre-
pared to say what the Army will or will
not admit. It is entirely possible. But I
am sure the gentleman will concede they
are based on different concepts and the
capabilities of the two are certainly not
entirely coincidental.

We have attempted to assure maxi-
mum research and development before
funding for procurement but for some
sophisticated weapons systems there
comes a time when the laboratory and
the testing range are no longer adequate:
when installation and in-being facilities
must be procured and constructed to test
under actual operating conditions. This is
precisely why the funds for the ABM are
included in this bill, The ABM installa-
tions we are speaking of in this measure
give us prototypes—a phase of a system
in being. I suggest ABM in-being is nec-
essary not only as an advanced tech-
nology but as an essential element to the
success of the pending disarmament dis-
cussions. Indeed, rather than detracting
from the potentialities of SALT, as the
Foreign Affairs Committee effectively
reminded us, the implementation of
phase 1 of ABM strengthens our hand in
these negotiations. I would suggest in
that respect—and I believe this is the
unanimous opinion of our subcommit-
tee—those of us who heard the hearings
arrived at an entirely opposite view from
some members of the commitiee who
signed a minority report without appear-
ing at our hearings. I think it is of some
significance that while it may be un-
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usual for 10 members of the Committee
on Appropriations to sign a minority re-
port, you will not find a single member
of the subcommittee which heard the
hearings listed among those dissenters.

We have not been insensitive to eriti-
cism. We have not been and we are not
today spokesmen for the Pentagon. In
addition to the seven volumes of hear-
ings that are available to anyone who
wishes to be informed on our hearings,
there have been numerous informal
hearings to discuss matters of expressed
public concern, and, in some instances,
matters of obvious Defense Department
shortcomings. There have been numer-
ous staff investigations. There are nu-
merous staff investigations now pending
or to be undertaken before the hearings
next year.

There has been, and there will be a
great deal of discussion of a number of
specific programs.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to take
just 1 minute to talk a little bit about
Sanguine, one of the projects for which
money is included in this bill and one
which has aroused rather vocal opposi-
tion in some areas.

Sanguine is an extremely low-fre-
quency communication system now in
the research and development phase ad-
ministered by the Department of the
Navy. It provides worldwide communica-
tions potential and particularly so with
respect to our Polaris submarines.

Thus far something like $27 million
has been invested in its development. It
operates best where certain low-con-
ductivity rock conditions exist. So it
has been tested in an area in North Car-
olina and Virginia and in a national for-
est in northern Wisconsin, These tests
have demonstrated some problems such
as the ringing of telephones, interference
with telephone use, the electrification of
long metal objects such as fences and
there have been some questions raised
relating to plant and animal life, But
this is why we are continuing the re-
search and the development in this area,
in order to find ways to mitigate these
problems.

This will require several small tracts
of land where the transmitters will be
located. There will be required easements
in larger areas of land where the an-
tennas are to be buried.

But we have already learned enough
to know that we can use a much smaller
area with much less power than had pre-
viously been contemplated and that the
problems are solvable, that Sanguine is
capable of performing its worldwide
naval communications mission.

Mr. Chairman, the solution of prob-
lems is the purpose of research and de-
velopment. That is why there is $5 mil-
lion in this bill.

I hope that some highly vocal orga-
nized opposition will not succeed in
seuttling this useful program adminis-
tered by the Department of the Navy.

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. STRATTON).

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
at this time to comment on one of the
amendments which the gentleman from
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Illinois (Mr. YaTes) is going to offer un-
der the 5-minute rule: namely, the
amendment to strike out $100 million for
the Tow Army antitank missile.

Mr. Chairman, I believe Members of
this body are well aware of the fact that
I am not one of the more vocal doves
in this House and that I do not have any
particular antimilitary bias. As a matter
of fact, in the past few weeks I have taken
this well on several occasions to fight for
programs that the Pentagon has wanted.
I think the REcorp also shows, however,
that as a member of the Armed Services
Committee and as a member of the inves-
tigating subcommittee of that commit-
tee, one of them on the sinking of the
submarine Guitarro and one of them on
the Sheridan tank program, I try to call
the shots as I see them and have not hes-
itated.

I strongly believe that we should end
waste and duplication in the Defense De-
partment and not just talk about it. The
Appropriations Committee in its report
on the Defense bill indicates that its
hearings “reveal instances in which—the
military services are pursuing duplicat-
ing development efforts” and indicated
that as a result of these duplicating de-
velopments “procurement costs are need-
lessly increased over a period of several
years.” Yet the committee, which usually
takes pride in reducing every authoriza-
tion ceiling, has in this bill fully funded,
to the extent of $100 million, a missile
program which, although it was included
in the authorization bill conference re-
port, was originally knocked out by the
House itself on the grounds that it was
“unacceptable redundancy.” In fact, the
authorization conference had included
Tow funds with a specific reference to
the need for further research and devel-
opment into the possibility of doing the
antitank job the Army wants to do with
one weapon system rather than two.

As a member of the conference com-
mittee I went along with that $100 mil-
lion authorization reluetantly, recogniz-
ing that we rarely get everything that
we authorize fully funded anyway. The
authority is now in the law in case sub-
sequent developments indicate it would
be wise to undertake full-scale procure-
ment of this weapon. But I think it
would be a very serious mistake to fund
the full $100 million even before this pre-
liminary testing, and the shootoff be-
tween the Tow and Shillelagh directed
by the conference committee has taken
place.

The other day Senator Stenwis, chair-
man of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee, directed his committee to under-
take an immediate investigation to “de-
termine whether the military services
are building duplicate weapons.”

He said:

In view of the large sums of money in-
volved, a proliferation of missiles capable of
carrying out the same misslons would rep-

resent a waste of funds and resources and
must be avoided.

Well right here with the Tow missile,
is a classic example of the very thing the
Senator is speaking about. If we really
want to eliminate waste and duplication,
especially where large sums of money are
involved in this case, specifically a billion
dollars, here is the place for us to start.
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In the first place, the Tow and the
Shillelagh are almost identical weapons,
not in their configuration, as the gentle-
man from Wisconsin mentioned a mo-
ment ago, but they are in their perform-
ance, but the Shillelagh is already in
mass production, whereas the Tow is
still in research and development.

Moreover, the Tow is more than twice
as expensive as the Shillelagh. And if
we go the full distance on the Tow, as
I have already said, it would cost $1
billion.

General Westmoreland, whose desire
to get the Tow, is very largely, as I
understand, the reason that the com-
mittee has put this money in for the full
amount, talked with me the other day
and urged me to support Tow. I said I
checked into some of these things and
he gave me a classified fact sheet on Tow
and Shillelagh performance. He said:

Bam, you can see from this fact sheet just
how different these two weapons are.

But the thing that amazed me when I
looked the classified fact sheet over, and
saw the performance of these two weap-
ons, was that they are almost absolutely
identical with one exception, and that
is that the Shillelagh weighs 10 pounds
more than the Tow. But half of the
extra 10 pounds is because of a heavier
and more lethal warhead. Theoretically,
the difference between the Tow and
the Shillelagh is that the Tow is sup-
posed to be for infantry, as the gentle-
man from California (Mr. GUBSER), a
very capable member of the subcommit-
tee, pointed out a moment ago, and the
Shillelagh is supposed to be for tanks.
But the fact of the matter is that both
of them can already be used in helicop-
ters. And the fact is that the Shillelagh,
which the Army claims cannot be used
in the infantry mode, was actually fired,
as the gentleman from California men-
tioned a moment ago, in 1962 in the in-
fantry mode. And our subcommittee has
in its possession a motion picture to
prove it—and incidentally it took a lot
of wrangling and arm-twisting to get
that out of the Army.

Not only that, but the chief of Army
Research and Development, Lieutenant
General Betts, who appeared before us
as the expert witness in these technical
matters, was not even aware of the fact
that the Shillelagh had been fired in the
infantry mode back in 1962, and had
never seen the pictures.

In fact, the Army has long been aware
of this potential duplication, and back
in 1962 there was an Army staff study
made which we also have in our subcom-
mittee. The result of that study is that
the most expensive way for the Army to
go in antitank weapons would be to go
the two separate routes of developing the
TOW all the way, and the Shillelagh all
the way. Yet that is exactly what the
Army is now asking us to do and what
the Appropriations Committee proposes
to fund.

Earlier this year our investigating sub-
committee discovered certain problems
in connection with the Sheridan tank
prograia, and those surfaced in the press
under the headline of the “billion-dollar
boo-boo.” And after this case came out,
people said to us: Why did not the mem-
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bers of the Committee on Armed Services
find out this problem in advance?

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

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, could
I have 2 more minutes?

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, may I ask
how much time we have left on our side?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
that the gentleman has 8 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
additional minutes to the gentleman
from New York (Mr, STRATTON).

Mr. STRATTON. I thank the chair-
man.

People said to us, Why did not your
committee find this out before the bil-
lion dollars were spent rather than after
the billion dollars had been spent? I had
to admit that was a pretty good question.
We had not kept in as close touch with
this Sheridan tank program as we should
have. But here with the Tow missile is a
case where we can lock the barn door be-
fore the horse is stolen rather than wait-
ing until after the horse is stolen, to issue
a report and then complain about the
situation.

Here is a perfect opportumity for us
to exercise our leadership and prevent
the waste of $1 billion, rather than point-
ing out the error after the taxpayers’
money has been spent.

The strongest argument which the
Army has for the Tow missiles is that it
is urgently needed for grcund frocps in
Europe to protect them against a mas-
sive Soviet tank threat. Now one won-
ders just how serious this threat is since
the Army regarded it so lichtly only a
few years ago that they stopped produc-
ing its major antitank weapon, the M-60,
and even started selling some of those in
its inventory to non-NATO allies. Never-
theless, if the increased threat is as great
as the Army says it is, then it chould be
pointed out that proceeding at the rate
the Army proposes, we will only have
200 or 300 Tow launchers in Europe by
the end of the next calendar year, and it
will be 1974 or 1975 before we have that
weapon fully deployed there. Yet the
Army has on hand at this very moment
the capability of putting 500 Shillelagh
launchers into Europe almost overnight,
since we have some 500 Sheridan tanks
sitting around unused, in storage today,
because they cannot fire their conven-
tional ammunition, but are still fully
capable of firing the Shillelagh missile. If
we are really worried about an urgent
threat, that would seem to be the fastest
and best way to meet it.

As a matter of fact, the only real dif-
ference between Tow and Shillelagh in-
fantry deployment in Europe is that we
cannot have the Shillelagh fully de-
ployed as an infantry weapon in Europe
until about 18 months or 2 years later
than we can have Tow deployed. Yet,
since what we are talking about is a 1974
to 1976 time frame, if I read the papers
correctly and the Recorp of this Con-
gress, by that time we will be pulling
many of our troops out of Europe rather
than putting them in, and this would cer-
tainly apply to infantry handled weap-
ons.

Tow is called an infantry weapon. But.

let me point out that it can only be man-
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handled for a distance of abhout 200 yards.
Beyond that it needs a jeep at least to
carry it. So it is really not much more
mobile than a Shillelagh fired from the
highly mobile Sheridan tank.

So, Mr. Chairman, if we really mean
what we say about preventing duplica-
tion and waste, and if we really believe
that this Congress ought to be calling
the shots on military spending rather
than just rubberstamping the generals
and the admirals, then we ought to go
slow in funding the Tow system, at
least until we have completed the addi-
tional research and the shootoff be-
tween the Tow and the Shillelagh which
the House and Senate conferees directed
in their report. I believe we ought to
eliminate these funds today. I believe we
should send 500 Sheridans with Shille-
lagh missiles to Europe immediately to
defend against the Soviet tank threat,
and then leave the decision ahout going
down another billion dollar road for still
another Army weapon until after we
have concluded the careful examination
which this House strongly recommended
just a few weeks ago.

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to commend Chairman MasoN
and the members of the Appropriations
Committee for their efforts on this year's
military appropriations bill. They have
brought about the largest reduction in
the military budget since the end of the
Korean war. Through their diligence,
some $5.5 billion has been trimmed from
the budget—and in the words of the dis-
tinguished chairman—these are not
paper savings. They are real savings to
the taxpayers of the country.

Although the Appropriations Commit-
tee literally made history with its report,
there is still much to be done toward
returning the military budget to pro-
portions that are reasonable in light of
the other problems which this country
faces.

But for now let me dwell on what the
committee actually did and those tasks
that remain to be accomplished.

There are two significant areas of re-
duction in weapons systems procure-
ment:

First. The F-14 program was curtailed
with $129 million cut from the overall
program.

Second. The shipbuilding and conver-
sion program was curtailed by $352 mil-
lion.

These and the other minor cuts made
by the Appropriations Committee in con-
cert with the Defense Department are
salutary. However, many of the original
questions which I and many of my col-
leagues have had for over a year are left
unanswered:

First. The ABM which created such
dispute throughout the country with re-
spect to its feasibility, necessity and
wisdom remains untouched.

Second. The C-5A and the accompany-
ing scandal still haunts us. Although I
was impressed that the Air Force decided
they did not need 120 C5's any longer—
that they could perform their mission
with only 81—I am still not convinced
that they cannot do the job with their
presently funded 58.

Third. The CVAN-69, the nuclear at-

tack carrier appears of dubious neces-
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sity in the years to come because of the
rapid changes in technology, warfare,
and our changing role in the world's
security. Our only potential adversaries
in the area of naval warfare—the Soviet
Union—does not have a single aircraft
carrier, while we maintain and renew
our force of 23 attack and ASW car-
riers—a superiority, mind you of 23 to 0.
Yet this remains untouched.

Fourth. The AMSA, the advanced
manned strategic aircraft, that will add
only marginally to our strategic and
retaliatory forces, and which was not
justified by the Department of Defense
remains untouched.

All of these major programs and others
were spared the scrutiny and the sealpel
that was so deftly applied to the smaller
Weapon programs.

The lack of reduction in the larger
weapon systems despite the fact that they
have not been justified or that have been
demonstrated to be procurement horror
stories of the first magnitude remain the
largest problem in defense procurement
facing the Congress. The Appropriations
Committee has, in effect, admitted this.
They have castigated the Minuteman
program for weakening our defenses.
They have censured the DOD and the in-
dustry for gold-plating weapons systems.
They have stated their displeasure with
the C-5A program, its contracting prac-
tices, the overly optimistic estimates and
the rest of this sordid tale. And they have,
in effect, blasted the services for their
slovenly management practices. Yet none
of these large programs was touched de-
spite the fact that they rob the taxpayers
of many billions of dollars per year—far
more than the amount they cut out of
the bill. This is the remaining problem
facing Congress, and this is the problem
we intend to pursue when the new budget
is submitted to Congress.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman although I
would support a reasonable and under-
standable appropriation for the Depart-
ment of Defense I must oppose the pro-
visions of this $70 billion bill. Frankly,
it is impossible for a Member of Congress
to make a fair and adequate appraisal for
a commitment of this dimension in a sin-
gle appropriation bill. The committee has
made an effort this year for which it is
to be commended, but the basic problem
is the submission of an omnibus bill
which lumps good with bad and neces-
sary with wasteful, all under the guise of
the national security.

In spite of the diligent efforts of the
Appropriations Committee, this bill is
filled with waste and extravagance of an
awesome dimension. During his presen-
tation in support of this bill, the chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee,
the Honorable GeEorGe MaHON, of Texas,
stated that this bill also included carry-
over appropriations totalling $39.9 billion
making available to the Department of
Defense in this fiscal year a sum totaling
almost $109 billion. The availability of
this kind of expenditure makes it com-
pletely within the power of the executive
and the military services to determine
the course of military spending. It would
seem to me that Congress should insist
on the power to place an overall ceiling
on total expenditures in the current fiscal
year if it is to make a proper assessment
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of national security needs and domestic
priorities. This is completely impossible
under the omnibus bill which is sub-
mitted for our consideration today.

The essential information relating to
this legislation, the hearings, were not
completely available to Members of the
House until last Tuesday, December 2.
The decisions of the Subcommittee on
Appropriations were not available to
Members of the House until last Wednes-
day, December 3. It is insulting to assume
that the membership of the House has
had an adequate opportunity to review
5,947 pages of hearings and 102 pages of
the report and form a responsible judg-
ment on whether this $70 billion appro-
priation should be approved or disap-
proved.

When the authorizing bill was under
consideration, I opposed the granting of
a blank check for defense. I supported
amendments to strike out funds for the
deployment of the anti-ballistic-missile
system. I also opposed the addition of
over $1 hillion for the construction of an
additional carrier which was not request-
ed by the President. This spending is
wasteful and unnecessary evidence of
commitments not related to the defense
of our country.

I also opposed the $481 million request
for the procurement of the fourth C-5A
Air Force sguadron which was subse-
quently reduced in its size. While many
of the procurements for research and de-
velopment contained in this bill deserve
our earnest support, others raise serious
questions of need, cost, duplication,

waste, and inefficiency. Some programs

are outrageously ill conceived and should
be rejected outright.

Since this appropriation bill includes
wasteful and unnecessary appropriations
for so many questionable programs. I feel
that this bill should be opposed until it
can be cured of defects which I consider
of important relevance to the security of
America and the taxpayer interest.

If we are to prepare an adequate de-
fense, if we expect to win the fight
against inflation, if we are to respond to
our responsibilities as members of this
legislative body, now is the time to be-
gin.

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port HR. 15090. In the present state of
the world, it is necessary that we have a
Military Establishment and that this es-
tablishment be furnished with equipment
that is adequate to meet any reasonably
foreseeable threat to our security. This
objective would be adequately served by
the present bill.

At the same time, this bill is signifi-
cant in its substantial limitation of mil-
itary activities and the committee which
voted out the bill has shown a welcome
willingness to cut appropriations when
it deemed this course possible and to
view with eritical eye all the requests of
the military.

I have never believed that military rec-
ommendations should be accepted with-
out the exercise of independent congres-
sional judgment any more than I believe
that the military policy should shape
the course of our Nation. From the be-
ginning of our history, our national pol-
icy has held the military under civilian
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control and I believe that this has been
a sound policy and should continue.
Surely, the military plays an important
and irreplaceable part in the life and
security of our Nation, but neither the
military nor the Nation would be served
by permitting undiluted military policy
to dominate our national thinking.
This bill cuts appropriations $5.3 bil-
lion below the revised budget estimates
and $7.7 billion below the original Jan-
uary estimates. More significantly, it
represents a cut of $4.4 billion below the
1969 appropriations. Cuts in requests are
not as vital as cuts in actual appropria-
tions amounts, These cuts are substan-
tial since the appropriation is cut 6 per-
cent, but I hope that they will not be the
last word and that we shall be able to
continue to make these reductions. I trust
that the words of the committee report
will be prophetic when they state:
Further withdrawals of U.S. forces may
make additional funding reductions possible
during the remainder of this fiscal year.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, I shall
vote for this bill in view of the substan-
tial cuts made by the committee. My
vote indicates approval of the $5 billion
reduction, but does not extend to many
items included in this appropriation. The
ABM and a number of other weapon sys-
tems which the bill finances should have
been eliminated or deferred. I favor an
early end to our involvement in the Viet-
nam war. This will finance that involve-
ment as well.

Yet my views on these weapon systems
and upon Vietnam have been made clear
by other votes, some of them against
authorizations for military spending.
Since we have debated and discussed
these questions earlier, I am not sur-
prised that the Appropriations Commit-
tee elects to fund them now.

The significant aspect of this bill—the
welcome surprise—is in the substantial
savings effected. This kind of reduction
must become the trend over the long
ferm. We must not permit unrestricted
demands for new military hardware to
eat away at resources needed for more
peaceful and constructive uses at home
and abroad.

The debate which the House engaged
in when the military procurement bill
was under consideration must be con-
tinued. So must efforts to reduce man-
power totals, So must efforts to trim
unnecessary units from our forees.

The United States needs an adequate
deterrent and effective conventional
forces of modest size. I believe we can
buy the national defense we need for
funds totaling muck closer to $50 bil-
lion a year than the present figures. As
Vietnam recedes we must press for this
result. In the meantime I commend the
committee for its actions in reduecing the
military budget without impairing our
security.

Mr, BINGHAM, Mr, Chairman, I want
first to commend the Committee on Ap-
propriations, and particularly the De-
fense Subcommittee, for much that they
have done on this legislation—the fiscal
year 1970 Defense appropriation bill.
This is an enormous piece of legislation
in terms of the number of programs for
which it provides funding and the total
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amount of funds it contains. With a price
tag of rearly $70 billion, it is one of the
biggest money bills ever to come before
this House, and the task of conducting a
careful review in committee was, I am
sure, similarly enormous.

I am gratified by the magnitude of the
total cuts imposed by the committee—
$5,318,000,000 from the latest budget es-
t'mates, and $7,780,152,000 from earlier
budget estimates. But more significant
than the size of the cuts, it seems to me,
is the magnitude of this appropriation in
comparison with the 1969 budget. The
total funds proposed to be allocated in
this legislation amount to nearly $4.5
billion less than the 1969 appropriation.
I think we are long overdue for a change
in the trend of military expenditures,
which has been steadily and precipitously
moving upward over the past several
years. I sincerely hope that this marks
the beginning of a steady and even pre-
cipitous downtrend in our expenditures
for military hardware and personnel in
the future.

The committee has acted commend-
ably by exercising caution on several new
weapons systems. During consideration
of the Military Procurement Authoriza-
tion, I proposed that we implement addi-
tional research and development on the
new F-14 Navy fighter, at least to the
point where we have completed some
flight tests of the aircraft and its various
component systems, before we take it
into production. I therefore proposed
that the $275 million for the first six pro-
duction models of the F-14 be deleted
from the fiscal year 1970 budget, and that
we refrain from authorizing or appro-
priating such funds until we have flight
tested this very complex and innovative
aircraft.

I was permitied only a few moments
to defend that amendment during the
debate on Defense procurement, and it
was defeated. Apparently, however, the
Appropriations Committee took note of
the caution flags raised on the F-14 pro-
gram, which follows hard on the heels of
the F-111 fiasco which ran up such large
cost overruns. The committee has deleted
the very same $275 million for ¥-14 pro-
duction that I urged be deleted, adding
$146,000,000 for three additional R. & D.
models.

I wholeheartedly endorse the strong
language used by the committee concern-
ing the scandalous inflation of final
weapons costs over initial estimates. I
particularly agree with the committee
that one of the major reasons for these
immense and costly overruns is the
“tendency to move too fast into produc-
tion even before development and testing
has reached the point where a reasonably
intelligent decision to enter into produc-
tion can be made.” It was this weakness
in our approach to defense buying that I
was trying to get at with my amendment
on the F-14, and I feel the committee
has done the American public a great
service by recognizing this problem not
only with regard to the F-14, but also
other proposed new weapons systems.

Now, there are several aspects of this
legislation which I find disturbing, and
I must note from the outset that I think
these negative items in the bill outweigh
the encouraging aspects I have men-
tioned.
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For reasons I have often stated before,
I share the opposition expressed by 10
members of the committee to the appro-
priation of $359.5 million for deployment
of the Safeguard ABM system.

With the SALT talks currently under-
way in Helsinki and showing signs of
possible fruitfulness, it would be espe-
cially foolish for us to begin deployment
of an ABM system now, With almost no
risk whatsoever, we could postpone such
a move until we have had a chance more
fully to explore the possibility of ~eaching
agreement with the Soviets to control
this and other destabilizing strategic
weapons systems. I must take strong ex-
ception to the presumption of the Com-
mittee on page 8 of its report which
argues that, because the SALT talks are
“preliminary in nature, there is no rea-
son to believe at this time taey will have
any impact on the fiscal year 1970 De-
fense budeget.” The report goes on to say:

If a safe and meaningful limitation on
strategic weapon: were to be agreed to, the
budgetary impact would be felt in future
years.

That may well be true. But it is not, in
my view, a convincing argument for
moving immediately to deploy a new
weapons system such as the ABM. Not
only may these deployment funds be
wasted if we later reach restrictive agree-
ment with the Soviets on ABM, but im-
mediate deployment will also make such
agreement more difficult to reach.

For these reasons, I intend to support
the efforts I understand will be made by
a member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
Yares), to amend this legislation to de-
lete the deployment funds for ABM.

In light, also, of the SALT talks which
are now underway, I think it i= tragic
that this legislation is based on a con-
tinuation of the philosophy that, in the
committee’s words:

This country must maintain its military
superiority over any other nation.

Adoption of such a philosophy will
doom any arms limitation talks fo fail-
ure and thus will accelerate the arms
racs, not dampen it.

In the testimony—just released last
week—Dbefore the committee, Air Force
Chief of Staff, Gen. John D. Ryan stated
that the United States is working to
develop “hard-target killer” MIRV's.
This statement will doubtless bz con-
strued by the Soviets to the effect that
we are seeking to develop a first-strike
capability. General Ryan’'s unssttling
statement is in contrast to what the
DOD told the House Subcommitiee on
National Security Policy and Scientific
Developments; in its report on MIRV
testing, that subcommittee noted:

DOD witnesses testified before the sub-
committee that the objective of U.S. MIRV's
is to assure penetration of Soviet ballistic
missile defenses, a second strike mission
which does not require high accuracies.

To talk about “hard-target killers” is
clearly something else again.

I was the first Member of Congress
to call a suspension of flight testing of
MRV'’s prior to the commencement of
the SALT talks, and I am disturbed that
this legislation contains funds for con-
tinued testing without even the most
minimal, nonrisk restrictions to demon-

37687

strate our good faith in attempting to
reach some agreement with the Soviets
on MIRV's. I am even more disturbed,
however, by the continu'ng contradic-
tions in administration statements con-
cerning the purposes and capabilities we
are pursuing in the development of these
highly provocative and destabilizing
weapons. In my view, we have much to
gain and nothing to lose from refrain-
ing from further MRV flight testing
while the SALT talks are getting off the
ground, and there is no justification for
the development of MIRV’'s with a hard-
target capability that will east doubt cn
their deterrent function and force the
Soviet Union to suspect first-strike inten-
tions. To the considerable extent that
this legislation contradicts these con-
siderations, I feel compelled to vote
against it.

I am disturbed by the large proportion
of these funds which are likely to be
used by the Dafense Department and the
individual services to propagandize the
American public, I have noted the evi-
dence on this matter which Senator
FuLericHT has revealed in the past week,
and I have done some investigating my-
self. It seems clear that as much as $27,-
000,000 was expended in 1969 by the
various services for public relations and
public information. A significant portion
of these funds provide the materials and
manpower with which the armed serv-
ices, in effect, promote their own goals,
programs, and policies.

Until 1959, strict limits were included
in the Defense Appropriations bills on
the amount that could be devoted to
public relations and public information.
In 1959, that limit was $2.7 million, Dur-
ing the 10-year absence of such limita-
tions, this expenditure has swelled
1,000 percent, to at least $27 million.
That is the admitted figure and the real
figure is probably much higher.

While this wasteful and improper use
of funds is not of such magnitude that
it would justify opposing this legislation,
I do feel that it is of more than suffi-
cient import to require immediate at-
tention and remedial action. With that
in mind I intend, at the appropriate
time, to offer an amendment to limit to
$10,000,000 the amount of funds in this
act which may be devoted to public in-
formation and public relations activities.
This amendment, I feel, is necessary de-
spite the euts totaling $4,955,000, made
by the committee in the public informa-
tion and public affairs budgets of the
respective military services.

In addition to the various other un-
necessary and, indeed, undesirable items
of expense, this bill, of course, also pro-
vides billions of dollars for a seemingly
unlimited continuation of our tragic mil-
itary involvement in Vietnam.

This bill, therefore, runs counter to
the views which I have previously ex-
pressed here in relation to the need for
much more drastic steps fo extricate our-
selves from Vietnam than have yet been
taken or seem to be envisaged by the
President or the Appropriations Com-
mittee.

For all of these reasons, I shall vote
against H.R. 15090.

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I op-
pose this bill. Though the Appropriations
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Committee deserves praise for its seru-
tiny of H.R. 15090, I believe further cuts
are possible without causing any danger
to ur national security. For the careless-
ness Ernest Fitzgerald revealed about
the C-5A is surely not exceptional in
Pentagon planning.

Many Members have questioned the
effectiveness of our spending in the war
against poverty—and properly so. But
cannot we recognize that mistaken judg-
ments in a single Department of Defense
program are frequently responsible for
cost overruns greater than the entire
budget appropriated for the Office of
Economic Opportunity?

Today, I am questioning more than the
ultimate use of our defense money. I am
also questioning the administrative pol-
icies of the Department of Defense.

For vears we have been told that “effi-
ciency” and “cost-effectiveness” are the
hallmarks of our defense spending. And
yet, what does the history of the Defense
Department cost estimates actually re-
veal? The cost of the missile systems of
the 1950's and the early 1960's was 3.2
times the original estimates. Initially, the
cost of the Air Force’s manned orbiting
laboratory was estimated at $1.5 billion.
The most recent estimate was $3 billion.
Equally grave miscalculations were made
for the Sheridan armored vehicle, the
Cheyenne helicopter, and countless other
weapons.

Indeed, incidents of faulty planning
are becoming more common, and appar-
ently, more acceptable in the Pentagon.
Last week the chairman of the Senate
Armed Services Committee announced

that the Navy's Mark-48 torpedo pro-
gram has a cost growth of 395 percent
over the original estimate. The House

Appropriations Committee report on
H . R. 15090 has labeled 1969 “The Year of
the Cost Overrun.”

Of course, some of the higher cost can
be explained by inflation and improved
technology. However, the House Appro-
priations Committee has declared that
49.2 percent of the cost increases is due
to revision of estimates, something that
any private business would avoid as a
matter of policy. Indeed, any company
that used equally lax managerial prac-
tices would soon go bankrupt.

Some immediate action must be taken.
The contractors must become account-
able for their original estimates. There
must be an increase in competition for
contracts. For years the Defense Depart-
ment officials have told us that savings
of at least 25 percent can be realized
through competitive procurement prac-
tices. Yet, within the past 4 years there
has been a decrease in competition. In
1966 50 percent of the total military pro-
curement was awarded competitively. In
1968, the fizure was only 42.1 percent.

The need for reduced military spend-
ing is glaring. Our Nation’s internal prob-
lems are clamoring for treatment and
funds. The air we breathe in our cities
is endangering our health. Our cities’
schools are becoming market places, not
of ideas, but of crime and narcotics. In-
flation is hurting the middle class as
well as the poor.

Mr. Chairman, while our country's do-
mestic problems have been worsening, 35
defense weapons programs have overrun
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their original estimated costs by 19.9 bil-
lions. Until we end the war in Vietnam,
until we clean our air and our waterways,
until our cities receive adequate fund-
ing, until we bring military expenditures
under rational, hard-headed cost con-
trols, I cannot favor the military appro-
priations bills brought before this House.

This Nation must begin to establish a
set of rational priorities. No longer can
we allow our military spending to con-
tinue to dominate our entire national
budget.

Mr. RYAN, Mr. Chairman, although
the Appropriations Committee has re-
duced the administration’s budget re-
quest of $75.2 billion by $5.3 billion to
$69.9 billion, the military budget re-
flects the serious imbalance in our na-
tional priorities and underwrites the war
in Vietnam. The Appropriations Com-
mittee estimates that some $23.1 billion
appropriated by HR. 15090 will be al-
located to the Vietnam war in fiscal year
1970.

As in the past, I again point out to the
House that the only way to change the
policy in Vietnam is to refuse to finance
that tragic war. From January 1, 1961,
through November 29, 1969, 39,642 Amer-
jcan lives have been lost through hostile
action in Vietnam. As long as the House
votes the funds and supports the admin-
istration’s policy, as it did last week by a
vote of 333 to 55, it must bear its share of
responsibility for the continuation of the
war. Therefore, I cannot in good con-
science support this bill.

In opposing the bill, no Member of
Congress is denying that an appropriate
amount of funds should be appropriated
for the legitimate defense needs of the
Nation. Instead, opponents are critical
of a bill which is the result of the out-
dated assumptions of the cold war, the
expansive growth of the military-indus-
trial complex, and the war in Vietnam.

The Congress has failed to exercise its
responsibilities and has constantly voted
in favor of military budgets with little, if
any debate; and those critical of the
budget receive only nominal support.
This abdication of responsibility by the
Congress has permitted a growing con-
centration of critical policy decision to
be made in the executive branch.

An area of the bill which is of particu-
lar concern is the proposed anti-ballis-
tic-missile system. This bill provides
$799.4 million for the Safeguard system:
$400.9 million for R.D.T. & E,, $345.5 mil-
lion for procurement, $23.2 million for
operations and maintenance, and $9.8
million for military personnel.

In the past, I opposed funds for the
deployment of the Sentinel system, and
I have the same basic objections to the
Safeguard which I outlined on October
2, 1969, when the military authorization
bill was before the House.

ABM deployment threatens to upset
the present delicate strategic balance,
encourage escalation of the arms race,
and impair the U.S. position at the stra-
tegic arms elimination talks in Helsinki,

In addition, the moneys being used to
fuel the fire of the spiraling arms race
only add to the inflationary pressures on
the economy. Certainly, these funds
could be better used to help solve some
of our critical domestic problems.
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Ten of the members of the Appropria-
tions Committee, in separate views in
Report No. 91-698, expressed their op-
position to the funds appropriated for
procurement, operations and mainte-
nance, and personnel which total $359.5
million. They question the appropriation
of funds for deployment before the re-
search, development, and evaluation has
been made and point out how much waste
in military spending has resulted from
appropriations of funds for deployment
at the same time as funds for research
and development.

To provide funds now for deployment
risks huge overruns on a system which
is presently slated to cost over $8 billion.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to mention
one item for which funds have been cut—
the manned orbiting laboratory. For
years, I have pointed out that the MOL
duplicated a NASA program. A year ago,
the Secretary of the Air Force refused
to brief Members of Congress on the
project. In September of 1968, I intro-
duced an amendment to the DOD appro-
priations bill to reduce the military
budget by 8.5 percent. Included in the
amendment the the deletion of $550
million for the MOL.

Although my amendment was not
adopted, the Defense Department has
now abandoned the MOL because, in its
words, of “first, continuing urgency of re-
ducing Federal defense spending and
second, advances in automated tech-
niques for unmanned satellite systems.

This is an example of the kind of waste
that Congress has allowed in the past.
The money for the MOL could have been
used to feed the hungry, build adequate
housing, provide better health and medi-
cal care, and permit every American child
the opportunity to receive an education.
These are goals for which we should be
striving,

The imbalance in our priorities is
clear. H.R. 15090 appropriates almost
$70 billion to the military, while our do-
mestic social programs are starved.

That I cannot justify.

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Chairman, I will vote
against the fiscal year 1970 Department
of Defense appropriations bill for three
reasons. I do this with some reluctance
because of the already sizable cuts made
by the Appropriations Committee and
the members of the Defense Appropria-
tions Subcommittee. I believe that the
committee, chaired by the distinguished
gentleman from Texas (Mr. MaroN) and
the subcommittee, also chaired by him,
have done an impressive job in reducing
the inflated size of the DOD budget. I
want to make clear that my voting
against this bill has nothing to do with
any of the cuts which the committee has
made.

Rather, my opposition to this bill is
based on three items which indicate how
totally out of proportion to the real de-
fense needs of this Nation the pres-
ent $70 billion Pentagon budget is. The
first of these unjustifiable “unneces-
saries” is the Safeguard anti-ballistic-
missile system. This bill, H.R. 15090, con-
tains almost $400 million of taxpayers’
money to deploy the ill-advised ABM.
Not only is the ABM a waste of taxpay-
ers’ money because of its doubtful effi-
cacy, it is a positive danger to American
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security because of the threat it poses of
further escalation of the nuclear arms
race between ourselves and the Soviet
Union. When I consider that the need for
the ABM has not been convinecingly dem-
onstrated, that we have no proof that it
will even work, and that we will never be
able to effectively test it as a weapons
system, I simply cannot justify casting a
vote to spend the money on this mon-
strous military miscalculation.

The second reason that I feel com-
pelled to vote against this appropriations
bill is that it contains substantial sums
to support the war in South Vietnam.
As I have said elsewhere, my own belief
that the way to end the war in South
Vietnam is to begin immediately the
complete withdrawal of all American
forces and to complete the withdrawal
as soon as a move involving so many
men and so much material is possible.
But the present bill contains funds to
support the present policy of indefinite
delay in the withdrawal of American
forces. It contains funds to continue the
participation of American military
forces in a war which most citizens have
long ago decided was a mistake from the
beginning. It contains money to continue
the fighting and the dying by Americans
in that land so far away from our shores
and so remote from our national inter-
ests. I cannot support a bill which pro-
vides money for these purposes so at odds
with the national interest of the United
States.

Finally, I must vote against this ap-
propriations bill because it continues to
provide funds for military manpower
which far exceeds the real needs of this
country. Although that number has been
lowered from 3.46 million men at the be-
ginning of this year to something under
3.3 miilion by the end of fiscal 1970, we
still have on active military duty far
more men than are required to serve the
security needs of this Nation. What is
even more disappointing than the ex-
cessive number of men is the reluctance
of this Congress to assert its constitu-
tional prerogatives to determine the size
of the Armed Forces.

It is difficult to think of a congressional
responsibility which is more clearly
spelled out in the Constitution than the
duty to determine the size of America’s
Armed Forces. Yet for almost 20 years
we hav left the job of sizing U.S. forces
to the men who command them—the
generals, admirals, and military planners
of the Pentagon. I cannot endorse this
abdicati. 1 of congressional responsibil-
ity by voting for funds to support troop
levels which have never been adequately
justified to Congress. Until our force
levels and the number of men on active
military duty are reduced to levels more
consistent with our real security require-
ments, I cannot support a bill which pro-
vides funds at grossly exaggerated force
levels.

Mr. Chairman, no Member can lightly
vote against a bill which provides funds
for the defense of the United States, But
when such a bill provides so much more
money than is really required that it
L >th distorts the economy of this coun-
try and robs the Government of re-
sources to meet the pressing domestic
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needs of America, then I feel compelled
to cast my vote “No.”

Mr., MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I
have no further requests for time.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time.

The CHATIRMAN. There being no fur-
ther requests for time, the Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
following sums are appropriated, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1970, for military functions administered
by the Department of Defense, and for other
purposes, namely:

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

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

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

[Roll No. 305]
Foley
Fraser
Fulton, Tenn.
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Gettys
Giaimo
Green, Oreg.
Griffin
Halpern
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hays
Hébert
Holifield
Horton
Hosmer
Jones, N.C.
Karth
Kirwan
Landrum
Lipscomb
Long, La.
Lukens

Abbitt
Adair
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Baring
Bell, Calif.
Betts
Bingham
Blackburn
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Buchanan
Bush
Cahill
Celler
Chisholm
Clark
Clay
Cowger
Cramer
Daddario
Dawson
Dingell
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, La. Mass.
Eilberg Mailliard
Farbstein Meeds
Fascell Michel
Findley Nichols
Flowers O’Hara

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. RosTENKOWSKI, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under considera-
tion the bill H.R. 15090, and finding itself
without a quorum, he had directed the
roll to be called, when 337 Members re-
sponded to their names, a quorum, and
he submitted herewith the names of the
absentees to be spread upon the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will con-
tinue reading.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE I
MILITARY PERSONNEL
MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities,
permanent chnnge of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational
movements), and expenses of temporary duty
travel between permanent duty stations, for

O’'Neal, Ga.
Ottinger
Patman
Pepper
Poage
Podell
Powell
Price, Tex.
Reid, N.Y.
Reifel
Riegle
Robison
Rogers, Colo.
Rooney, Pa.
Ruppe
St Germain
Scheuer
Smith, Calif.
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Staggers
Steiger, Ariz.
Tiernan
Tunney
Ullman
Utt
Whalley
Wilson,
Charles H.
Wright
Wrydler
Young
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members of the Army on active duty (except
members of reserve components provided for
elsewhere); $8,312,000,000.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. YATES

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I offer
several amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. YATES: On page
2, in line 10, strike out “$8,312,000,000" and
insert in lieu thereof “$8,208,000,000".

On page 6, In line 19, strike out "$7,214,-
447.250" and insert in lieu thereof “$7,204,-
447,250".

On page 15, in line 6, strike out “$4,281,-
400,000" and insert in lieu thereof “$3,935,.-
900,000,

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, all the
amendments that have been read relate
to the principal amendment of striking
out deployment funds for the ABM.

I ask unanimous consent that all three
may be considered en bloe at this time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

Mr, ARENDS, Mr, Chairman, we can-
not hear the gentleman, Will the gentle-
man repeat his request.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, my amend-
ments relate to three different sections
of the bill, all of which are related to
the deployment of funds for the ABM.
I ask unanimous consent that they may
be considered en bloc at this time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. YaTES) is recognized.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask the
Members of the House to take a look at
the committee report because they will
see one of the few instances when dis-
senting views are filed to the report of the
Committee on Appropriations. You will
note that 10 members on the Commit-
tee on Appropriations—20 percent of the
entire membership of the committee
united in opposing funds for deployment
of the ABM.

At the start of the debate today, my
good friend, the chairman of the com-
mittee, the gentleman from Texas (MRg.
Mauon' spoke of cost overruns, and he
also talked about the evil of concurrency.
He must have had the Safeguard ABM
in mind because there will be substan-
tial overruns in the future.

My arguments in opposition to the de-
ployment of the ABM are taken from the
report and hearings of the committee.

On page 48 of the committee report,
you will see what to many may be a new
word—the word “concurrency.” That
word refers to an obnoxious practice, the
practice of the Department of Defense in
conducting research and deployment or
production at the same time. This prac-
tice has resulted in the waste of hundreds
of millions of dollars. Programs that
come readily to mind of such concur-
rency and the evils that flow from it are
the F-111 program, the Sheridan tank
program; there are many others that
could be cited.

There is one that I would like to tell
you about.

I want to tell you about the so-called
DASH helicopter program, which is de-
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signed to fly from a ship or base, detect
an enemy submarine, and destroy it.

The DASH helicopter program, since
1960, has lost 362 out of the 746 helicop-
ters which were procured under a eon-
currency program, lost, because they
were made prematurely, made and used
before they were ready, without even an
emergency. Some of the helicopters re-
main on station today. The rest are in
storage, presumably for good—another
example of the so-called concurrency
program. That is why I oppose ABM to-
day, because the ABM program may be
another example of deployment that is
premature.

Those of us who opposed deployment,
as you will see by the report, favor con-
tinued research on the program, and
funds are present in this bill for such
continued research.

We are also opposed to this program
because we consider it to be ineffective.
I suggest you may wish to read page 387
of volume 4 of the hearings, where the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. MazHON)
asked the witness, General McNickle,
this question:

General McNickle, do you feel that the de-
velopment of an effective antiballistic mis-
gile system is feasible within the current
state of the art?

That is the $64 billion question. What
did General McNickle say? He said:

Yes; I think proof of that is what we have
been able to do with our space programs.

Not any statement that the ABM's
have been effective, not any statement
that they have been shooting missiles out
of the skies with an ABM missile pro-
gram, but he says that we have done this
so well in the space program, we have
faith we will be able to do as well with
the ABM system. It cost $21 billion fo
put & man on the moon. Will it cost that
much to put an ABM missile into the
sky?

Then Mr. MauonN repeated the ques-
tion, because he was not satisfied with
the answer. On that same page, Mr.
MaHON said:

Do you foresee that we could develop a
totally effective defense against the ICBM?

General McNicere. If totally effective
means stopping all incoming warheads I
think there will always be some that would
get through under any circumstances that
you talk about, sir,

Some would get through. How many
incoming nuclear-headed missiles would
have to get through in order tec destroy
the targets? How effective is an ABM
system that does not shield this country
from incoming missiles? Yet the propo-
nents of the ABM system say that de-
ployment will protect this country from
any kind of serious or determined attack
from the enemy.

So, Mr. Chairman, it seems to me, if
we have a high regard for the taxpayer
and for avoiding premature military
programs of the type that have cost hun-
dreds of millions of dollars without
bringing any measure of security to the
Nation, we must stop deployment of the
Safeguard ABM. I urge the Members of
the House to support my amendment,

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendments.

Mr. Chairman, in connection with the
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Department of Defense appropriation
bill, I have given much thought as to
the advisability of providing funds for
the Safeguard anti-ballistic-missile sys-
tem. The amount as stated on page 11
of the report shows a total of $779.4 mil-
lion, including $400.9 million for re-
search and development and $359.5 mil-
lion for deployment.

Deployment of the ABM system will
be one of the subjects to be discussed by
the Soviet Union and ourselves at the
important disarmament discussions now
being held in Helsinki, Finland. These
discussions will include nuclear offensive
and defensive missiles.

Earlier this year I had hoped for a de-
lay in deployment of the Safeguard sys-
tem, at least until after these talks, but
I must say now it would hardly be appro-
priate; in fact it could well be most un-
wise for Congress to act in any way to
prejudice the position of our negotiators.
Certainly the President will control ex-
penditure of these funds, and if he sees
any hope of an agreement with the Rus-
sians of halting deployment of ABM's he
will take appropriate action to defer ex-
penditures. He will do so if he decides
it can be done consistent with national
security.

And, frankly, it may well be that be-
cause of Red Chinese capability in the
nuclear missile field, the Soviet Union
will not find it expedient to agree to ban
defensive missiles but rather would pre-
fer to limit offensive missiles where ad-
mittedly both nations have a huge over-
kill capability.

However, at this late date, as I said,
Congress should not intervene while
talks are going on, and therefore I must
put my trust in the President. And, I do
trust him. These funds have been pre-
viously authorized by Congress, and now
I believe the money should be made
available and included in this bill, even
though many of us here today fervently
hope it will not be spent.

In my opinion, nothing we do must in
any way jeopardize the discussions to
halt the suicidal nuclear arms race.
Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I do not sup-
port this amendment to limit the use of
funds for the ABM, although I do sin-
cerely hope both Russia and the United
States will mutually agree to ban this
weapons system which many scientists
say will not work and which could in-
deed boomerang and prove to be a
weapon of self-destruction.

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

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

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, does not
the gentleman believe if the House ap-
proved the amendment I offered, that
could give notice to the Russians that
Congress does favor curtailment of these
missiles systems that are costing so much
to both our nations and that it would
give impetus to the talks to stop this
never-ending arms spiral with its ac-
companying tensions?

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I would say
to my friend, the gentleman from Iili-
nois, that I believe the proper negotia-
tions should be conducted by the execu-
tive branch, and it is not well for us here
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in the legislative branch to undertake to
twist the arm of anyone or indicate our
position.

Certainly the Soviet Union knows just
as well how some of us feel about this
ABM system. We do not need to take
action here today to let them know we
want to cut this suicidal nuclear arms
race. I commend the gentleman for his
interest in that field, because I share it.

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

Mr. PELLY. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr, RHODES. Mr. Chairman, the Rus-
sians are in a little different situation
than we are, having already deployed the
missile system, I am sure they would look
on any action by this House to withdraw
from deployment, with a great amount
of satisfaction.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield on that point?

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Illineis if he wants to
respond.

Mr, YATES, Mr. Chairman, I do want
to respond. One has only to look at the
interrogation by our chairman of Dr.
Foster, of the Department of Defense's
R. & D. department, in last year's hear-
ings to see that Dr. Foster is not at all
concerned with the deployment by the
Soviets of the so-called Talinn and
Galosh ABM systems, because our missile
strength could overwhelm them at any
time. They are woefully inadequate sys-
tems and from the testimony, ours will
be no better.

Mr. PELLY., Mr. Chairman, I wonder
how much the Soviet Union worries about
our ABM and how successful that might
be.

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

Mr. Chairman, we could discuss the
question of whether or not we should
deploy the anti-ballistic-missile system
program for hour upon hour, however, a
major portion of the time of this session
of the Congress has already been devoted
to the discussion of this question. I see
no point now in a complete, fullscale
debate of this problem at this time.

I can understand the gentleman from
Illineis in offering his amendment. No
doubt, he knows the amendment will be
defeated, but he maintains his position
by offering the amendment—which is
understandable. But I think, Mr. Chair-
man, we all have made up our minds as
to how we are going to vote. There is
no use in having a complete replay of
this issue.

I think most of us are convinced that
it is well to go forward with only two
sites, one in North Dakota and one in
Montana, and we have been working to
that end.

We have been working on the anti-
ballistic missile for 14 years. In 1962
we made our first intercept of a ballistic
missile, then designated in the Nike-Zeus
Program.

We have worked on the development
for years and years and years. The time
has come to move to deployment on this
program. We do not know in fact, and
with great precision, where it will lead.
‘We know it is very expensive.

‘We hope some kind of agreement can
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be reached for a slowdown in the arms
race. We hope we can slow down the pro-
duction of strategic weapons and per-
haps abandon the whole AEM program,
but we should not do it unilaterally.

I would hope that the Members could
extend their remarks in the REecorp, or
refer to remarks made previously in the
session, and go ahead and vote on this
issue. We all know what our views are
and how we are going to vote.

I do not want to preclude debate, but
I do believe we should move forward in
view of the very busy schedule of the
House this week.

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

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

Mr. YATES. I was going to say, Mr.
Chairman, the excellent report of the
committee gave those who oppose the de-
ployment of the ABM additional ammu-
nition in support of their position.

My position is against concurrency,
and what is proposed by Safeguard de-
ployment is a concurrence of research
and deployment.

The gentleman from Texas well knows
there has been allocated for future years
more than a billion dollars for research
on this missile system. I believe it is fool-
hardy to start deployment when research
necessary to precede deployment is not
complete,

Mr. MAHON. With respect to con-
currency, concurrency means to start the
research and development and at the
same time proceed with production of the
weapon.

Since we have worked for more than
a decade on this program under research
and development, and since it is a mat-
ter of the highest priority with the ad-
ministration, as it was with the previous
administration, and with a majority of
the Members of Congress, it seems to me
that we must now move forward.

‘With respect to concurrency, if we had
all the time in the world we could avoid
concurrency in proceeding with a system.
We have waited a long time before de-
ploying this system, and are making a
minimum deployment, We have to do
some deployment to know whether or not
the ABM system as a whole will be
workable,

I have grave doubis as to whether or
not it will ever be totally effective. I do
not know of any missile we have ever
developed for any purpose, including
intercepting aireraft, that is totally re-
liable. But because we do not have the
perfect answer is no reason why we
should not proceed.

The time has come to proceed with a
limited deployment in order that we can
know more precisely where we are. It
would seem to me that it would not be
to our advantage, as we proceed with the
SALT discussions, for us to limit our
resolve or to reduce our efforts in this
field at this time. Our negotiators need
the solid backing of the Congress at this
time and in my judgment they will have
the solid backing of this Congress, the
overwhelming backing of the Members
of the House.

Mr., COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendments.
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Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendments of the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. Yates). Those who have fol-
lowed the ABM debate know that I was
among the earliest opponents of this sys-
tem. In all the subsequent debate I have
retained my serious doubts about the
technical and strategic arguments used
to justify this complex weapons system.

As has been pointed out on numer-
ous occasions, there is grave concern
whether the ABM can accomplish its
task. First, can it intercept incoming
missiles of a total first-strike effiort; and
second, if it can intercept these missiles,
will it pollute the atmosphere to such a
degree that we have, in effect, just tem-
porarily delayed the effects of an all-out
nuclear exchange? Also there is grave
question of the basic assumption of the
need for ABM, the first-strike capability
of the U.S.S.R., is or will be present.

This is not the time to go through a
lengthy discourse on the ABM, but to
ask a rather simple question: Is this the
proper time to allow the deployment of
an untested, complex and expensive
weapons system? I think the answer
is “no.”

In the supplemental views which I
signed, there was reference to the major-
ity committee view, that the “concur-
rency between research, and develop-
ment and production” was not desirable.
The majority correctly pointed out that
there should be two distinet phases. One
for research and development and then
production and deployment. Why not ap-
ply the same analysis to the ABM? For
all the talk and justification of propo-
nents of the ABM there is very little data
to suggest that the ABM is operational.
In the absence of such proof, why com-
mit deployment funds?

This amendment answers this question
in a positive and constructive way. It al-
lows the appropriations of $400.9 million
for research, development, testing, and
evaluation, but would, in effect, remove
the $359.5 million that will be used for
deployment. I must point out that I do
not feel that R.D.T. & E. requires the full-
scale construction of two ABM com-
plexes in the continental United States.
In fact I feel that accurate testing; that
is, using missiles to intercept missiles, can
only be done at the Kwajelein Islands
test site.

My objection to this deployment goes
beyond a generalized concern for waste
in our defense effort. We must realize
that this initial commitment is but a
small portion of the total price tag of
this questionable project. The most con-
servative estimate is that it will cost $10
billion more than is available under this
year's budget constraints for our cities,
open spaces, education, and welfare, This
is a glaring example of our mistaken pri-
orities and some small effort can be made
to alter these priorities by confining the
ABM to these priorities by confining the
ABM to a research and development
effort.

Another compelling reason to defer de-
ployment at this time relates to the con-
tinuing progress at the arms limitation
conference in Helsinki.

These talks began after the fiscal 1970
procurement authorization was passed,
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and the debate on the ABM at that time
did not consider the impact of deploy-
ment on ongoing discussions.

Two facets must be considered. The
first is that we should do nothing now
which could hamper successful negotia-
tions on arms limitation. The second is
that a meaningful arms limitation agree-
ment—formal or informal—will include
strictures on ballistic missile defense de-
ployment. I am optimistic that we may be
on the road to such agreements, but rec-
ocgnize that an agreement will be increas-
ingly harder to find as deployment of
such missiles progresses.

We have heard the numerous argu-
ments asking for delay of deployment
on technical grounds. I subscribe to these
arguments. But to those reasons we must
add the effect of deployment on arms
limitation,

At this time the arguments are most
compelling for a self-imposed halt in de-
ployment funding until we see where
we are going, both technically and po-
litically.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, when we
return to the House I shall ask that all
Members may have permission to revisz
and extend their remarks on the subject
of ABM at this point in the Recorp. I
hope we could now limit debate or else
vote on the issue.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from
Arizona is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman from Illinois made some points
about the fact that for this system we
are asking research, development, test,
and evaluation funds of $400.9 million.
The implication seems to be that if we
need R.D.T. & E., the system is not de-
veloped to the point of deployment.

Mr. Chairman, the Defense Depart-
ment asks for RD.T. & E. funds for
weapons systems which have been in
operation, in procurement and deploy-
ment, for years. We never quit RD.T. &
E. on a weapons system, and that is the
reason we have been able to improve
and upgrade so many of the systems
which we now have. That is the reason
we do it. There is nothing unusual about
asking for R.D.T. & E. funds in a situ-
ation like this.

Mr. Chairman, we have researched
and developed this system to death. The
only thing that remains now is to put the
system together in order to make sure
that it works. This requires limited de-
ployment. We are going to deploy at only
two locations. It is not a full deployment
by any means. It is not intended to be.
Further deployment decisions will he
made at the proper time and when the
necessity arises. But the fact remains
that the Russians have already deployed
what they call an anti-ballistic-missile
system. It makes no difference whether it
is a perfect system or whether it is not.
Cerfainly, the system which we develop
will not be a perfect system after the
deployment.

Hopefully, however, we can progress
with RD.T. & E. to make it better. But
I defy anyone to name a defensive sys-
tem which will be 100 percent successful
to overpower the offense. You will never
have a defensive system which will keep
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intercontinental ballistic missiles from
landing on our shores if someone fires
enough of them, However, the main thing
is to keep them from being fired. So, the
main element we seek is the deterrent
effect, which is an extremely important
factor. This is why the whole system is
worth the money. If the first missile is
fired, the game is up—probably for all
our civilization. The thing we must do is
to keep that first missile from being fired.

Mr. Chairman, as all of us know the
Russians have played an international
game of poker with us. They are great
poker players and great chess players.
They think they have an anti-ballistic-
missile system, This is the most danger-
ous fact I know of. They think we do not
have an anti-ballistic-missile system and
this is the second most dangerous thing
I can think of, They could try to parley
these two facts into an international
game of blackmail which could be dis-
astrous to our system and to our
Nation.

Mr. Chairman, I think we should bear
in mind today that the Safeguard system
can end up with giving us a credible
anti-ballistic-missile system to keep this
country from having to sustain an attack
from abroad. I think it is absolutely
necessary that we do this and proceed
with it. I hope that we will, proceed to
vote this amendment down and proceed
to deploy an anti-ballistic-missile sys-
tem. Mr. Chairman, this is the only type
of language which is really understood by
the people who are unfortunately now
our adversaries.

If we can have talks in Helsinki or some
other place and some plan will come into
being to keep them from being an ad-
versary, I will be the happiest person in
the world. But in order to keep them
from being an adversary we must get the
point aecross to them that after once
marching up the hill insofar as deploy-
ment is concerned, we will not then
march back down the hill again, in a uni-
lateral act. Let them destroy their ABM
system, and if they do, I would then be
in favor of refraining from deploying
ours.

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

Does the gentleman from Ilinois de-
sire me to yield to him?

Mr. YATES. Yes; will the gentleman
yield?

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

Mr. YATES. I merely want to say in
response to my good friend from Arizona
who refused to yield to me during his
time, the arguments he makes in favor
of the anti-ballistic-missile system were
made last year to sustain the so-called
Sentinel system by the proponents of
that system in order, as they said, to
protect the people living in the cities.
Now, President Nixon earlier this year
exploded that thesis completely. He said
Sentinel could not protect people in the
cities and he cancelled that pro-
gram. However, the same proponents
of that system now make the argument
that the Safeguard is much better. How
the same system can be better by a mere
change of name escapes me. The argu-
ments that were made last year for
Sentinel are now advanced for an
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equally inadequate system, the Safe-
guard.

Mr. REUSS. Does the gentleman from
Arizona desire me to yield to him to re-
spond to the gentleman from Illinois?

Mr., YATES. The gentleman from
Arizona would not yield to me during
his time.

Mr. RHODES. This may be an indica-
tion as to why there is no credibility gap
in this administration as there was with
the previous one. The system which was
planned to be deployed in the previous
administration obviously would not have
protected the cities, with the configura-
tion and quantities of the planned de-
ployment complexes. It would, however,
have added to the credibility of our
deterrent.

Mr. YATES. Why did you vote for it
at that time?

Mr, RHODES. The Safeguard system
is supposed to protect only certain
Minuteman missile sites which gives us a
deterrent. If we did not do this the Rus-
sians would never know that if they
launched a preemptive attack that they
would not knock out our missile sites, and
thereby do away with our retaliatory
capacity.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield——

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

Mr. FRASER. I wonder if the gentle-
man from Arizona might tell us whether
he thinks he was right last year, or
whether President Nixon is right this
year.

Mr. REUSS. Does the gentleman from
Arizona desire to respond?

Mr. FRASER. Last year the gentleman
supported the so-called Sentinel version.
Is that true?

Mr. RHODES. Yes.

Mr. FRASER. Now President Nixon
has come out as wanting to shift the ob-
jectives and mode of deployment. At
which time does the gentleman from
Arizona believe that he was right?

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, I supported
last year the only system that came to
the floor for a vote. I do not believe it
makes too much difference just where
the system is deployed and which way it
is aimed, because these incoming missiles
are coming from outer space. It really
does not make a lot of difference whether
you have the ABM missiles here or over
there, as long as they have the range and
capability to engage the incoming mis-
siles. The main thing is to have a system
which helps the credibility of our deter-
rent. Both Safeguard and Sentinel did
that.

Mr. FRASER. Then the gentleman
would side with President Nixon?

Mr. RHODES. I did not say that.

Mr. FRASER. He indicated the Sen-
tinel system was not an acceptable con-
cept, and that all it might do was serve
notice to the Soviet Union that we were
going for a first strike capability.

Mr. RHODES. I do not think the gen-
tleman from Minnesota can find that
quotation from President Nixon. I do not
recall his saying that. Both Sentinel and
Safeguard add to our deterrent—the lat-
ter more effectively than the former.
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Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

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

Mr. YATES. I am pleased that the
gentleman from Arizona acknowledges
his error in voting for Sentinel last year
when it is conceded that it was an inef-
fective system. Why is this system any
better? Solely because of a new name or
a new administration? That is hardly a
reason for spending hundreds of millions
of dollars.

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

The question is on the amendments
offered by the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. YATES).

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. YaTtes) there
were—ayes 25, noes 78.

So the amendments were rejected.

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Army Reserve on active duty
under sections 265, 3019, and 3033 of title 10,
United States Code, or while undergoing re-
serve training or while performing drills or
equivalent duty, and for members of the
Reserve Officers’ Tra!ning Corps, as author-
ized by law; $308,000,000.

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

Mr. Chairman, I take this time first to
say to the committee what I have already
said to the chairman privately with re-
gard to the form in which the appropria-
tion bill and report have been sent to the
Chamber. I think they deserve the grati-
tude and appreciation of all the Members
here for the manner in which they have
set forth the list and checklist of the
progress being made on authorizations
and appropriations so that we can have
clearly before us how far down the road
we have to go before we finish our work
for this session.

This is most helpful to us. The clarity
in which the report is written deserves
commendation., I think we can all say
to the chairman and the committee that
this is a job well done.

Mr. Chairman, I also take this time to
raise briefly a minor item. In fact, I am
almost hesitant to bring such a small
amount to the attention of the commit-
tee, but on page 95 of the report there is
set forth an explanation of the perma-
nent new budget—obligational—author-
ity, Federal funds, in the amount of
$282,000 per annum which, as set forth
in the fine print, is beyond the reach of
the bill. In other words, there is no way
in which a member of the Committee
of the Whole here at this time can do
anything to strike or increase or other-
wise affect the amount set forth.

Now I am somewhat familiar with this
so-called conservation program, I might
say. I am thoroughly in favor of con-
servation. As I recall, this is a program
under which we have hunting and fish-
ing and other sports pursuits and game
activities on the military reservations.
Incident thereto are some very worth-
while measures of conservation and also
the stocking of fish ponds and game pre-
serves.
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I ask the chairman of the committee—
Is it true that what we have here, $282,-
000, is in large sum the disbursal of
moneys which are collected pursuant to
this program from the agreements and
arrangements made with private sport-
ing groups and service personnel and
nonservice personnel who hunt on the
reservations and pay a fee? As I under-
stand it this money is disbursed by the
Secretary in furtherance of this activity
without having to come back for an ap-
propriation? I ask the gentleman if that
is the sense of this?

Mr. MAHON. I want first to thank the
gentleman from New York for his gen-
erous references to the report which has
been submitted by the committee.

As the gentleman has pointed out, this
matter involves a permanent authority
which does not require annual appro-
priation. These funds are available as a
result of a law to which the gentleman
referred.

Mr. CAREY. I will ask the chairman
this—As a practice is it not true that this
is somewhat unique and actually it is
against what we have been told is good
budgetary and appropriation practice
and procedure?

I have in mind a similar fund which
applies to all of the public land areas of
the United States—the national parks
and so forth—the offshore oil lands and
the land and water conservation fund is
in exactly analagous terms, the collec-
tion of fees paid by those who go on the
parks and other public lands. This

money is then accumulated in a fund in
trust for the acquisition of further public

lands. Under that procedure, the pro-
gram, the land and water conservation
fund, is it not true that every single
disbursement from that fund must follow
the route of appropriation by Congress?

I am wondering why if in this case it
is good and sound practice to return the
fees of the hunters and the sportsmen
in the military reservation, why it is
not also sound practice under the land
and water conservation fund to have
constantly available for disbursement by
the Secretary, after due clearance from
Congress, moneys containea in this pro-
gram for public recreation for all the
people of the United States.

Mr. MAHON. I would like to say to the
gentleman, I do not have the pertinent
statute before me. I am a little unclear
as to what the precise situation is.

I do think it is good practice for the
Congress generally to reserve unto it-
self the actual appropriation of funds as
a general proposition. I shall expand on
my response for the Recorp in order to
provide a more precise answer to the
gentleman’s question.

Mr. CAREY. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. MAHON. Under leave to revise and
extend, I should like to point out that the
legislation establishing the wildlife con-
servation program for military reserva-
tions, and establishing its financing, was
separately enacted by Congress in 1949—
Public Law 81-345—and amended in
1960—Public Law 86-797. It is, as the
gentleman has pointed out, significantly
different than the basic law underlying
the land and water conservation pro-
grams of the Department of the Interior.
I am generally opposed to so-called

CXV——2374—Part 28

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

“back-door” spending authority, as the
gentleman knows. However, in an effort
to be helpful, the reports of the commit-
tee include tabulations of all funds avail-
able to the departments, whether they
be trust fund, permanent appropriations,
or otherwise. Thus, in the present in-
stance, the amount is not in the bill be-
fore us, but appears in the report tables
by way of information only.

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

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to
commend our colleague, the gentleman
from New York, for bringing this matter
to the attention of the Members of Con-
gress.

It is rather strange that the Committee
on Appropriations uses one method of
treatment for military reservations and
those personnel who hunt on the military
reservations, but use an entirely different
criteria for those who use the public
domain,

I suggest that if the Congress has
placed this fund beyond the action of
this House and the Senate for appropri-
ation, there is absolutely no reason why
the $200,000,000 that annually goes into
the land and water conservation fund
should not be placed under the same con-
dition.

The reason I state this is the Bureau
of the Budget has said that the $200,-
000,000 in the land and water conserva-
tion fund cannot be spent. It is frozen.
The House Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs was very gracious to the
Committee on Appropriations and asked
that they supervise and approve the
expenditure of the land and water con-
servation fund.

But if you are going to have one rule
for the military, then you should have
the same rules for the civilian personnel
on the public lands.

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

Mr. SAYLOR. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. YATES. The gentleman is abso-
lutely right. The gentleman’s argument
is exactly correct. This is the so-called
Generals’ Hunting Preserves Amend-
ment over which there was so much
controversy some years ago and it comes
as a surprise to many of us that the
Committee on Appropriations now has
no control over legislation that is passed.
Apparentl” that privilege of the gen-
erals is frozen into law and the funds will
go automatically toward building up the
hunting preserves for the military serv-
ices. The Committee on Appropriations
of the House will have no control over it
at all.

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

Mr. SAYLOR. I yield to the chairman
of the committee.

Mr. MAHON. I have before me Public
Law 797 of the 86th Congress, which
originated, I believe, in the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. As the
gentleman from Illinois has pointed out,
the Committee on Appropriations has no
jurisdiction over funds under these cir-
cumstances as a result of the wording of
the substantive law that deals with the
subject.

Mr. SAYLOR. In that case, I might say
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to my distinguished chairman and mem-
bers of the committee, that I expect to
introduce legislation which would follow
the same pattern as far as the land and
water conservation fund is concerned,
and I invite anyone who is interested to
join me.

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

Mr, SAYLOR. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. CAREY. I would join my colleague
on the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs, the ranking member of our
committee, by saying that further perusal
of the basic act, known as the Eglin
Reservation Act, for it originally applied
to the Eglin Air Force Base in Florida,
will indicate not only is there an amount
of $282,000 available for expenditure, but
the Secretary of the Interior is directed
in the basic law to provide to the military
fish, game, and wildlife specialists on the
stocking of fish ponds and such other
aids and assistance that may be required
to make sure that there is always some-
thing to shoot at and something to hook.
Perhaps in this instance the taxpayers
are apt to get a little hooked. We ought
to make sure that not only will the De-
partment of Interior have the expendi-
ture available, but also we will make sure
that the generals and those that are their
guests are able to get a good day's bag
when they go hunting. I would like to
have the same opportunity for my con-
stituents when they go on public lands
to do the same thing.

Mr. SAYLOR. I might say to my col-
league that is my complaint with the
present law, which has been specified
and referred to by the chairman of the
full committee. If this is right for those
who are in the military, it should be
right for the taxpayers of this country
who foot the bill for all of these projects.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise to ask a question
or two concerning the bill.

Did I understand that there are sev-
eral billion dollars in this bill to fund
cost overruns?

Mr. MAHON. No, there are not sev-
eral billion dollars in this bill to fund
cost overruns. There are many cases
where cost overruns take place. In those
cases, additional appropriations are re-
quested to complete a weapons system
over a period of years. It is all but im-
possible to ascertain what part of the
fiscal year 1970 budget is for costs in
excess of the original cost estimates
given on the individual items,

Mr., GROSS. What is the estimate of
cost overruns that are included in this
bill, that is, the money required to take
care of cost overruns? Was there not
some figure given earlier in the debate
this affernoon?

Mr. MAHON, I believe a figure was
mentioned, but not by a member of the
committee. I was not familiar with the
figure given. The Secretary of Defense,
Mr. Laird, in testifying before the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, as shown in
part 7 of our hearings, points out that in
the last several years there have been
cost overruns on major weapons sys-
tems totalling $16 billion. This does not
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mean that the $16 billion is in the bill
for fiscal year 1970. But this is an over-
simplification of the problem. The $16
billion means that the programs have
been given redirection. It means that in
a 5-year period inflation has upped the
costs, It means that the Department of
Defense has specfied additional parts
and expanded programs in certain sys-
tems, and so forth.

What usually happens in a cost over-
run situation is that the Navy, for exam-
ple, may ask for a couple of billion dol-
lars for ships and then find that they
have underestimated the cost of ships.
Then, the Navy will delete from the pro-
gram the lowest priority ship and ask
concurrence of the Congress to use those
funds to finance the overruns on the
other ships.

Mr. GROSS. I will say to the distin-
guished chairman of the committee that
the Department of Defense was estab-
lished several years ago, during my time
in Congress, and I opposed it. This heavy
layer of bureaucratic fat was established
over the already existing Secretaries and
Assistant Secretaries of the wvarious
Armed Forces and for the alleged pur-
pose of providing economy through com-
monality of purchases, closer scrutiny of
contracts, and so on. Yet today we heard
from the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
MinsHALL), the story of the survival
radio which ranges in cost from $203 to
$820, according fo the manufacturer.
The gentleman from Ohio says the
cheapest model is adequate.

All this figures into the cost overruns
and the lack of good administration in
the Defense Department. We do not have
commonality in purchases, and we do not
have common cataloging of purchases.
We do not have commonality, period.
Anyone who has read the newspapers re-
cently knows that we are running into
excessive cost overruns in the purchase
of major hardware and major supplies
for the Armed Forces.

My question is: What is being done
about it and what can be done about it?

I realize we here today in considera-
tion of this bill are in what is commonly
known as a bind. We can do little as of
this day and hour except protest. But
what is being done to put a stop to this
business?

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I would
say to the gentleman from Iowa that
cost overruns are taking place through-
out the Government and private indus-
try as a result of inflation.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman gave us
an example.

Mr. MAHON. If the gentleman heard
my opening remarks, he heard that.

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I did.

Mr. MAHON. The cost overrun on the
lunar module for landing on the moon
was 500 percent, and the highway pro-
gram was about 100 percent. So there
have been cost overruns and we must do
whatever we can to get accurate esti-
mates of costs.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Gross
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, except for
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the work that has been done, this bill
today, instead of being $69 billion,
could have been $109 billion, in my
opinion. However, a great deal has been
achieved by way of commonality and
otherwise in the Defense programs.
There is still very much to be done, but
the Department is making progress. It
is a continuing struggle. The reductions
made in this year’'s Defense budget are
for the purpose of mandating better
management.

Mr. GROSS. I sincerely hope the Ap-
propriations Committee or some com-
mittee of the House of Representatives
will go further in mandating the Depart-
ment of Defense on these and other
items on which costs are running so high.

This bill is $5.3 billion below the
budget, and approximately $4.5 billion
below last year’s spending for the same
general purposes. Does the gentleman
anticipate that, as usual, there will be a
restoration of funds that have been cut
through a supplemental appropriation
bill at a later time?

Mr. MAHON. I think I can say with
complete confidence that unless there is
an escalation of the war, or a turn of
events which is wholly unanticipated
at this time, there will not be a sup-
plemental of any consequence for the
Defense Department, except for about
$2,100,000,000 to cover the cost of pay
raises which have been provided by the
Congress.

Mr. GROSS, Yes.

Mr. MAHON. Of course, there will
continue to be cost overruns in many of
the programs—in ships and in inter-
continental ballistic missiles and in the
ABM—there will be different cost over-
runs. They will be announced from
time to time with respect to all these
programs.

Various committees of the Congress
are working in this field.

The Department of Defense is working
in this field.

This is all a wholesome and healthy
sign. I would say the chances of a supple-
mental of any significance are not great,
and it is not anticipated at all at this
time.

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

I want to congratulate the chairman
of the Appropriations Committee and
the members of his committee for bring-
ing before us a bill that has $5.3 billion
less earmarked for defense than was
requested by the Department. I am en-
couraged by this and can certainly sup-
port it.

I believe the chairman has done a
good job in assuring us that this is not
going to be recovered in a subsequent
supplemental appropriation at some fu-
ture time. I hope the chairman will im-
press upon the agencies that they had
better not come in here, except under
extremely extenuating circumstances.

I am disturbed however by the col-
logquy which just preceded this. I am
disturbed about the fact that there does
not seem to be enough opposition to this
business of cost overruns.

I am disturbed by the fact that the
General Accounting Office almost every
day, with monotonous regularity, is
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handing down extensive reports about
mismanagement in the Defense Estab-
lishment.

I am disturbed that when defense
manufacturers come before the agency
with a claim for more money because
of an overrun they do not show anything
as to what cuts they have made in other
parts of their operations.

There is no question in my mind that
anybody who has traveled around this
country and looked at some of our de-
fense plants and some of the top man-
agement operations will see that they
are living in the Garden of Babylon.
They are traveling first class. As one
looks at the facilities of some of the
defense plants one sees there is no effort
being made to take cognizance of the
fact that some taxpayer is paying for
all this,

Certainly I am not going to stand
here and support any action that would
deny any American soldier everything he
needs to perform his duty. I do not be-
lieve any American citizen wants to
shortchange any soldier, sailor, or air-
man.

But I say this in all honesty and sin-
cerity: The citizens of this country have
been very generous in support of our
defense effort. America has spent almost
$2 trillion in the last two decades on the
Defense Establishment of this country.

It does seem to me that when these
people come in with a cost overrun the
distinguished chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee and the distin-
guished chairman of the Armed Services
Committee, who I know have spoken
time and again about this subject,
should insist that any company that
comes in with an overrun must show
in great detail what it has done to curb
other expenses.

I noticed that after the successful
moon shot—and we have the same thing
in the Defense Establishment—we saw
the newspapers and magazines of the
full page ad after full page ad in all of
country, bragging about the equipment
that they built for these operations. Who
do you suppose is paying for that? The
company out of its profits. Forget it.
They are paying for that out of op-
erating expenses.

I have heard the distinguished chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee
say here that he has taken steps in his
committee to evaluate and inventory
these overruns. I am also advised that
the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee of the other body has set up
an inspection subcommittee to look at
overruns.

I am told that of the 21 major weapons
systems there are overruns in every one
of them.

I would hope that before we vote on
this bill we would have an expression
from the chairman of the Appropriations
Committee and hopefully from the chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee
that indeed there is going to be some
tightening of the belt in all these lux-
urious services and all these fine, first-
class facilities which the defense con-
tractors of this country have been build-
ing with the taxpayers’ money, and that
these are going to be toned down.

Several years ago I had occasion to
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meet a young man who flew a Russian
Mig out of Poland into Denmark. His
name was Lf. Frank Jareckl. He came to
America on a good will tour. They took
him around to some of our defense
plants. He flew one of our F-81 Sabre
jets out to the west coast, and when he
came back I had occasion to meet him at
O’Hare Field in Chicago. I asked him how
he liked our best fighter of that era.

He said, “What is this: a fighting air-
craft?” I said, “Of course it is.” So he
took me around and showed me all of the
luxuries, including the luggage compart-
ment, in that aireraft. He said, “When
the Soviet Union builds an aircraft they
want speed, distance, and a heavier pay-
load.” It is high time our own manufac-
turers got to taking some of the frills out
of the defense budget and got down to the
real business of spending the taxpayers’
money in a way that will get us top value
for our money.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

RESERVE PERSONNEL, Navy

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Navy Reserve on active duty
under section 265 of title 10, United States
Code, or while undergoing reserve training,
or while performing drills or equivalent duty,
and for members of the Reserve Officers’
Trainiag Corps, as authorized by law; $131,-
400,000,

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

Under leave to extend, let me briefly
respond to the remarks of the gentleman
from Illinois just concluded.

The report of the committee on this
bill contains many examples of waste
which have been uncovered by the com-
mittee and in which specific funding
deletions were made. I would hope my re-
marks during debate today should as-
sure the gentleman, and others, that we
are seeking to obtain a dollar in value
for a dollar spent.

The reductions made below the budget
are, in significant part, recommended
for the purpose of demanding better
management and more economical pro-
curement.

The Committees on Appropriations
and Armed Services, the General Ac-
counting Office, and others are con-
stantly reviewing and investigating De-
fense programs and activities.

The Secretary of Defense and the mili-
tary services have many programs de-
signed to avoid waste.

I believe that we are doing a creditable
job in insisting on better utilization of
available resources.

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AR Fomrce

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Air National Guard on duty
under sections 265, 8033, or 8496 of title 10
or section 708 of title 32, United States Code,
or while undergoing training or while per-
forming drills or equivalent duty, as au-
thorized by law; $97,300,000: Provided, That
obligations may be incurred under this ap-
propriation without regard to section 107 of
title 32, United States Code.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.
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(By unanimous consent, Mr. RIVERS
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional
minutes.)

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I want to
say at the outset that I generally agree
with the Committee on Appropriations. I
recognize the problems it has in sustain-
ing and maintaining a bill that will with-
stand those who are constantly urging
additional cuts in the Defense Depart-
ment. It is hard to get anything these
days. We know what this is. I would like
to take 1 minute to refer to my dear
friend from Chicago, Mr. PucinNskil, for
whom I have the highest regard, to say
this: I do not like to see some of these
corporations using these full page ads. I
see them after the moon shots. This may
be a fault of our tax structure. Maybe
they should not be permitted to write off
these kinds of things.

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

Mr. RIVERS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. MAHON. The Congress, the Pen-
tagon, and the Internal Revenue Service
insist that these items cannot be written
off as part of the cost.

Mr. RIVERS. I was just getting ready
to say that. We have already addressed
ourselves to that, and I hope the chair-
man will continue to reiterate it, be-
cause certainly we have tried to do many
things that the gentleman from Illinois
has already mentioned. We can look at
what has been done in many areas. The
Kennedy Center has already has had a
45-percent overrun. There are overruns
in everything, you see. Every single thing
in this budget is going fo be touched by
inflation. If you look at it, you will see
that the Secretary of Defense has al-
ready laid up over 111 ships. If he keeps
this up, all he will have left is the ad-
miral’s gig. We will not even have any-
thing on the high seas. That is the way
he is approaching it. I think that is a
mistake. The thing to do is to meet the
need and tell the American people, “If
you want a Navy, pay for it. Otherwise
lay it up and let the Soviet Union take
over the oceans.” That is the way the
DOD is to meet these people who are
giving us hell on every street corner. We
can go to them and say, “Certainly. You
are right. We do not need the U.S. Navy.
Sink it.”

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RIVERS. Of course I yield to my
good friend.

Mr. MILLER of California. When you
said the only thing the Navy would have
left is the admiral’'s gig, that would be
only a repetition of what took place dur-
ing the war when you had one small ship
down here at the navy yard but all of the
ranking naval officers were attached to
that ship so that they could draw over-
seas pay.

Mr. RIVERS. If you want to leave that
in the Recorp, you go ahead and leave it
in. I am not in that kind of businesss.

According to Admiral Moorer, the
Chief of Naval Operations, the greatest
need of the Navy today is mew ships.
Both the Secretary of the Navy and the
Chief of Naval Operations see an urgent
need for a new 10-year shipbuilding pro-
gram of between $3 billion and $3.5 bil-
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lion yearly as the minimum. This is just
your Navy end of it.

A recognized expert, “Jane’s Fighting
Ships,” and they are the bible of the
industry worldwide, says that some of
our Navy ships are so old as to be a
liability instead of a protection.

Mr. Chairman, the Armed Services
Committee has again and again pointed
out the need for new ships. This year the
authorization which our committee
recommended and which this House ap-
proved envisioned a shipbuilding pro-
gram of close to $3.6 billion in order to
make the initial start on those naval
vessels which are now so badly needed.
In conference we finally agreed on a pro-
gram of just under $3 billion.

The bill before us today would cut that
program even further, to $2.58 billion.
While this is the largest shipbuilding
appropriation in several years, neverthe-
less, keeping in mind this inflation, it
is far short of the minimum we need.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I am not going
to offer any amendment or fight the Ap-
propriations Committee as I told the dis-
tinguished chairman when I appeared
before that great and dedicated commit-
tee, It is a question of judgment and I
told them that. I am not here to criti-
cize the chairman, my friend, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. MagoN), for whom
I have such a lofty affection. I am just
calling this to the gentleman’s attention.
We have testified and urged the Appro-
priations Committee in its wisdom to
see if we could not increase this.

Mr. Chairman, it is a cholce between
ships and dollars, the choice of its being
made now or next year which could well
be too late since it takes at least 3 years
to build a new ship. They are becoming
more and more and more sophisticated
all the time and on everyone of those
ships is a sophisticated gadget of some
kind which has just come from the minds
of the scientists.

So far, Mr. Chairman, I have spoken
primarily about the need for combatant
ships with which to meet the challenge
of the ships being built in increasing
numbers—increasing numbers I tell
you—by the Soviets. They have one yard
to the far north that can turn out from
15 to 20 Polaris submarines every single
yvear. We have nothing even in that ball
park. The Navy has growing desperate
need for supply ships. Do not lose sight
of this. It will not help us and the Navy
if we have a lot of new ships but still
have the old oilers and tankers which
are so old and decrepit that the new
ships cannot be reached for replenish-
ment of supplies. We need the whole
business.

Mr. Chairman, it has been said that
even if the funds are appropriated, the
money would not be spent by the Depart-
ment of Defense.

Mr. Chairman, I would point out that
the fault for replacing ships not be put
up to us but be put up squarely to the
executive department. Let them default
in their responsibility. I am not willing
to anticipate fallure. I just never have
and I am not starting on the 8th of
December 1969. I tell you we need these
things.
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It is most regrettable that the money
was not funded to do these things.

Now, my dear friends on the Appropri-
ations Committee—and I want the chair-
man to listen—chose to remark that the
Navy has aged hulls that can be modern-
ized. I regret to say that this is not a
fact—this is not a fact.

We have previously pointed out that
the Navy’s ships are too old to go through
any other modernization. Fleet moderni-
zation and repair, which we call FRAM,
cannot be exercised on some of the hulls
we have. They have reached their capac-
ity in the amount of electrical power
that they have available for new systems.
They have reached the end of the en-
durance of the sailors who have re-
patched the boilers over and over again.
It does not make any sense to spend a
fortune on new equipment, even if it
could be designed to go into the space
available on the old ships, and come
within the limits of the electrical power
available, if the boilers keep breaking
down.

See the report made by the distin-
guished gentleman from Florida (Mr.
BENNETT), look at the photographs con-
tained in these reports about the con-
ditions of the boilers in our ships that
we have in our fleet.

Mr. Chairman, I have seen the cas-
ualty reports of our fleet. They are in-
deed shocking. The Committee on Ap-
propriations says that the age of our
ships is not a proper base to determine
effectiveness. Unfortunately, Mr. Chair-
man, our ships are not like vintage wine,
they are not and they do not grow better
with age. They are growing old, and that
is the simple fact.

To me, Mr, Chairman, the Navy is one
service which can be used best to keep
any future war from being fought on or
over American soil.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. RIVERS
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

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

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I have
one further paragraph, and then I will
be happy to yield to the gentleman from
Ohio.

Perhaps the best example of seapower
to prevent a conflict was most recently
illustrated by the use of our Navy dur-
ing the Cuban missile crisis—when a task
force of over 150 ships supporting eight
aircraft carriers put a quarantine
around Cuba. This action forced the So-
viets to have second thoughts, and gave
us time to make other plans. It may have
prevented a holocaust—who knows, I
do not. We are now observing that power
being duplicated before our very eyes.

Mr. Chairman, the time to act is now.
Tomorrow is powerfully late, it could
be too late.

Mr. Chairman, I now yield to the
distinguished gentleman from Ohio.

Mr., MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding. I cer-
tainly have the highest regard for my
good friend, the gentleman from South
Carolina, Mr., Rivers. I know of no Mem-
ber of the Congress who is more con-
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cerned about the status of our mili-
tary than he is, and who has done more
for it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

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

Mr. Chairman, I would ask the dis-
tinguished gentleman from South Caro-
lina to remain for a question.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I will
be ready to answer any questions.

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to point out to the gentleman
again that I hold the gentleman in the
highest regard. In this year's budget I
know the gentleman wanted additional
funds for the Navy. But the appropria-
tion in 1969 was a total of $820 million,
last year. This year we have recom-
mended in this bill $2.5 billion in addi-
tional shipbuilding {or the Navy. I think
that that is a substantial increase. Fur-
ther this is just the first stage of a com-
plete refurbishing and building program.

Mr. RIVERS. It is a substantial in-
crease, but when you take into consid-
eration all of the escalation and the in-
flation, then it is not a substantial in-
crease. Our fleet is being methodically
laid up and dissipated and worn out. I
know it costs money to maintain our
fleet. You have given us one additional
submarine.

Mr. MINSHALL. I would like to point
out to the gentieman from South Caro-
lina that this is three times as much as
we appropriated last year.

Mr. RIVERS. I know that. I said that.
This is not even the minimum needed.

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

Mr. MINSHALL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to join the gentleman from Ohio in
expressing my deep appreciation for the
good work and the dedication of the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
RIVERS).

He has through the years fought the
battles for the security of our coun-
try. We, on the Committee on Appropri-
ations, have worked with the gentle-
man generally and we, of course, are all
for the security of our country.

If the fiscal conditions were differ-
ent and if the atmosphere were differ-
ent generally, this bill would not have
been cut as deeply as it has been. But
this does not mean that the Committee
on Appropriations or that the gentle-
man from Ohio are anti-Navy. We real-
ize, as does the gentleman from South
Carolina, that the Navy must be mod-
ernized and we are moving in that di-
rection. Of course we would like to move
more rapidly. But I do not think that
what we are doing this year will, over
the long pull, be disastrous to a program
of maintaining supremacy over the So-
}det Union in all important areas of de-
ense.

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

Mr. MINSHALL, I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. RIVERS. The fact that the chair-
man has made that statement is the
very reason I did not want to get on the
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floor and put In an amendment. I am
glad that the chairman is alert to the
Navy's need for help and for money.
Pro rata, relatively, because of inflation
it does not do as much. I recognize the
gentleman had to do it and I appreciate
the gentleman'’s attitude. For that very
reason, I will not, and I am not criticiz-
ing your great committee.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word to direct a ques-
tion to my distinguished friend, the
chairman of the Committee on Armed
Services, the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr, RIVERS).

We had a little debate on the matter
of two missile systems and I will take
your word for the decision which you
made on that point. But I would like to
ask how and when do we get some action
on some other things that continue year
after year.

I am not antimilitary and I certainly
am not anti-God. But I use this expres-
sion to get to the kind of detail we have
in this bill. The Army, Navy. and the
Air Force use the same prayer book. One
of them has a red cover; one has a green
cover, and one has a gray cover. They are
not provided by the same source—I do
not know how you could change those
things. It has nothing to do with the
arms or arms race or anything else. We
have manuals that all three branches
of the services use except one of them has
two holes punched in them and some of
them have four holes punched in them
and some of them have five—and they
do not come from the same source.

How do we take care of those things
and when do we take care of them, sir?
How do we do this? I have to ask you
as an expert about it.

. RIVERS. Of course, we do not ad-
minister the law or administer these acts.
The executive branch administers them.

I can tell you that 15 or 20 years ago a
former Member of this body, William
Hess, was head of the subcommittee, who
was followed by the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. HEBerT), and a fellow
Californian, a very dear friend of yours,
Jack Anderson, and then Mr. Porter
Hardy of Virginia had it, and now I
have it.

We have asked that these things be
done. We cannot make them do it. Time
and time again we have put amend-
ments in bills requiring this. Much as I
dislike some of the things that Mr. Mc-
Namara did, he was the first Secretary
of Defense who had a common procure-
ment for gasoline and for handkerchiefs
and for Kleenex or whatever they use,
and there are hundreds and hundreds of
thousands of items involved.

Do you know how many items there
are in a defense supply building down in
a big naval shipyard or on a big air-
base? There are 300,000 or 400,000 or
500,000 or 600,000 items of inventory.

Mr. Pike got up on this floor and
showed you a screw that somebody
brought up, or some kind of a gadget
that we paid $2 or $3 for, when you could
get it for 50 cents off the shelf.

We are watching this all the time. We
work with the General Accounting Office.
I agree with the gentleman, we work on
such a vast, vast problem here. The big-
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gest corporation in America is 50 or 100
times smaller than the Department of
Defense and these things about which
you complain do happen and I agree
with you and we try to stop them. Every
time we see a rat hole, we try to stop it
up. That is all I can say fo you.

Mr. KYL. I just want to say to the
gentleman that I think I represent quite
a grouy of Members of this body.

Mr. RIVERS. I agree with you.

Mr. KYL. We are not opposed to the
spending of every single cent that is nec-
essary for national defense. But, we are
absolutely without further patience. This
waste does exist.

Mr. RIVERS. I would suggest to the
gentleman to read some of the reports
made to the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. FrieperL), from the investigating
committee.

Mr. KYL. I read those every week.

Mr. RIVERS. We save hundreds and
hundreds of millions of dollars. We get
the GAO after those people and we fry
to stop all this waste. Inevitably there
is some in preparation for war. We have
tried to cut it down and do the same
things the gentleman has suggested. I
am sure the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Appropriations has
done the same thing. Wherever we see
these things we try to stop them.

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

Mr. KYL. Iyield to the gentleman from
California.

Mr. GUBSER. I commend the gentle-
man for bringing up this point of un-
necessary duplication, and I do so to
preface an argument which is going to
take place on an amendment to be of-
fered by the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
YaTes) in just a few moments whereby
we will be procuring two missiles, the
Tow and the Shillelagh, to do exactly
the same job. But this is going to cost
a lot more than a prayer book. This will
cost several hundred millions of dollars
out of the taxpayer’s pocket.

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

Mr. KYL. I yield to the gentleman from
Arizona.

Mr. RHODES. I wish to refer to an-
other duplication which I have tried to
get the services to eliminate. The lawyers
of the three services enforce the same
law, the same military code of justice,
and yet there are three separate schools
for the judge advocates of the three
services. It seems to me that it makes a
lot of sense for these three schools to be
consolidated, and if there is any spe-
cialized training needed for the services,
that could be arranged later.

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

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE IV
PROCUREMENT
PROCUREMENT OF EQUIPMENT AND MISSILES,
ArMY
For expenses necessary for the procure-
ment, manufacture, and modification of mis-
siles, armament, ammunition, equipment,
vehicles, vessels, and aircraft for the Army
and the Reserve Officers’ Tralning Corps;
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purchase of not to exceed five thousand two
hundred and seventy-six passenger motor
vehicles (including one medium sedan at not
to exceed $3,000) for replacement only; ex-
penses which in the discretion of the Secre-
tary of the Army are necessary in providing
facilities for production of equipment and
supplies for national defense purposes, in-
cluding construction, and the furnishing of
Government-owned facilities and equipment
at privately owned plants; and ammunition
for military salutes at institutions to which
issue of weapons for salutes is authorized;
$4,281,400,000, and in addition, $50,000,000
shall be derived by transfer from the Defense
stock fund, to remain available for obligation
until June 30, 1972.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. YATES

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, YATES: on page
15, in line 6, strike out *$4,281,400,000" and
insert in lieu thereof “$4,181,400,000".

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Illinois is recognized.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment seeks to sustain the position
taken by the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices of the House in respect to antitank
missiles. There is $100 million in this bill
for the so-called Tow missile, There is
$50.5 million for the so-called Shillelagh
missile. Both of these are antitank
weapons. The two missiles perform mis-
sions so similar that to procure them
both would be redundant and wasteful.

I agree completely with what was said
a few moments ago by the gentleman
from California (Mr. Gueser) when he
stated that this would be an expensive
duplication, unneeded in the interest of
our national security. The $100 million
requested for the Tow missile ought to
be denied. The Army’s backup for this
fiscal year 1970 budget request indicated
that the performance of Tow and Shil-
lelagh are very similar, but the unit cost
of Tow was given as $6,300 compared to
$2,970 for Shillelagh, and a projection
through 1974 indicates that there will be
an overall Tow cost of $1.2 billion, and a
projection through 1974 indicates that an
overall Tow cost of $1.2 billion will have
to be made compared to only $686 million
for Shillelagh.

The performance statistics of both
weapons are identical, except that Shille-
lagh is 10 pounds heavier, with 5 of those
pounds accounted for by a larger and
more lethal warhead.

This is the logical time, Mr. Chairman,
to bring the redundant development of
these two missiles to a halt, since the
$100 million in this bill for the Tow mis-
sile would pay for the first major pro-
duction procurement. The Shillelagh is
already in production and is a proven
commodity.

The House version of the 1970 military
authorization bill denied the $100 million
request for the Tow missile. The Senate
restored that amount in its version of
the military authorization bill. In con-
ference, cfter 3 weeks of negotiating
and bargaining, the fund for the Tow
missile was reinstated. I hope, Mr. Chair-
man, that the production of the Tow mis-
sile which is authorized in this bill, and
which my amendment seeks to knock
out—I hope my amendment is sustained.
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Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr., MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my good friend, the gentleman
from Illinois, for yielding. The gentle-
man and I have locked horns on the
SST’'s and everything else in the last
few months. I would like to ask the
gentleman, who is such an authority on
these weapons systems, what does Tow
stand for?

Mr. YATES. I am sorry, I did not hear
the gentleman.

Mr. MINSHALL, It has a significance.

Mr, YATES. Is the gentleman talking
about an acronym?

Mr. MINSHALL. Yes. It is tube launch-
ed open-sighted wire-guided missile
system.

I want to point this out to the gentle-
man, that it is not competing with the
Shillelagh, it is complementing it. This
is designed primarily for the infantry
units.

Tow is a wire-guided missile for the
Infantry and Shillelagh is designed to
be fired from a tank. It cannot be re-
moved for assault use by ground forces.
This Tow weapons system has been
proven and already successfully test-
fired. It weighs only 10 pounds lighter,
but it is available now for the ground
troops, which is what it was designed
for.

Mr. YATES. The information the gen-
tleman has just given to the House is
directly contrary to the information
given to me by the very knowledgeable
and distinguished member of the Armed
Services Committee, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. STRATTON), who is chair-
man of the subcommittee of the House
Committee on Armed Services. His sub-
committee investigated the question of
the Sheridan tank and the missiles
which are to be used in connection with
its operation.

The gentleman from New York comes
to an entirely different conclusion than
does the gentleman from Ohio. I suggest
the gentleman from Ohio may want to
listen to the arguments of the gentleman
from New York in connection with my
amendment.

Mr, STRATTON, Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard a num-
ber of interesting comments here earlier
this afternoon on the subject of Defense
overruns and how to avoid excessive
spending in the Defense Department. Ob-
viously the first way to prevent excessive
overruns is to prevent unnecessary
spending before it gets started.

Mr. Chairman, the Tow missile is a
classic example, as I indicated a moment
ago, of an unnecessary expenditure. The
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. MINSHALL)
mentioned a moment ago that the Tow
missile was designed to be an infantry
weapon, and was a wire-guided missile,
whereas the Shillelagh was designed to
be fired from a tank and was an infra-
red-controlled missile.

But the fact is despite their differences
in configuration and in spite of their
initial programing and planning, the two
missiles are almost identical in their per-
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formance. The Army considered T years
ago the question whether they ought
to be going down two separate roads in
the development of two separate anti-
tank missiles, one of them to be fired by
infantry troops and the other by a tank.
A study conecluded then that the most ex-
pensive way would be for them to con-
tinue down these two separate roads in-
stead of adapting one missile for both
purposes, yet the Army ignored their own
study.

The House itself, on the recommenda-
tion of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, contained in the report on our de-
fense authorization bill, on page 44, re-
fers to the idea of spending another
billion dollars to develop Tow as an ad-
ditional antitank missile to be used by
infantry troops, when there already is an
antitank missile to be fired from the
Sheridan vehicle, as an ‘“unacceptable
redundancy.”

Those are not my words. Those are the
words of the committee.

The House overwhelmingly endorsed
the committee recommendsation, as it al-
ways does, under the leadership of the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
Rivers) . When we went to conference we
found we had a good deal of nressure
from the Senators. They did not seem to
understand the missile situation as clear-
ly as we did. That sometimes is a prob-
lem in dealing with the other body. So we
had to yield and approve $100 millicn for
Tow, a cut of $42 million.

But even the conference report points
out, on page 16, that $20 million was to
be allocated from Army R. & D. funds
for the further development of the Shil-
lelagh in its ground mode, and we also
proposed that there be a shootoff be-
tween the Shillelagh and the Tow in the
helicopter mode.

None of these things has been done yet.
It does seem to me that it would be wise
for us not to obligate £100 million for full
procurement of the Tow until after this
additional research and development rec-
ommended even by the conferees is car-
ried out and we have a chance to assess
the results.

If we really want to save money, we
ought to delete this $100 million this year,
carry out the shootoff, and then come
back next year to see whether we really
want to build two separate missiles to do
the same thing, or whether we can get the
same job done more cheaply with a sin-
gle missile,

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

Mr. STRATTON. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. MINSHALL. I certainly respect
the gentleman's good judgment on many
of these matters, but on this one we dis-
agree. We are providing funds in this
budget so that they can have a shootoff
to decide what they want to do. They
impressed upon us the fact that if we
take these funds away now we will be de-
priving the ground infantryman of an
antitank weapon another kind of which
cannot be produced for at least 4 years.

Mr. STRATTON. In terms of depriv-
ing the infantryman of a weapon, I
would not worry too much about that,
because we have 500 Sheridan launchers
in storage around the country today.
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Those could be put in Europe tomorrow,
or shortly thereafter, to fire the Shil-
lelagh antitank missile, and protect our
troops. They would be available much
more rapidly, to give the infantryman
the same protection that the Tow would
be able to give only a year or so later.

Mr. MINSHALIL. The problem is this:
the Shillelagh cannot be used by the
ground infantryman, but can only be
used from the Sheridan tank or another
tank,

Mr. STRATTON. The point ithe gen-
tleman does not consider is that the
Tow may be called the infantry weapon,
but one can only manhandle it for about
200 yards. It has to Le carried on a jeep.
The Sheridan can get around much
more easily than can a jeep, so it could
get virtually everywhere ‘hat a man could
personally haul a Tow with the help of
a jeep.

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

Mr. Chairman, in this bill there are
for the so-called Tow missile, about $100
million for procurement, and there are
$50 million for procurement of the Shil-
lelagh missile.

The Shillelagh missile is an antitank
missile. The Tow is also an antitank
missile but it is a more flexible missile. It
can be used by the infantry and can be
used on helicopters.

The Shillelagh missile depends upon
an infrared homing device, and the Tow
missile is a wire-guided device.

The infantryman cannot use the Shil-
lelagh missile. It is now adopted to tank
vehicles.

Anything we can do to make the plight
and the security of the infantryman bet-
ter, it seems to me, if it is at all practical,
should be done. That is the object of the
Tow missile, to make this weapon avail-
able to the infantryman in the shortest
time possible.

The Tow is a lichter missile. It weighs
10 pounds less than the Shillelagh, which
weighs about 60 pounds. The Tow can
also be used from a helicopter; it might
be possible to fire Tow from a tank, so
far as that is concerned, but this would
cost many millions of dollars in research
and development funds and would take a
considerable period of time to accom-
modate Tow for use on a tank.

There was a great deal of discussion
about this matter and after considerable
hearings on both antitank missile sys-
tems and a conference between the
House and the Senate on the authoriza-
tion bill, the conferees decided—and Mr.
STrATTON Was a member of that confer-
ence—that they would go forward with
both missiles. I do not believe the Com-
mittee on Appropriations could now
overturn what the Committees on Armed
Services of the House and Senate in
conference agreed upon, and what both
houses of Congress apparently agreed
upon, and enacted into law. The Senate
would probably insist on its earlier
position,

If you want to try to adapt the Shille-
lagh missile for use by the infantryman,
it will take 2 or 3 years to do this job.
That is another one of the complicated
and costly problems involved.

Mr, Chairman, General Westmoreland
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came to my office one day. He said, “I am
going to Europe.” I said, “General, is
there anything you want to discuss with
me before you go?” This was because we
were in the midst of the hearings on the
defense budget at the time.

He said, “Yes. I want to put in a good
word for the Tow missile. Our infantry-
men need it and the Army needs it and
we hope that the Congress will provide
us with funds for the Tow missile.”

Well, Mr. Chairman, I do not claim to
be an expert on these matters. We have
all studied this problem—MTr, STrATTON,
Mr. Yares, and many others. The prob-
lem has been resolved in the authoriza-
tion bill. The Committee on Appropria-
tions has gone along and provided the
funds for the buy out of the Shillelagh
missile; we are at the end of the Shil-
lelagh procurement program. We will
have the Tow missile which will be a
great advantage to our infantrymen and
to our people in helicopter gunships. I
cannot for a moment entertain the
thought of eliminating the Tow from
this bill. There is some duplication be-
tween ihese two in that they are both
antitank missiles. It is unfortunate that
the Shillelagh was not configured sev-
eral years ago so that it could do all three
jobs, but the Tow missile is regarded as
being more flexible at this point in time,
and more useful in the hands of the
infantryman.

So, Mr. Chairman, I urge defeat of the
amendment.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. STRATTON., The gentleman from
Texas said that the Tow missile is more
flexible. Actually the Tow missile can-
not be fired from a tank. It cannot be
used on the Sheridan. But the Shille-
lagh missile can be fired not only from
the Sheridan tank, but it can be at the
present time fired from a helicopter just
as readily as the Tow missile and it can
also be fired in the infantry mode. It was
fired in the helicopter mode in 1962. So
the Shillelagh is actually the more flex-
ible. The only delay is for the develop-
ment of some compact control ma-
chinery, which will take a little extra
time.

Mr. MAHON. They say it will take 2
or 3 years.

Mr. STRATTON. I think 18 months to
2 years is a better estimate. But in terms
of flexibility, the Shillelagh is actually
much more flexible than the Tow missile.

Mr. MAHON. The opponents in the
House of this missile have cited their
views, but I think the House will do the
right thing in supporting the urgent re-
quest of the Secretary of Defense, the
Secretary of the Army, General West-
moreland, the Chief of Staff of the Army,
and others who have supported the Tow
missile as an important weapon in the
hands of Army troops. Mr. Chairman, I
trust that the amendment will be de-
feated.

Mr. GUBSER. Mr, Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GUBSER
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional
minutes.)

Mr. GUBSER. Mr, Chairman, I rise
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in support of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. YATES).

I rise as the ranking Republican on the
Stratton subcommittee, which I respect-
fully submit probed more deeply into the
Shillelagh system than any committee
of the Congress at either end of this
Capitol. Based upon the information
which we developed during those ex-
haustive and extensive hearings, I must
in good conscience support the Yates
amendment.

Let me invite you to come with me
for a moment to view the strange world
of Howard Hughes, the human enigma
of the 20th century.

Howard Hughes is the man who built
the Spruce Goose that flew once while
he was at the controls. It is still in a
large warehouse in Southern California,
maintained at a cost of thousands of
dollars a month, as the most expensive
souvenir that a man could have.

It was Howard Hughes and his com-
pany that made a deal with the Army
for a light observation helicopter, a deal
which our Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions probed very deeply.

Through a hanky-panky contract with
the Army, Hughes agreed to furnish
light observation helicopters at less than
$20,000 per airframe. The follow-on
contract is in the neighborhood of
$50,000 for the very same airframe.

Now, it is a great alrcraft. There is
nothing wrong with it. But, if that deal
is not a pure and simple case of a com-
pany buying in on a contract, I have
never seen one.

This is typical of the strange happen-
ings in the world of Howard Hughes, the
man whom I understand from press re-
ports has apparently bought the city of
Las Vegas, Nev. Today he is asking us
to buy the Tow missile from his com-
pany at a needless, duplicative expense
to the taxpayers of this country which
will run into the hundreds of millions of
dollars.

I predict that within 3 years this pur-
chase of Tow will occupy headlines as
an example of a multimillion-dollar
waste of taxpayers’ money.

Mr. Chairman, these two missiles do
exactly the same job. Yes, one, Shille-
lagh, is 10 pounds heavier than the other,
but that 10 pounds is due to the bang it
carries. It is more lethal. It is more
powerful. They are practically the same
in mission and capability.

The Shillelagh has been service-fired
from the ground mode. We have motion
pictures to prove that it has been so
fired. The Tow was originally devel-
oped to go into the Cheyenne helicopter
so it could have the advantage of shoot-
ing downward without the danger of
guidance wires getting tangled up in
brush and in trees as they certainly will
if the infantryman tries to use it. How-
ever, the Cheyenne helicopter has been
canceled. Now they are trying to adapt
the Tow system to the Zobra helicopter.
It will take some more work and expense
in order to do that.

Mr. Chairman, some ftry to justify
Tow on the ground that this is an in-
fantryman’s weapon. Did you know that
the launching tube that the infantry-
man will have to carry into combat is
going to cost $96,000 per copy? Is it not
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something he can carry on his back and
pull out of a knapsack. It will possibly
take two or three men and probably a
jeep to carry it.

Mr. Chairman, the Shillelagh missile
is what we are now using in the Sheri-
dan vehicle. The Tow cannot work in
the Sheridan system but the Shillelagh
can work far in the infantry ground
mode.

Some will try to say that we are hav-
ing trouble with the Shillelagh. There is
trouble but not with the missile. The fir-
ing tube in the Sheridan vehicle is also
supposed to fire a conventional artillery
round. The Army has developed a com-
bustible cartridee case which has given
trouble. Please note that this has nothing
to do with the Shillelagh missile.

Now, all that needs to be done is to
adapt the Shillelagh systzm to the use of
the infantryman and to the ground mode.
We must miniaturize the launching ap-
paratus, something which is well within
the state of the electronics art today and
which can be done very easily at a cost
of less than $30 million. Then we can
have one missile which can be fired from
the Sheridan system, from the Cobra
helicopter, and by the infantryman on
the ground.

Mr. Chairman, we can save the ex-
pense of introducing two different kinds
of missiles into the inventory, and the
cost of maintaining hundreds of thou-
sands of parts and supplies, the main-
tenance, the training and all the costs
that go with having two weapons sys-
tems to do the same job.

It has been mentioned that the Shil-
lelagh can be produced for about $2,000.
This is because it is currently in pro-
duction and we are far enough along on
the learning curve so that costs are down.
However, if you add this system to a sec-
ond system the new missiles would cost
more than $6,000 each.

The argument is made here today
that the Tow is an infantry weapon and
that the Shillelagh is not. We have seen
launch pictures of the Shillelagh missile
being fired in the ground mode. We are
assured that the system is adequate, that
the state of the art for its adaptation is
available.

Now, they say there will be a gap in our
defense in Europe if we do not give the
infantryman this weapon and give it to
him right now.

No one has mentioned the French
wire-guided missile. I believe it is called
the SS-11. It is currently in the inven-
tory with the German troops of our
NATO shield.

I was in northern Germany during the
first part of June, and I saw a brigade-
sized firing by the German Army. Fifteen
of these French wire-guided missiles
were fired at a range of 3,000 meters, to
equal what the Tow can do. Of the 15
missiles fired there were 14 direct hits
and one misfire.

Now, do not tell me that we do not
have a defense of this kind in our NATO
inventory today, because we do. We have
enough protection so we can buy the time
to miniaturize the launching apparatus
and bring the Shillelagh along so we can
have one missile in inventory capable of
doing everything reguired.

Let us not forget, as I conclude, that
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the Tow cannot replace the Shillelagh,
but the Shillelagh can replace the Tow.
There is no point in a $200 million or
$300 million duplication—and that is
exactly what this is going to turn into.
I suggest that we should not allow our-
selves to remain ir. the strange world of
Howard Hughes. I do not believe that it is
up to the taxpayers of the United States
of America to subsidize a duplicative,
foolish, and needless effort simply to do
the bidding of the ex officio mayor of
Las Vegas.

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

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

Mr. YATES. Then in this amendment
we have a very real opportunity to save
the taxpayers hundreds of millions of
dollars without in any way curtailing
our national defense; is that correct?

Mr. GUBSER. It is my considered
opinion that it does. I do not profess to
be an expert, but that opinion is based
upon weeks and months of hearings as
a member of the Stratton subcommittee
which went into this in depth. I do not
believe our defenses would be endan-
gered, and I think we would eventually
be saving countless millions of dollars.
Right today, we would have $100 million.

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GUBSER. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I commend the gentleman on the
statement he has made. I might mention,
if I am not mistaken, that the SS-11, or
a prototype thereof, was in the Israeli
armed forces in 1960. So the point the
gentleman is making I think is entirely
correct.

Mr. GUBSER. I thank the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr, YATES).

The question was taken;
division (demanded by Mr.
there were—ayes 44, noes 40.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. YaTes and
Mr. MaHON.

The Committee again divided, and the
tellers reported that there were ayes 43,
noes 59.

So the amendment was rejected.

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

Mr. Chairman, there are many things
in this bill which I cannot support, but I
do want at this point to pay my respects
and compliments to the committee for
the many reductions they have made.

I particularly want to call attention to
the fact that the procurement money for
the production models of the F-14 air-
craft was removed by the committee.

During consideration of the authori-
zation bill, I offered an amendment to
this effect and it was, if I may say so,
rather brusquely treated by the spokes-
men for the Armed Services Committee.
But the Committee on Appropriations in
its wisdom has now recommended elim-
ination of those production models.

They have added some R. & D. funds for
the F-14, so the net reduction is not in

and on a
MAHON),
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the total amount of $275 million. How-
ever, the committee’s action means we
will not be going forward with the pro-
duction of this aircraft until we are sure
that it is an effective and practical air-
craft. I commend the committee on that
action.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE VI
GENERAL PROVISIONS
AMENDMENT OFFERED BEY MR. REUSS

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

Amendment offered by Mr. Reuss: On
page 23, line 11, insert a new section 601,
renumber all subsequent sections in title:

“SEec. 601. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall be used for publicity
or propaganda purposes not authorized by
the Congress.”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Wisconsin is recognized.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment I offer is a very simple one,
It uses language such as is contained in
many other appropriation bills. It uses
language almost identical with that con-
tained in the act with respect to the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
where propaganda expenditures are
prohibited.

Surely if we prohibit propaganda about
arms control and disarmament, we ought
to forbid propaganda about arms pro-
duction, arms deployment, and arms use.

The fact is that expenditures for

propaganda and related purposes in the
last 10 years have been multiplied almost
tenfold, from $2.7 million back in 1959

to $27 million today, including shepherd-
ing and leading businessmen on tours of
the country, running cruises to Hawaii
on Navy ships for civilian VIP's, and
S50 on.

The Department of Defense should get
out of the propaganda business and
stick to factual information, just as the
other agencies are asked to do. My
amendment would encourage them to re-
move the propaganda and stick to the
information, and I hope, because it is
in language identical to that contained
in the other appropriation bills, that
there will be no objection to it.

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

Mr. REUSS. I yield to the distinguished
chairman.

Mr. MAHON. There have been many
sharp reductions in civilian personnel
and a considerable reduction in military
personnel, One of the reductions in both
civilian and military personnel has to do
with the public affairs and public rela-
tions activities of the services. I see
nothing in the gentleman's amendment
which would prohibit publicity opera-
tions which are authorized by law, and
I have no objection to the gentleman's
amendment.

Mr. REUSS. I thank the gentleman.
The committee has made some excellent
provisions with respect to restricting
what the Department does about infor-
mation other than propaganda.

The amendment will mean that those
remaining officials will be able to carry
on their task.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
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the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. REUsS).

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the remainder
of the bill be considered as read and
open to amendment at any point,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Tex-
as?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BINGHAM

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BincHaM: On
page 43, after line 23, add a new section as
follows:

“Sec. 642. Funds provided in this Act for
public information and public relations ac-
tivities, including personnel costs, shall not
exceed $10,000,000.”

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment would limit the amount to
be spent under this bill for public infor-
mation and public relations activities
to a total of $10 million. Until 10 years
ago there was such a limitation in the
defense appropriation bills. At that time
it was provided that there should be no
more than $2,755,000 spent for this pur-
pose. Since that time, the total of the
defense appropriations have doubled,
while the amount for publie relations and
public information has gone by 10
times, to more than $27 million.

If the Members would like a break-
down of the funds as they have been sup-
plied by the DOD and the services for
last year—not for the coming year—they
are as follows:

For Department of Defense itself, $3.7
million; for the Army, $4.9 million; for
the Air Force, $9.4 million; for the Navy,
$9.9 million; for a total of $27,922,000
for public relations and public affairs ac-
tivities.

It seems to me that this amount has
gotten entirely out of hand. I am not
talking exclusively by any means about
the systematic support of controversial
programs which has been carried on
under cover of these activities. I am con-
tent for now to talk on the assumption
that these are legitimate public infor-
mation and public relations activities.
But how in the world can the Pentagon
justify increasing its budget for this pur-
pose by 10 times, by 1,000 percent, when
the total amount for defense appropria-
tions has increased by only 100 percent in
that period?

I know the committee has made an
effort in this regard. As far as I can make
out from the committee report, reduc-
tions in this area in the various segments
of the bill add up to about $5 million. But
I submit that is not enough. I think it is
legitimate to propose that a ceiling of
$10 million be set for these programs,
returning to the custom of 10 years ago.

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

Mr. BINGHAM. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I take it
it is not the gentleman’s intention in any
way to affect the liaison offices that op-
erate in conjunction with Congress?
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Mr. BINGHAM. That is not my
intention.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment. It places
a ban under certain circumstances on
funds spent on public information.

The people of this country, in our free
society, are entitled to information with
regard to the Defense Department.

There should not be any abuse, but I
would not want the Congress to appear
to go on record as trying to suppress the
distribution of defense information to
the American people.

I will agree that much of the infor-
mation with regard to the war, for ex-
ample, has been adverse, but neverthe-
less the people are entitled to the truth.

What is this material which we get
through the legislative liaiscn offices of
the Services for our constituents in re-
gard to programs and in regard to casu-
alties and what not? What is that other
than public information?

I do not believe we ought to go on
record as wanting to suppress informa-
tion that might be available to the people
through the Members of Congress and
otherwise. I fear that this amendment
would not achieve the purpose which the
author has in mind.

We have already cut funds for public
relations and public information activi-
ties by about $5 million. We have re-
duced funds for personel otherwise. We
have made some sharp cuts in the gen-
eral overall field of administration. But
we certainly have not undertaken to re-
strict the availability of information to
the public, or to the Congress, from the
Department of Defense.

This amendment limits specifically the
funds provided in this act for such in-
formation and public relations activities
and so forth. I would think this would
be most unfortunate.

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

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the distin-
guished chairman for yielding.

I would ask if it is not true that 10
years ago there was n» limit precisely
like what I propose on public relations
and public information for the Depart-
ment of Defense, and that the limit at
that time was $1,755,000.

Mr. MAHON. The activities in the or-
ganization of the Department of Defense
in this field have been restructured in
recent years, and the situation has been
changed.

At one time it was felt—and I was one
of those who felt that way—that the
Pentagon had officers going about the
House Office Buildings and the Senate
propagandizing the Congress.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MaHON
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. MAHON. I believe the liaison peo-
ple now are doing a good job in providing
information to the Congress, and a rea-
sonably good job is being done in pro-
viding information to the general public.
The need for adequate information in
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regard to the farflung operations of the
Department of Defense is very great.

The amendment which we agreed fo
just a few minutes ago provided that no
part of any appropriation in this bill
shall be used for publicity or propaganda
purposes not authorized by Congress. I
would think we have met adequately the
situation about which the gentleman is
concerned. I believe it would be danger-
ous to proceed further.

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to this amendment. In so
doing I concur in everything the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. MaHoN) has said.

I should also like to point out that the
commitee on its own cut back the funds
asked for this particular part of the bill
from $30,669,000 down to the 1965 level,
of about $20 million. The amendment
offered here today would cut that in half
and seriously impair the very rightiul
duties of this particular information
office.

I should like to point out, also, to the
gentleman that on page 576, of part VI
of our hearings, the Secretary of De-
fense, Mr. Laird, sent a memorandum
letter to all of the Secretaries of the serv-
ices dated March 4, 1969, which specifi-
cally says that it is the intent of the De-
partment that public information funds
will not be used for any kind of
propaganda.

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

Mr. MINSHALL. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from New York.

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

As I understood what he said, he said
there had been a cut of some $10 million
in these activties. However, in going
through the report, as I did, very care-
fully, I added up every one of the cuts
made that were referred to here in the
various points in respect to public in-
formation and public relations activities.
Those cuts only added up about $5 mil-
lion as Iread them.

Mr. MINSHALL. The gentleman is ab-
solutely correct in his statement. The
cuts actually amount to $4,955,000, but
because >f reduction in civilian person-
nel and headquarters and administra-
tion cost an additional $5 million cut
could be obtained in the information
operation.

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the gentle-
man for his comment.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. MINSHALL. Yes. I am glad to yield
to the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. SIKES. Is it not important to call
to the attention of the House the fact
that a great part of this increase is oc-
casioned by the fact that we are now in
a war and the people of the country are
concerned about that war. Is it not a
fact that it is taking several times as
much money now to carry on this public
information activity as was required, let
us say, 10 years ago when the figure was
much, much smaller than it is now? Is it
not also true that this is a nationwide
activity, a worldwide activity, supplying
information to the people about what
the Department of Defense and the mili-
tary installations are doing?
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Mr. MINSHALL. The gentleman is ab-
solutely correct.

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

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Bingham amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I might say that I would
not want to do anything to diminish the
capability of the Department of Defense
from serving Congressmen in every way
and providing their constituents with
information. But I believe that we have
too many layers of personnel placed be-
tween these aggressive newspapermen
and the sources of the news. I have the
highest confidence that the American
press, the most enterprising press in the
world, is quite capable of ferreting out
news if they are given unobstructed ac-
cess to the sources. Events of the last
several weeks have proven this far more
dramatically than any words of mine.
But it seems to me that we have over-
structured the public relations and news
media capabilities of the Department of
Defense so that they are unnecessarily
retarding and restricting the enterpris-
ing newspaperman. I think it would be
highly salutary for more effective news
and more effective scrutiny and analysis
of our effort in Vietnam for these exces-
sive restrictions to be removed.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SCHEUER. I will be happy to yield
to my friend from Maryland.

Mr, LONG of Maryland. The point has
been made here by the gentleman from
Florida that a large part of this inflation
and cost with reference to public rela-
tions on the part of the military is due
to the fact that we are all calling upon
them for certain information and, of
course, we are all conscious of that fact
as Members of Congress and recognize
that this places a great burden upon
them. I direct a lot of mail to the liaison
officers and to the military branches
themselves.

However, the guestion arises in my
mind that this is not the first time we
have been at war. We can refer to the
Korean war as well as World War II.

I would like to ask the gentleman from
Florida or the gentleman from New York
whether they have made any compari-
sons as to the cost of public relations
during the Korean war and World War
II as compared to the present in order
to find out whether the expenditures are
inflated with respect to other similar
comparisons to the war we are engaged
in now?

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

Mr. SCHEUER. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. BINGHAM. In relation to the re-
marks of the gentleman from Maryland,
I am sorry that I cannot answer the
gentleman except to say that 10 years
ago, as I indicated, the figure was $2.7
million.

With reference to the remark that a
lot of these funds are needed to service
Members of Congress, I would point out
that the Air Force alone in fiscal 1969
spent $9.4 million. That included a staff
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of 944 people in the public relations
program in the Air Force alone.

Mr. SCHEUER. And, that adds up to
just about 2 for every Member of the
House and the other body.

Mr. Chairman, let me just reiterate,
it seems to me there is far too much
obfuscation of the real news. I think we
ought to let the newspaper professionals
get to the sources of the news. This will
eliminate much of the expense for public
relations money.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New York (Mr, BINGHAM) .

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. BincuaMm) there
were—ayes 31, noes 84.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OTTINGER

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. OTTINGER: On
page 43, between lines 23 and 24, insert the
following:

“Sec. 642, Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this Act, the aggregate amount
which may be appropriated under this Act
may not exceed $62,964,043,200."

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, the
bill before us today, appropriating nearly
$70 billion for the Department of De-
fense, is one of the most important
measures to come before the House this
year, Its importance cannot be measured
only in terms of the military programs it
includes; it must be weighed in terms
of its representation of the expenses of
continuing the Vietnam war and its ftre-
mendous impact on our economy, on the
Federal budget, on the international
arms race, and on our entire structure
of national priorities.

Before commenting on this legislation
and the issues it raises, I want to com-
mend the Committee on Appropriations
for the very exhaustive consideration and
study it has devoted to the Defense
budget for fiscal 1970. The record de-
veloped in seven volumes and 5,947 pages
of testimony and supporting data cer-
tainly reflect the growing sentiment in
Congress for greater knowledge and con-
trol of military spending. The committee
also should be commended for the $5.3
billion it has trimmed from the budget
request and for its expressions of con-
cern over defense procurement practices.

Unfortunately, the committee did not
go far enough, either in reducing the
defense appropriation to a reasonable
level or in bringing the entire process of
defense spending under effective con-
gressional control.

Inclusion of $359.5 million for procure-
ment, operations, and maintenance and
personnel related to deployment of the
Safeguard antiballistic-missile system is
sufficient cause, in my view, for rejecting
the entire bill. I am convinced that the
ABM will merely touch off an offensive-
defensive cycle of arms escalation, re-
sulting in vastly greater destructive
power on all sides, without any increase
in security. Furthermore, to commit
$359.5 million to ABM deployment before
research and development answers the
many technical questions which have
been raised vastly increases the risk of
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huge cost overruns. We have just heard
the Secretary of Defense admit that cost
overruns in major weapons systems have
exceeded $16 billion in the past few years.
The lesson should be clear, and it should
be applied to the ABM.

But, Mr. Chairman, there are global
considerations in the bill before us to-
day. Recent studies have concluded that
we are involved in a runaway arms race
that will see arms outlays in the early
years of the next century exceed the en-
tire present world production of all goods
and services.

At least partially because of the im-
petus of U.S. military spending, world
military spending over the past 20 years
rose at an average rate of 5.9 percent a
year, with a frightening 50 percent rise
to 8.9 percent in the last 3 years.

A study team from the Stockholm In-
ternational Peace Research Institute, of
which Gunnar Mpyrdal is chairman, re-
ported recently that the world spent
$159.3 billion for military purposes last
year, of which $79.3 billion was spent by
the United States, $39.8 billion by the
Soviet Union, and approximately $7 bil-
lion by Communist China.

The most immediate hope for a break
in this perilous course lies with the cur-
rent SALT talks in Helsinki. An agree-
ment on limitation of strategic weapons
could be the breakthrough that sees our
resources turned back to programs aimed
at improving the quality of life for all
people.

But we need not wait for the conclu-
sion of the SALT talks to reassert con-
gressional control over military spend-
ing, and at least start a basic reordering
and restructuring of our national prior-
ities. We can start with this bill today.
We can start by recognizing that while
we must retain a strong national defense
posture to protect against outside threats,
we must also deal effectively with threats
from within our society—the poverty,
blight, disease and malnutrition which
scars our urban areas, the despoliation of
our lakes and rivers, the poisoning of the
very air we breathe, the inadequacy of
current efforts to keep pace with the need
for expanding employment and educa-
tion opportunities.

Consider the nearly $70 billion appro-
priated in this bill in relation to the less
than $500 million appropriated to feed
undernourished American children
through food stamps, school lunches, and
the special milk program, combined.
Consider it in relation to the $2 billion
provided for all federally-assisted hous-
ing programs, including meodel cities.

It is obvious that we cannot make or
meet national requirements in eduecation,
transportation, environmental protection
or any other domestic area while so
great a proportion of our national in-
comes are spent on the defense industry
and on our far-flung network of foreign
military bases.

A tragic example of how the mad mo-
meantum of military spending distorts
national priorities recently came to light.
On the spending side was the Defense
Department’s routine announcement
that the Army was awarding a $5.7 mil-
lion contract to the Martin Marietta
Corp. for “Pershing missile component
and power station research and develop-
ment,” What really was involved were
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relatively minor improvements in an 11-
year-old missile system.

On the other side of the story was the
decision of the Nixon administration to
cut out five health programs designed
to find ways of putting the findings of
research scientists to work in practice.
The projects to be cut out at the end of
this year are the pap smear test program
to detect uterine cancer in women; the
Framingham, Mass., heart study which,
after 20 years, was getting to the point
where it might tell why some people suf-
fer heart attacks and others do not; the
neuroclogical and sensory disease program
whieh includes a widespread program of
testing for glaucoma, a disease that can
cause blindness if it is not detected in
time; and programs dealing with chronic
resipratory diseases, diabetes and ar-
thritis.

This distortion of priorities is bad
enough on its own merits.

What is worse is the incompetence,
mismanagement, and outright fraud
which has so often marked the Penta-
gon’s $44 billion procurement program.
The Joint Economic Committee, Admiral
Rickover, and others have uncovered
myriad examples of incredibly sloppy
procurement practices, ranging from
billion-dollar cost overruns on the C-5A
cargo plane which were deliberately hid-
den from Congress to the $67.50 the
Navy paid for each of 30 insulated cou-
plings which the manufacturer’s catalog
listed at $2.75.

It is clear that despite the Appropria-
tions Committee’s concern over military
procurement policies, no fundamental
reforms are being undertaken which will
prevent future abuses. Military spending
is still not considered—either by Con-
gress or the White House—in the overall
context of national needs and problems.

I intend to offer again on this bill,
as I did on the military authorization
bill, an amendment to reduce the total
military appropriation by 10 percent, or
approximately $7 billion. I am support-
ing efforts to eliminate the $359.5 million
for ABM deployment. And, as protest
against the continued dominance of mili-
tary spending and the unwarranted in-
fluence of the defense industry, I intend
to vote against the bill in its entirety.

Time is running out on us to correct
our distorted priorities. The hungry and
undernourished people in our cities can-
not be expected to wait for their demise.
Winter imperils thousands who are con-
demned to live in unsafe, unsanitary, and
unhealthy housing. To produce the funds
needed for these critical needs, the de-
fense budget must be reduced far more
sharply than it has been in this bill.

Mr, SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr, Chairman, the Subcommittee on
Defense of the Committee on Appropria-
tions has done the most meaningful job
in making reductions in expenditures
that has been accomplished since the
Korean war., The reductions are $7 bil-
lion below the Johnson budget, and $5.3
billion below the Nixon budget.

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
OTrTinGgER) who has offered the amend-
ment, now proposes another $7 billion
reduction. He is proposing to cut $1.5
billion a minute for the time that he
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spent on the floor in explaining his
amendment.

The best the committee could do in
a year of deliberation was to cut an
equal amount—$7 billion below the
Johnson budget with the benefit of the
staff and the combined efforts of all of
the members of the subcommittee. We
feel that we have done a very thorough
job and we hope with some misgivings
that we have made cuts which are ac-
ceptable, and which do not eripple our
defenses.

Now, I must say that to follow the
recommendations of the gentleman from
New York would be to gut the defense
program. I do not believe that is what
the House wants to do.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. OTTINGER).

The amendment was rejected.

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

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to call
the attention of the House to a matter
of grave concern regarding the activities
of the Department of Defense in using its
power to undermine the nationwide boy-
cott of California table grapes, which
the United Farm Workers have been
carrying on,

Mr. Chairman, since 1965 there has
been a nationwide boycott of California
table grapes in support of the attempts
of the United FParm Workers to organize.

In the past most attempts to organize
farm labor have failed. But the strike
by the United Farm Workers has been
successful in its attempts to achieve bet-
ter wages and working conditions for
farmworkers. In the 4 years of the strike,
the United Farm Workers have signed
contracts with 10 grape growers in Cali-
fornia, and its membership at peak har-
vest time is as high as 7,500.

However, while Americans across the
Nation have endorsed the grape boycott
and its goal—a decent working wage,
sanitary working and living conditions,
prevention of child labor—the Depart-
ment of Defense, an agency of the U.S.
Government, has continued to purchase
grapes from the farms of boycotted grow-
ers, Moreover, Defense Department pur-
chase of grapes since the beginning of the
1965 boycott has greatly increased.

In 1965, the Defense Department was
the 17th largest purchaser of California
table grapes in the Nation; in 1968, it
was the third largest purchaser. The De-
fense Department claims that it has re-
mained neutral in the strike, buying only
1 percent of the grapes sold in fiscal year
1968.

This figure is misleading, however, be-
cause it represents Defense Department
purchases against all grapes sold—table
grapes, grapes for wine, and grapes for
raisins. In fact, the Department of De-
fense bought over 2 percent of the U.S.
production of table grapes in both fiscal
vears 1968 and 1969.

Regardless of whether the Defense De-
partment of purchase of grapes is equal
to 1 percent or 2 percent of total grape
purchases, its action is affecting the
price. A change in only 1 percent of the
demand for table grapes can affect the
price of the grapes by 3 percent or 4 per-
cent. Senator MonDALE, at recent hear-
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ings on migrant and seasonal farm-
worker powerlessness said:

We have farm programs, we spend millions
and millions of dollars trying to affect the
market by 1 percent, because for 1 percent
you can affect the market three or four per-
cent. One percent can make the difference in
winning or losing a strike. To argue that one
percent is neutral is just not good economics.

(Hearings on Migrant and Seasonal Farm
Worker Powerlessness—Efforts To Organize,
Subcommittee on Migratory Labor, Senate
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,
July 15, 16, 17, 1969, at p. 88).

Last February I formally called upon
the Secretary of Defense to cease buying
California table grapes. The cessation of
grape purchases should be an adminis-
trative matter, and no legislation should
be necessary. But the Defense Depart-
ment has continued to buy the grapes.

By purchasing California and Arizona
table grapes, the Defense Department is
lending its power to efforts by the grape
growers to break the strike. For this rea-
son I have introduced legislation, H.R.
14640, with 10 cosponsors to prohibit
the Defense Department from purchas-
ing California table grapes. The United
Farm Workers have brought a legal ac-
tion against the U.S. Government to pro-
hibit the Defense Department from buy-
ing table grapes at levels above fiscal
year 1966 purchases.

The Department of Defense has con-
tinued to increase its purchase of Cali-
fornia table grapes. In fiscal year 1966,
the Department bought 7.5 million
pounds at the cost of $1.04 million. In
fiscal year 1969, 10.42 million pounds of
grapes costing $1.7 million were bought
by the Department. And in the first
quarter of fiscal year 1970, ending Sep-
tember 30, 2.55 million pounds have been
bought at a cost of $464,000.

Similar increases occurred in Vietnam.
In fiscal year 1967, 468,000 pounds of
grapes were shipped to Vietnam. In fiscal
year 1969, the amount of grapes shipped
to Vietnam rose to 2.1 million pounds.
However, during the same time, troop
strength in Vietnam rose from 392,000 to
539,000. The troop figure in 1969 is about
one-third higher than 1967. The grape
shipment increase between 1967 and 1969
is almost fivefold.

On a worldwide basis, troop levels de-
creased from 3.6 million in 1968 to 3.5
million in 1969, a decrease of about 3 per-
cent. During the same period of time,
total purchases of California table grapes
increased from 6.9 million pounds to 10.42
million pounds, an increase of over 41
percent.

I again urge the Secretary of Defense
to discontinue the purchase of California
and Arizona table grapes. The Defense
Department must cease using its power
to further the efforts of the grape grow-
ers to break the strike of the United
Farm Workers.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise and re-
port the bill back to the House with an
amendment, with the recommendation
that the amendment be agreed to and
that the bill as amended do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the Chair,
Mr. RosteNnkowskl, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the

State of the Union, reported that the
Committee, having had under considera-
tion the bill (H.R. 15090) making appro-
priations for the Department of Defense
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970,
and for other purposes, had directed him
to report the bill back to the House with
an amendment, with the recommenda-
tion that the amendment be agreed to
and that the bill as amended do pass.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the bill and the
amendment thereto to final passage.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
engrossment and third reading of the
bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the

passage of the bill.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, on that I

demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 330, nays 33, not voting 70,

as follows:

Abernethy
Adair
Adams
Addabbo
Albert
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, Ill.
Anderson,
Tenn.
Andrews, Ala.
Annunzio

Beall, Md.
Belcher
Bennett
Berry

Bevill
Biaggl
Biester
Blanton
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland

Bow

Bray
Brinkley
Brock
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.

Burleson, Tex.

Burlison, Mo.
Burton, Utah
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Cabell
Caflery

Camp

Carter

Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland

|Roll No. 308]
YEAS—330

Cohelan
Collier
Collins
Colmer
Conable
Conte
Corbett
Corman
Coughlin
Crane
Culver
Cunningham
Danlel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Denney
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Diggs
Donchue
Dorn
Dowdy
Downing
Dulskl
Duncan
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Erlenborn
Esch

Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fallon
Felghan
Fish
Fisher
Flood
Filynt
Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,
William D.
Foreman
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Friedel
Fulton, Pa.
Fuqua
Gallagher
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gibbons
Goldwater
Gonzalez

Goodling
Gray

Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gude

Hagan
Haley

Hall
Halpern
Hamilton
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho

Hansen, Wash.

Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hathaway
Heckler, Mass.
Henderson
Hicks

Hogan
Holifield

Johnson, Calif.

Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, Ala.
Jones, Tenn.
Earth
Kazen

Kee

Keith

King
Kleppe
EKluczynski
EKuykendall
Kyl

Kyros
Landgrebe
Langen
Latta
Leggett
Lennon
Lloyd

Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lujan
Lukens
McClory
McCloskey
McClure
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MecCulloch
McDade
McDonald,
Mich.

McEwen
McFall
McEneally

IcMillan
MacGregor
Madden
Mahon
Mann
Marsh
Martin
Mathias
Matsunaga
May
Mayne
Melcher
Meskill
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohio
Milis

Mollohan
Monagan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morgan
Morse
Morton

Moss
Murphy, Il1.
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen

Nix

Obey

O'Hara

Bingham
Brasco
Burton, Calif.
Button
Carey
Chisholm
Clay
Conyers
Farbstein
Gilbert
Harrington

Perkins
Pettis
Philbin
Pickle

Pike

Pirnie

Pofl
Pollock
Preyer, N.C.
Price, Ill.
Price, Tex.
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Purcell
Quillen
Rallsback
Randall
Rarick
Reid, I11.
Reuss
Rhodes
Rivers
Roberts
Rodino
Roe

Rogers, Fla.
Rooney, N.X.
Rooney, Pa.
Rostenkowskl
Roth
Roudebush
Ruth

St Germain
St. Onge
Sandman
Satterfield
Saylor
Schadeberg
Scherle
Schneebeli
Schwengel
Scott
Sebelius
Shipley
Shriver
Sikes

Sisk
Skubitzs
Slack
S8mith, Calif.

NAYS—33
Hawkins
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Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Springer
Stafford
Stanton
Steed

Steiger, Ariz.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Sullivan
Symington
Taft

Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif,
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J,
Thomson, Wis.
Udall

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vigorito
‘Waggonner
Wampler
Watkins
Watson

Watts
Welcker
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams

Zablockl
Zion
Zwach

Rees
Hechler, W. Va. Reid, N.Y.

Helstoski
Kastenmeier
Eoch
Lowenstein
Mikva
Mosher
Nedzi
Ottinger
Podell

Rosenthal
Roybal
Ryan
Scheuer
Vanik
Waldie
Whalen
Wolfl
Yates

NOT VOTING—T0

Abbitt
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Bell, Calif.
Betts
Blackburn
Bolling
Brademas
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Buchanan
Bush
Cahill
Cowger
Cramer
Daddario
Dawson
Dingell
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Edwards, La.
Eilberg
Fascell

Findley
Flowers
Foley

Fulton, Tenn.

Galifianakis
Gettys
Giaimo
Griffin
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hays
Hébert
Horton
Hosmer
Jones, N.C.
Kirwan
Landrum
Lipscomb
MeCarthy
Macdonald,
Mass

Mailliard
Meeds
Michel

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

On this vote:
Mr. Hébert for, with Mr. Brown of Call-

fornia against.

Nichols
O'Neal, Ga.
Patman
Pepper

Smith, Iowa
Staggers
Steiger, Wis.
Tiernan
Tunney
Ullman

Utt

‘Whalley
Wright
Wydler
Young

Mr. Foley for, with Mr. Edwards of Cali-

fornia against.

Until further notice:
Mr. Daddario with Mr. Andrews of North

Dakota.
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Mr,

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.
sin.

Mr, Griffin with Mr. Buchanan,

Mr. Hays with Mr. Betts.

Mr. Ullman with Mr. Hosmer.

Mr. Tunney with Mr. Mailliard.

Mr. Tiernan with Mr. Cahill.

Mr, Landrum with Mr. Blackburn.

Mr, Young with Mr. Bush.

Mr. Patman with Mr. Brown of Michigan.

Mr. Rogers of Colorado with Mr, Brotz-
man,

Mr. Smith of Iowa with Mr. Findley.

Mr. Staggers with Mr. Michel.

Mr. Fulton of Tennessee with Mr. Hammer-
schmidt.

Mr. Fascell with Mr. Cramer.

Mr. Dingell with Mr. Coughlin.

Mr, Macdonald of Massachusetts with Mr.
Reifel.

Mr. Pepper with Mr. Quie.

Mr. Hanley with Mr. Wydler.

Mr. Nichols with Mr. Ruppe.

Mr. Meeds with Mr. Powell.

Mr. Kirwan with Mr. Utt.

Mr, Flowers with Mr. Edwards of Alabama,

Mr. O'Neal of Georgia with Mr. Whalley.

Mr. Wright with Mr. Riegle.

Mr, Abbitt with Mr, Galifianakis.

Mr. McCarthy with Mr, Dawson,

Mr., Edwards of Louisiana with Mr, Gettys.

Mr. Jones of North Carolina with Mr. Bell
of California,

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Giaimo with Mr. Robison,

Edmondson with with Lipscomb.
Eilberg with Mr. Horton.

Brademas with Mr. Steiger of Wiscon=-

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr, MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members who
have spoken on the Department of De-
fense appropriation bill today may have
permission to revise and extend their
remarks in the body of the Recorp, and
include pertinent additional material.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MAHON, Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks on the bill
just passed, and to include extraneous
material.

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

There was no objection.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate by
Mr. Arrington, one of its clerks an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
with amendments in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested, a bill
of the House of the following title:

H.R. 14751. An act making appropriations
for military construction for the Depart-

ment of Defense for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1970, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (HR. 14751) entitled “An act
making appropriations for military con-
struction for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending June
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30, 1970, and for other purposes,” asks
for a conference with the House on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. MANSFIELD,
Mr. BisrLeE, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. Yar-
BOROUGH, Mr. RUssSELL, Mr. SYMINGTON,
Mr. Boges, Mr. PEARsSON, Mr. Fong, Mr.
Youne of North Dakota, and Mr. GoLp-
WATER to be the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 14751, MILITARY CONSTRUC-
TION APPROPRIATIONS, 1970

Mr. SIKES. Mr, Speaker, I ask unani-
mous ccnsent to take from the Speak-
er's table the bill HR. 14751, making
appropriations for military construction
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and
for other purposes, with Senate amend-
ments thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendments, and agree to the confer-
ence asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Flor-
ida? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
S1keEs, McFaALL, PATTEN, LoNG of Mary-
land, MaHoON, CEDERBERG, JONAS, TAL-
coTT, and Bow.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
APPROPRIATIONS TO FILE RE-
PORT ON FOREIGN ASSISTANCE
APPROPRIATIONS, 1970

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Appropriations may have until mid-
night tonight to file a privileged report
on the foreign assistance appropriation
bill for the fiscal year 1970.

Mr. SHRIVER reserved all points of
order on the bill,

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

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
RULES TO FILE CERTAIN PRIVI-
LEGED REPORTS

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Rules may have until mid-
night tonight to file certain privileged
reports.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ha-
waii?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR MANAGERS TO
FILE CONFERENCE REPORT ON
H.R. 12964, STATE, JUSTICE, COM-
MERCE, AND THE JUDICIARY AP-
PROPRIATIONS, 1970

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the managers of on the part of the House
may have until midnight tonight to file
a conference report on the bill (HR.
12964) making appropriations for the
Departments of State, Justice and Com-
merce, the judiciary and related agencies
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970.
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The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.
CONFERENCE REPORT (H. RePr. No, 91-709)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
12064) “making appropriations for the De-
partments of State, Justice, and Commerce,
the judiciary, and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and for other
purposes,” having met, after full and free
conference, have agreed to recommend and
do recommend to their respective Houses as
follows:

That the Senate recede from its amend-
ments numbered 1, 2, 6, 8, 14, 15, 16, 19, 28,
and 30.

That the House recede from Iits disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 3, 4, 13, 20, 27, 29, and 33.

And agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 5: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 5, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert *$2,344,500"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 7: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 7, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert "$6,000,000" and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 9: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 9, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as fol-
lows: In lieu of the sum proposed by said
amendment insert *“§74,300,000"; and the
Senate agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 10: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 10, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$268,000,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 11: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 11, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$174,500,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 12: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 12, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert *“$19,500,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 17: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 17, and agree
1o the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert ''$121,350,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 18: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 18, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by saild amend-
ment insert “$24300,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 22: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 22, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert $2,000,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 23: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 23, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
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ment insert “$14,000,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 24: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 24, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lien of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$900,000"; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 25: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 25, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$12,500,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 26: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 26, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
in lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$650,000"; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 31: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 31, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$160,750,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 32: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 32, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$2,600,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

The committee of conference report In
disagreement amendment numbered 21.

JornN J. ROONEY,

(except as to amend-

ments Nos. 22, 23,
24, and 25),

RoserT L. F. SIKES,

Joun M. SLACK,

JoaN J. FLYNT, JR.,

GEORGE MAHON,

Frank T. Bow,

GLENARD P, LIPSCOMB,

E. A. CEDERBERG,

MARK ANDREWS,

Managers on the Part of the House.

JoHN L. MCCLELLAN,
ALLEN J. ELLENDER,
JoHN O. PASTORE,
J. W. FULBRIGHT,
MARGARET CHASE SMITH,
RoMAN L. HRUSKA,
CriFForD P. CasE,
(except on Senate
amendments 22, 23,
24, and 25),
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House
at the conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 12064) making
appropriations for the Departments of State,
Justice, and Commerce, the Judiclary, and
related agencies for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1970, and for other p . sub=
mit the following statement in explanation
of the effect of the action agreed upon and
recommended in the accompanying confer-
ence report as to each of such amendments,
namely:

TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF STATE
International commissions

International Boundary and Water Commis-
sion, United States and Mexico
Amendment No. 1: Appropriates $400,000
for “Construction” as proposed by the House
instead of $1,900,000 as proposed by the Sen-
ate.

American Sections, International
Commissions

Amendment No. 2: Appropriates $561,000
as proposed by the House instead of $593,000
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as proposed by the Senate. The Commission
should continue to call on the Department
of State and the Corps of Engineers for
such technical assistance as may be needed.
Amendments Nos. 3 and 4: Insert lan-
guage proposed by the Senate providing for
the payment of salaries to Commissioners.
International Fisheries Commissions
Amendment No. 5: Appropriates $2,344,-
500 for expenses instead of $2,335000 as
proposed by the House and $2,354,500 as
proposed by the Senate. The sum of $9500 is
included for the International Commission
for the Conservation of Atlantic Tuna.
Educational exchange
Mutual Educational and Cultural Exchange
Activitles
Amendment No. 6: Appropriates $31,425,-
000 for expenses as proposed by the House
instead of $32,025,000 as proposed by the
Senate. Amendment No. 7: Provides that not
less than $6,000,000 shall be used for pay-
ments in foreign currencies which the Treas-
ury Department determines to be excess to
the normal requirements of the United
States, instead of $8,500,000 as proposed by
the House and $4,500,000 as proposed by the
Senate.
General Provisions—Department of State
Amendment No. 8: Deletes language pro-
posed by the Senate. The majority of the
conferees are in agreement with language
inserted by the Senate relating to changing
status of any territory referred to in Article
3 of the Treaty of Peace with Japan but feel
that it should be a part of a legislative bill
rather than an appropriation bill.
TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
Federal prison system
Salaries and Expenses, Bureau of Prisons
Amendment No. 9: Appropriates $74,300,000
instead of #74,179,000 as proposed by the
House and $74,5640,000 as proposed by the
Senate.
Law enforcement assistance administration
Salaries and Expenses
Amendment No. 10: Appropriates $268,-
000,000 instead of $250,000,000 as proposed by
the House and $275,500,000 as proposed by
the Senate. The amount allowed is allocated
as follows: $21,000,000 for planning grants;
$215,000,000 for action grants; $18,000,000 for
academic assistance; $8,500,000 for the Na-
tional Institute of which not less than $1,-
000,000 plus whatever savings can be effected
is for the National Criminal Justice Informa-
tion and Statistics Service; $1,200,000 for
technical assistance; $4,300,000 for general
administration.

TITLE III—DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Economic development assistance
Development Activities

Amendment No. 11: Appropriates $174,
500,000 instead of $170,000,080 as proposed by
the House and $178,231,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

Operations and Administration

Amendment No. 12: Appropriates $19,~
500,000 instead of $19,000,000 as proposed by
the House and $19,829,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

Amendment No. 13: Provides that not
less than $1,200,000 shall be advanced to
the Small Business Administration for the
processing of loan applications as proposed
by the Senate instead of $2,000,000 as pro-
posed by the House.

International activities
Salaries and Expenses

Amendment No. 14: Appropriates $19,-
000,000 as proposed by the House instead of
$20,366,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 15: Provides that $11,-
100,000 shall remain available for interna-
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tional trade promotions until June 30, 1971
as proposed by the House instead of $12,.-
466,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Participation in U.S. Expositions
Participation in New York World's Fair
Amendment No. 16: Deletes Senate pro-
posal to appropriate $350,000.
Environmental science services
administration
Salaries and Expenses
Amendment No. 17: Appropriates $121,.-
350,000 instead of $121,000,000 as proposed
by the House and $121,700,000 as proposed
by the Senate. Of the increase allowed over
the House amount, $100,000 is for aviation
weather forecasts and $250,000 is for air
pollution forecasts and for the basic com-
munication network.

Research and Development
Amendment No. 18: Appropriates $24,-
300,000 instead of $24,000,000 as proposed
by the House and $24,685,000 as proposed
by the Senate.

National Bureau of Standards
Research and Technical Services
Amendment No. 19: Appropriates $37,000,-

000 as proposed by the House instead of
$37,100,000 as proposed by the Senate,
Maritime Administration
Ship Construction

Amendment No. 20: Appropriates $15,018,-
000 as proposed by the Senate. The con-
ferees would be receptive to a realistic sub-
stantial request in a supplemental budget
at an early date for additional funds for
“Ship Construction.”

TITLE IV—THE JUDICIARY
General provision

Amendment No. 21: Reported in techni-
cal disagreement. The managers on the part
of the House will offer a motion to insert
amended House language relative to awvail-
ability of funds for salaries and expenses
of any deputy clerk in any Distriet Court
Clerk's office.

TITLE V—RELATED AGENCIES
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare
Office of Education

Amendment No. 22: Provides not to ex-
ceed $2,000,000 for salaries and expenses
instead of $1,500,000 as proposed by the
House and $2,850,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

Amendment No. 23: Appropriates $14,000,-
000 for “Civil rights education” instead of
$12,000,000 as proposed by the House and
$20,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Equal Employment Opportunities
Commission
Salaries and expenses

Amendment No. 24: Provides $900,000 for
payments to State and local agencles for
services to the Commission pursuant to
title VII of the Civil Rights Act instead of
$700,000 as proposed by the House and
$1,200,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 25: Appropriates $12,500,~
000 instead of $11,500,000 as proposed by the
House and $15,905,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

Foreign Claims Settlement Commission
Salaries and expenses
Amendment No. 26: Appropriates $650,000
instead of $450,000 as proposed by the House
and $781,000 as proposed by the Senate.
National Commission on Reform of Federal
Criminal Laws
Salaries and expenses
Amendment No. 27: Appropriates $300,000
as proposed by the Senate instead of $250,~
000 as proposed by the House.
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Small Business Administration
Amendment No. 28: Deletes the language
of the Senate, without prejudice, on the
assurance that the House legislative com-
mittee will expedite the consideration of
the legislation pending before it.
Amendment No. 20: Makes no appropria-
tion for additional capital for the Business
Loan and Investment Fund, as proposed by
the Senate, Instead of appropriating $25,000,-
000 as proposed by the House.
Special representative for trade negotiations
Salaries and Expenses
Amendment No. 30: Appropriates $482,000
as proposed by the House instead of $559,000
as proposed by the Senate.
U.S. information agency
Salaries and Expenses
Amendment No. 31: Appropriates $160,750,~
000 instead of $160,000,000 as proposed by the
House and $161,500,000 as proposed by the
Senate.
Special International Exhibitions
Amendment No. 32: Appropriates $2,600,-
000 Instead of $2,500,000 as proposed by the
House and $2,766,000 as proposed by the Sen-
ate,
TITLE VII—GENERAL PROVISIONS
Amendment No, 33: Inserts August 1, 1969
in Sec. 706 ns proposed by the Senate in-
stead of October 12, 1968 as proposed by the
House.
Joawx J. ROONEY,
(except as to amend-
ments Nos 22, 23,
24, and 25),
RoBerT L. F. SIKES,
JoHN M. SLACK,
Joun J. FLYNT, Jr.,
GeorGE MaHON,
Franx T. Bow,
GLENARD P, LIFSCOMB,
E. A. CEDERBERG,
MarK ANDREWS,
Managers on the Part of the House.

PROPOSED TAX REFORMS

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

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, a great
deal of publicity has been given to the
numerous tax relief devices which the
other body has added to our tax reform
bill. Many of these devices were ac-
cepted almost casually after a brief
debate on the floor, but inevitably there
will be moves here to build support and
ultimately to instruct the conferees to
accept some of these relief measures, I
hope my colleagues will not succumb too
readily to these opportunities, however
popular they may appear to be.

The purpose of this reform bill was to
improve the credibility of our system of
raising money to support the activities
of the Government. As sent to the other
body, our bill achieves its goal in that it
limits the tax preferences which in some
cases have come to be used more for tax
avoidance than to express national pri-
orities. But if the goals of tax reform are
lost because our National Legislature
cannot keep its eye on the ball, not only
the credibility of the tax system, but of
our whole system of Government, will
have been damaged.

Tax relief is a commendable goal also,
but it is quite different from tax reform.
Tax relief has to be properly timed, and
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carefully designed, if the economy is not
to suffer and if the benefits are to reach
the people who need them most. Even
with the best intentions, I do not think
this Nation can afford at this point to
give up the fiscal battle against inflation,
nor should we here in Congress take a
step now which would inevitably in-
crease the percentage of total public
moneys which will have to be raised by
the comparatively unfair local and

State property and sales taxes.

In short, Mr. Speaker, I hope my col-
leagues will pause and consider, before
they leap into the tax pattern the other
body has established.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATION BILL, 1970

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

Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Speaker, today the
House of Representatives w'll consider
H.R. 15090, the Department of Defense
appropriation bill for fiscal year 1970.

This measure, like all other appropria-
tion bills, funds new and on-going pro-
grams. One project for which moneys are
allocated in H.R. 15090 is our military ef-
fort in Vietnam.

Normally each program, before receiy-
ing congressional funding approval,
should meet three criteria.

First, it should be directed toward a
specific need or problem.

Second, if funded in the past, should
reflect a favorable benefit-cost ratio.

Third, future spending should be ex-
pected to produce similar results.

It is only reasonable that our Vietnam
operation, for which $23.2 billion will be
spent this fiscal year, be subjected to this
same three-way test. This I shall attempt
to do in the following paragraphs.

II. OUR VIETNAM PROGRAM
A. THE NEED OR PROBLEM

Deployment of U.S. combat forces in
Vietnam first occurred in March 1965.

What was our purpose in undertaking
this commitment? Several theories have
been advanced, then discarded,

First, we were told that our SEATO—
Southeast Asia Treaty Organization—
obligations comrelled our military inter-
vention in Vietnam. As former Presiden-
tial Assistant Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr.,
noted: this proposition first was ad-
vanced by Secretary of State Dean Rusk
in January 1966. Yet appearing before
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
17 months earlier—August 6, 1964—Sec-
retary Rusk, according to Schlesinger,
testified:

We are not acting specifically under the
SEATO Treaty.

Henry Brandon, the London Times
Washington correspondent, in his new
book *“Anatomy of Error,” quotes a
memorandum issued to the President on
February 12, 1966, by George Ball, Un-
der Secretary of State:

Qur only treaty commitment in that area
is to the SEATO partners, and they have
without exception viewed the situation in
Vietnam as not calling the Treaty into play.
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Indeed, only four of the eight SEATO
signatory nations have sent combat
troops to Vietnam.

Second, after the SEATO argument
became unpalatable, it then was con-
tended that our presence in Vietnam
was necessary to “arrest the tide of Com-
munism in Southeast Asia.” If South
Vietnam fell to the Communists, the ar-
gument went, so would its neighboring
states.

In espousing this “domino” doctrine
our leaders were oblivious to the new
forces motivating the peoples of the
world.

Since 1945 those millions inhabiting
colonial areas have been strugeling for
seli-determination, a national identity, a
national dignity.

From this thrust has emerged over 60
new nations, their subsequent adherence
to the policy of nonalinement, the in-
evitable demise of monolithic commu-
nism, and the resultant discrediting of
the so-called “domino theory.”

With the collapse of the domino con-
cept, “stop communism” lost its credibil-
ity as a basis for our Vietnam interces-
sion.

Third, the United States “self-inter-
est” next was cited as the reason for
sending combat troops to Vietnam. For
reasons outlined in section II, B, this ra-
tionale, too, was abandoned.

Thus, to this date our Government has
been unable to identify for the American
public a plausible Vietnam raison d'etre.
Instead, we now admit that we were
wrong in becoming involved there. No
wonder our youth—who must fight this
war—have become so alienated.

B. PAST RESULTS

Our Vietnam commitment has cost
46,682 American lives—39,642 in combat;
7,040 in nonhostile action.

Since January 1, 1961, we have sus-
tained 259,828 casualties, more than in
World War I.

In dollar terms, Vietnam has been the
second most expensive venture in U.S.
history. Since fiscal year 1965, $81.407
billion has been allocated to this under-
taking.

Expenditures of this magnitude have
dissipated our financial will and capacity
to deal with pressing domestic problems.
This failure has dimmed the hopes of the
oppressed for whom the “Great Society"”
held such great promise. Civil unrest has
been the natural concomitant,

Vietnam has increased the citizens’ tax
burden. In July 1968, Congress imposed
a l0-percent surtax on individuals and
corporations to cover the increased Gov-
ernment costs occasioned by our growing
military budget.

The surcharge notwithstanding, infla-
tionary pressures have been, and con-
tinue to be, generated by our Vietnam
expenditures. Production of war materiel
creates income advances which are not
matched by corresponding increases in
consumable merchandise—the old story
of more money chasing fewer goods.
Hence, the Consumer Price Index has
risen 17.6 percent since December 31,
1965 from 109.9, to September 30, 129.3
percent of the 1957-59 average.

The disposition of 550,000 servicemen
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in Vietnam has been viewed by many na-
tions as an American assumption of the
former French colonial role in Southeast
Asia. This, obviously, has tarnished our
image abroad in recent years.

Finally, our military posture has been
weakened by our Vietnam adventure.
Committing over half a million troops
there has cost us flexibility. We have be-
come less able to respond to other, per-
haps more important international prob-
lems which may occur elsewhere in the
world. Indeed, the knowledge of this re_ia-
tive immobility could prompt foreign
rivals to precipitate such crises in a de-
liberate attempt to embarrass us.

Too, as Vietnam has consumed a
greater portion of our Defense budget,
research and development programs bear
less relevance to military needs of the
future. As Robert Hotz, editor, Aviation
Week and Space Technology Magazine,
observed in his November 3, 1969 edi-
torial:

This area (R&D) has been drained badly
to fund Vietnam expenses. Nearly an entire
generation of technical progress in key weap-
ons development has been vitiated as a re-
sult.

What about Vietnam, itself?

In our desire to save that nation from
the evils of communism, we literally have
destroyed it.

Depending upon the source of the sta-
tistics, the war has cost the lives of
50,000 to 300,000 South Vietnamese ci-
vilians. Another casualty figure is esti-
mated as high as 700,000.

American aircraft have deposited on
Vietnam soil more bombs than we
dumped in Europe during World War II.

With the tremendous influx of Ameri-
can dollars, inflation there has become
rampant. A culture is being despoiled by
over-Americanization of the countrysidg.

Perhaps most disturbing, however, is
our arrogance in denying to the inhabit-
ants of South Vietnam those civil rights
which are guaranteed our own citizens.
In the United States, to enter and search
a house and its occupants requires a legal
warrant. Upon being arrested, an Amer-
ican is apprised of his rights and is as-
sured of a fair trial for his alleged
offenses.

In Vietnam, however, villagers' homes
are invaded daily by foreign troops with-
out legal sanctions. Those who fail to
provide satisfactory responses to their
foreign interrogators are turned over to
South Vietnamese military personnel for
further “disposition.”

C. FUTURE RESULTS

What ecan this country expect if the
Congress approves H.R. 15090 in its pres-
ent form? ,

First, as previously noted, $23.2 billion
will be reserved for continuation of our
milifary exercise in Vietnam.

Second, this expenditure will divert
money—and attention—from needed do-
mestic programs, thus planting the seeds
of future civil strife.

Third, the polarization of our society
will accelerate.

Fourth, inflationary pressures will per-
sist as long as billions are spent.

Fifth, the administration may be
forced to request further extension of
the surtax.
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Sixth, among the community of na-
tions our reputation as a neocolonial
power will grow.

Seventh, essential new weapons sys-
tems, as well as military research and
development programs, will remain un-
derfunded.

Eighth, in Vietnam, itself, innocent ci-
vilians will continue to suffer from the
ravages of war,

Ninth, and most important, many more
thousands of American servicemen will
lose their lives in a war we now declare
unwise and unwinnable.

III. CONCLUSION

Members of Congress have limited
jurisdiction in the conduct of a war. We
cannot plan military strategy. We cannot
dictate tactics. We eannot order troop
reductions or troop withdrawals. We
cannot initiate peace negotiations. We
cannot conduct peace negotiations. All
of these are prerogatives of the Com-
mander in Chief, the President of the
United States.

Some Members have expressed their
concern in the various Vietnam resolu-
tions now before this Congress. As a
means of illuminating this issue, these
resolutions are no more effective than a
candle in a wind storm.

We in Congress do possess, however,
two specific war powers.

First, we have the authority to de-
clare war. In the case of Vietnam, the
Congress abrogated this responsibility.

Second, we can influence the direction
of a war through the appropriate process.

For me the “moment of truth” about
Vietnam came shortly after being sworn
in as a Member of the 90th Congress. In
March 1967, I was asked by the bereaved
parents of a young man who had given
his life in Vietnam:

For what purpose did our son die?

I could not answer them. I am unable
to do so today.

Yet for 2 years I assuaged my doubts
by convincing myself that “it is the Presi-
dent’s job to terminate the confiict.”
Thus, in the hope that the Chief Execu-
tive would do just that, I supported the
two Defense appropriations bills which
came before the House of Representa-
tives in 1967 and 1968.

This week, if this body approves H.R.
15090, as now written, we are condemn-
ing to death another substantial number
of young Americans. At the same time
we are telling our servicemen in Viet-
nam:

We admit this war is wrong, We cannot
win it. Therefore, you really should not be
in Vietnam, and we hope to bring you home
as soon as possible. Meanwhile, in all honesty,
we must confess that many of you will die
this coming year.

This I cannot accept.

Thus, I intend to vote against H.R.
15090 in its present form.

I do not view this as a protest vote.
Rather, I consider that I am availing
myself of the one opportunity by which
a Member of the Congress can effect a
policy change—and at the same time, in
my case, clear my conscience of respon-
sibility for the cruel and needless deaths
of many additional fine young Ameri-
cans,

I will support H.R. 15090, however, if
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it is amended to require complete U.S.
troop withdrawal, effective December 31,
1970, If 217 other Members concur, our
Vietnam policy can and will be changed.

“SHOOTOUT" IN CHICAGO

(Mr. MIKVA asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. MIKVA, Mr. Speaker, at 4:40 am.
on December 4, 1969, Fred Hampton and
Mark Clark, leaders of the Illinois Black
Panthers, were shot to death in a police
raid on Hampton'’s apartment. The police
who participated in the raid were under
the direction of the Illinois State's at-
torney's office. They had a search war-
rant based on a police sergeant's sworn
statement that a cache of illegal weap-
ons was located in the Hampton apart-
ment. Weapons were found at the apart-
ment.

At this time, these meager facts are
about all we know for certain about the
events on that early Thursday morning.
But in Chicago, and I suspect through-
out the Nation, people are disturbed by
a number of unanswered questions in the
Hampton-Clark shootings. Police who
conducted the raid have said that they
were fired upon by those in the apart-
ment, and estimated that over 200 shots
were exchanged between police and those
in the apartment. On the other hand,
witnesses at the scene indicate that evi-
dence there shows that Hampton, at
least, was lying in his bed when he was
shot. A private autopsy conducted on
Hampton’s body, which was reported in
yvesterday’s New York Times, seems to
indicate that the body was in a reclin-
ing position at the time the bullets en-
tered and left it.

The raid on Fred Hampton’'s apart-
ment has become a subject of great con-
troversy in only the few days since it
took place. The major daily newspapers
in Chicago have all editorialized on the
subject, and it has received extensive
news coverage. Despite the apparent
paucity of facts, sweeping conclusions
are already being drawn by various ele-
ments of the community. The State’s
attorney’s office has termed the shoot-
ings justifiable acts of self-defense.
Other elements of the community, both
black and white, have characterized the
Hampton-Clark shootings as nothing less
than deliberate assassination, part of a
nationwide campaign to eradicate the
Black Panthers. My own view is that no
conclusions can be drawn until we have
more facts. But we must be sure that we
are going to get those facts, and get
them from a source which will be objec-
tive and credible to all parties concerned.
As the Chicago Sun-Times said in an
editorial:

This potentially explosive situation must
be calmed by a full airing of the facts con-
cerning the events that occurred in the early
Thursday morning raid on the Black Panther
apartment.

I believe that the concern of many
Chicagoans about this matter is justified.
If there was illegal possession of firearms,
then the police should have moved in to
confiscate them and arrest those illegally
possessing the contraband as they are
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bound by law to do. But illegal possession
of firearms is not normally an offense
which, if proved, carries the death pen-
alty, or even a very long jail term. Nor
is it normally an offense for which a
search or arrest warrant is served at 4:40
in the morning. Finally, men who are
engaged in a “shootout” with the police
do not normally do their shooting from
a reclining position. For all of these rea-
sons, whatever answers are eventually
developed to the questions surrounding
the “shootout,” must, if they are to be
credible answers, come from some source
other than the State’s attorney’s office
or the testimony of his police.

For this reason, I am today writing a
letter to Dr. Milton Eisenhower urging
that the National Commission on the
Causes and Prevention of Violence ini-
tiate an investigation into the nature of
the shootings in Chicago last Thursday.
I understand that the Illinois Division of
the American Civil Liberties Union has
done likewise. There are several reasons
that such an investigation by an impar-
tial Federal commission is necessary.
First, whatever story is revealed during
the trial of Panther leaders arrested at
the time of the “shootout,” it is bound
to be based primarily on the testimony
of those directly involved in the incident.
Thus, whatever the trial discloses, it will
still be less than ecredible to those who
already have doubts about the shootings.
Second, the Violence Commission already
has significant experience and expertise
in investigating the nature of violent in-
cidents. The commission staff investi-
gated in depth a shootout incident which
occurred in Cleveland last year. It has
the manpower and the techniques to
make a thorough and objective investi-
gation.

Finally, and perhaps most important,
the central reason for concern in the
Hampton-Clark shooting is directly
within the scope of the commission’s
mandate. The commission was estab-
lished to investigate the reasons for ex-
cessive violence in American life, whether
on the part of eriminals, private citizens,
or the police. As one who has sought
stringent gun control laws, I am hardly
sympathetic to the stated philosophy of
the Black Panther party. My reason for
concern is, rather, that whenever vio-
lence occurs in our society, all citizens
are hurt, all our lives are endangered.
What has been worrying so many Amer-
icans about crime is not the money they
will lose, it is violence—the threat of
physical harm to themselves or their
families. It is excessive violence, whether
perpetrated by private citizens or officials
of the State, which we have most to fear.
Thus in a very real sense, “law and order”
demands that the reasons and respon-
sibility for the violence which occurred
last Thursday be brought to light.

I insert a New York Times article re-
ferred to above and an article by Barbara
Reynolds in the yesterday’'s Chicago To-
day at this point in the Recorp:

[From the New York Times, Deec. 7, 1969]
PanTHERS SAY AN AvuTOoPsY SHOWS PARTY
OrrFiciAL Was “MURDERED"

(By John Kiener)

party
asserted today that an independent autopsy
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performed on the body of Fr~d Hampton, a
slain Panther official “confirms our theory
that he was murdered while he was asleep.”

Mr. Hampton, the 21-year-old Illinois state
chalrman of the Panthers, and Mark Clark,
a Panther leader from Peoria, were shot to
death in a police rsdd on Mr. Hampton's
apartment here early Thursday morning.

The police have said that the two men
were shot in a gun battle lasting at least 10
minutes when the raiding party entered the
apartment a block from the Panther offices at
4:40 AM. in a search for weapons. The police
said that what they termed a “shootout”
ensued after a woman in the apartment
opened fire on them with a shotgun. They
sald they had seized a number of weapons,

Four other Panthers were wounded in the
apartment, and three more were arrested.
One policeman was grazed on the leg with
a shotgun pellet and another cut his hand on
a piece of glass,

PARTY AIDE SURRENDERS

The Panthers charged that the police had
burst into the apartment and opened fire
and that the occupants had had no oppor-
tunity to shoot back.

The Panthers' deputy minister of defense,
Bobby Lee Rush, the ranking surviving party
official here, surrendered to the police this
morning at a meeting of the Southern Chris-
tian Leadership Conference's operation
breadbasket.

He had been sought on a warrant charging
him with failure to register a weapon since
the police staged a rald on his apartment
at 5:30 AM. yesterday. He was not at home
then.

The police said that the raid had produced
a 22-caliber, two-shot derringer, several
hundred rounds of ammunition, dried leaves
that might be marijuana, military instruc-
tion manuals and literature that they de-
scribed as “inflammatcry.”

Mr. Rush was held on $1,600 bond.

The private autopsy was held at the funeral
home owned by Alderman A. A. Rayner,
where Mr. Hampton's body is awaiting burial
on Monday.

LAWYER WATCHES AUTOPSY

Francis Andrew, one of three attorneys
for the Black Panthers who arranged and ob-
served the examination, said that the au-
topsy had been conducted by “a leading
pathologist, a renowned expert in forensic
medicine, He was assisted by two other dis-
tinguished doctors.”

All three doctors were white.

Mr. Andrew said, “A bullet hole was found
just below Fred Hampton’'s hairline above his
right eye. An examination of the angle of the
wound showed that if Hampton was lying on
his back, the person who shot him would
have been standing above him, slightly to
the right and behind his head.”

“Another bullet hole was below the right
ear, with an exit hole on the left side of the
lower neck, showing exactly the same angle
as the other bullet hole,” the lawyer con-
tinued. “There were two other bullet grazes,
one of the front left shoulder, again at
the same angle, and one on the right arm.”

“No exit wound could be found for the
bullet hole in the top of the head, but the
doctors could not find the bullet, which is
very curious,” he said.

James J. Walsh, administrative assistant to
coroner Andrew J. Toman, sald yesterday
that the officlal examination showed Mr.
Hampton had been struck by a bullet in the
left temple and by another in the lower por-
tion of his neck, while a third had grazed
his arm.

Meanwhile, Edward V. Hanrahan, state's
attorney, announced that Alderman Rayner
himself was under Investigation for his eon-
nection with the Panthers. Mr. Hanrahan's
office said that copies of the lease on the
Panther headquarters "“uncovered” yesterday
had been signed by Mr. Rush and Mr. Rayner.
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BAYS HE SIGNED LEASE

The alderman confirmed that he had co-
signed the lease and added: “The police red
squad has been asking people In the area
about my work with young people.”

The Panthers have been conducting tours
of the apartment in which their leader was
slain. Hundreds of people, including some
whites and two Negro state senators, have
passed through, listening as Panthers iecture
and point out the bullet holes.

The small, five-room apartment does not
have extensive scars, pockmarks and bullet
holes. Many walls and entire rooms have
no visible scars, and most of the bullets
are clustered in the area where the Panthers
were shot.

Roy Innis, national director of the Con-
gress of Racial Equality, called yesterday for
investigations Into the deaths of 28 Black
Panther party members killed in clashes with
the police since January, 1968.

Mr, Innis made the request in telegrams
to President Nixon, Attorney General John
N. Mitchell, Mayor Richard J. Daley of Chi-
cago and other officials.

A REPORTER Sounps OFF: How WiLL THEY
Segg HamproN's DeATH?
(By Barbara Reynolds)

I found myself standing in Fred Hamp-
ton’s blood.

As I stood there Thursday in my friend's
home at 2337 W. Monroe st., I could almost
see him greeting me with his sweet smile,
clenched fist, and “All power to the people,
sister.”

I looked at the blood spattered wall, the
crimson mattress, and the bullet holes In his
green bedspread, and I wondered what peo-
ple who didn't know Fred Hampton were
thinking about his violent death.

Would they think he was just another
“hood,” who was better off dead? Or would
they feel he died because he had ceased to
be a “boy,” and had determined, at 20 years
of age, that was time to be his own man or
die trying?

Fred was no fool. He knew other Panthers
who tried to change the system had either
been killed, thrown in jail or run eut of
the country. He knew he would be gagged
in one form or the other, just as Bobby Seale
had been gagged In Judge Hoffman's court-
room. But, perhaps, he felt he hadn't much
to lose. If you're living in bondage, you're
not really living anyway.

The end came guickly. At 4:30 in the
morning someone decided to issue a search
warrant because a witness sald there were
guns Inside Hampton's apartment. It took
50 armed policemen who cordoned off a two-
block area around his home to deliver the
warrant.

Police said as they tried to enter, Panthers
inside opened fire. So they blasted the back
and front doors down. More than 200 shots
were exchanged in 12 minutes of rapid firing,
the police said.

Yet both doors were still standing when I
arrived as a reporter and the only thing I
could see wrong with the back door was
that it needed painting.

There were few bullet holes from all the

+200 shots that were supposed to have been
fired, except in Fred’s bedroom where blood
was still oozing from his mattress down to
the floor.

Bobby Rush, the Panther’s deputy defense
minister, claims Hampton was murdered in
his sleep.

This story sounds strange, also. But it is
no stranger than the Inconsistent police ac-
counts of the event.

On the whole It matters little how Fred
was killed. The fact 1s he is dead. He had to
be killed, imprisoned or exiled because he
believed the system won't allow black folks
to run around leading a revolution that wil
make democracy work in favor of its black
minority.
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I will never see my friend again. But I
will see his militant spirit roaming the
streets of Chicago In the black masses who
would rather fight and die than live with
police brutality, ghetto housing, and poverty
in a nation of plenty.

JUVENILE INSTITUTE BILL

(Mr. RAILSBACK asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Speaker, today
I have introduced, along with the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. Mixva), the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania 'Mr, BIESTER),
and more than 80 other Members, a bill
which would create an FBI Academy-
type institution to provide trained work-
ers and information for use in the battle
against juvenile delinquency.

This bill is not simply another study
or research effort. We have sought in this
proposal to make some very real and
measurable progress in this Nation's ef-
forts to deal with and prevent juvenile
delinquency.

A detailed study recently released by
the Justice Department has revealed that
the astounding total of 72 percent of
youths once arrested were rearrested
within 5 years. This bears repeating: al-
most three-fourths of the youths once
arrested and supposedly within the reach
of our juvenile justice system were re-
arrested. Statistics on crime are easily
cited to demonstrate the seriousness of
the problem. For instance, during 1968
there was one murder every 39 minutes,
one forcible rape every 17 minutes, one
robbery every 2 minutes, one aggravated
assault every 2 minutes, one auto theft
every 41 seconds, and one burglary every
17 seconds. There was an average during
1968 of one violent crime every 54 sec-
onds. But even more disturbing are the
statistics which show the almost unbe-
lievable increase in crime among our
young people. During the period from
1960 to 1968, the number of arrests of
juveniles for serious crimes increased by
78 percent. As tragic and disheartening
as the above may seem, it should strike
at the hearts of all of us that this rep-
resents only the beginning of a career in
crime for many of these youthful of-
fenders. With a three-quarters repeater
rate, we just are not stopping careers in
crime.

In its 1967 Task Force Report on
Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Crime,
the President’s Commission on Law En-
forcement and Administration of Justice
estimated that in the inner city as much
as 70 percent of the young people find
themselves in trouble with the law before
their 19th birthday. A report by the New
York City Department of Corrections has
found that more young men are put in
detention centers or jails between the
ages of 16 to 20 than at any other time in
their lives.

Earlier this year a timely symposium
was held in Washington, D.C., under the
joint sponsorship of the American Par-
ents Committee and the National Council
of Juvenile Court Judges. The thought-
provoking title of this symposium was
“Youth in Crisis—Our Nation’s Stake in
Juvenile Delinquency Prevention.” It is
encouraging that public interest in try-
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ing to save young people from a life of
crime is increasing. As representatives
of the interested citizens in our home
districts, we in Congress have contrib-
uted some action and many words. In this
proposal we hope to make possible more
action and leadership.

Almost one-half of those arrested in
1968 for criminal offenses were under
the age of 18. In other words, what we
are talking about today is, simply put,
one-half of the crime problem. We have
designed our legislation to strike at the
very heart of crime. We think our pro-
posal represents a new approach to at-
tacking the root causes of recidivism so
far as juvenile offenders are concerned.
We are convinced that juvenile erime is
the single most pressing and threatening
aspect of the crime problem. The failure
to deal effectively with criminals and
with the causes of crime has become a
near disaster for this country. Our bill
is intended to provide not just more talk,
but some very definite action.

We propose the creation of the Insti-
tute for Continuing Studies of Juvenile
Justice. As it is envisioned, the Institute
will provide a two-pronged attack on
juvenile crime. The main purpose would
be to provide expert “graduate” or con-
tinuing education and training for per-
sons working to combat juvenile delin-
quency at the State and local level. The
operaticn would be patterned after the
very respected and successful FBI Acad-
emy, and would offer training by ex-
perts for local law enforcement officers,
judicial personnel, welfare officials, cor-
rectional officers, probation officers, and
others connected with the treatment and
control of juvenile offenders. The sec-
ond purpose would be to establish a
clearinghouse or data bank for the val-
uable information on juvenile delin-
quency presently existing but not in any
one convenient or central location. This
information would be put into useful
forms and disseminated to the State and
local people who can put it to work in
their everyday dealings with the juve-
nile offender.

The problem of juvenile delinquency is
primarily a local one, However, to the
extent that there are 50 States and
countless local communities which are
presently approaching the problem in
different ways, we believe that some
guidance and assistance should be avail-
able on a coordinated basis to these
State and local governments. Admit-
tedly, some States have done more than
others in the area of juvenile delin-
quency prevention and control. The
Governor’s Conference has placed the
responsibility as follows:

The burden rests with the individual gov-
ernm;ment.s to adopt, adapt, and act against
crime,

The Governors at their 1969 meeting
also reported the following recommen-
dations:

In recognition of the key role which state
governments play in the intergovernmental
effort to prevent and control juvenile de-
linquency, the National Governor's Con-
ference wurges the followlng actions by
states: (1) Each state should establish the
necessary administrative machinery to pro-
vide leadership and coordinate the plan-
ning and services of all state agencies which
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contribute to the prevention, control, and
treatment of juvenile delinquency. (2) Each
state should emphasize and strengthen its
commitment to programs designed to pre-
vent delinquency, giving particular em-
phasis to home and school-centered pro-
grams aimed at youth who are in danger of
becoming delinquent.

One outstanding example of helping
the State and local governments has been
the FBI Training Academy and the local
training schools operated by the FBI.
In fiscal 1969, training was afforded to
233,741 municipal, county, and State law
enforeement officers who attended 7,804
schools. Of the over 5,000 graduates of
the FBI Training Academy, 27 percent
are now the heads of their agencies, We
think this is a fine example to follow,
and by applying a similar approach to
training State and local personnel in the
field of juvenile delinquency, we hope for
very real benefit at a reasonable, if not
comparably inexpensive, cost.

To demonstrate the varying laws
amonyg the States with respect to juve-
niles, 24 States expressly deny the right
to a jury trial in juvenile proceedings.
In 14 other States the statutes make no
reference to jury trials in juvenile pro-
ceedings. In the dozen other States, a
jury trial is guaranteed. This condition
exists in spite of the May 20, 1968, U.S.
Supreme Court decisions in the cases of
Duncan against Louisiana and in Bloom
against Illinois in which the Court gave
very strong hints that jury trials would
be required. Only 1 month ago, the
Supreme Court was asked in the case of
DeBacker against Brainard to rule that
jury trails are required. The Court said
only that it would not so rule with respect
to cases which arose prior to May 20,
1968, the date of the above decisions. Not
only do one-half of the States deny jury
trials, even more States do not have full-
time speeialized juvenile judges or courts.
Only five States were found to have a
complete system of juvenile courts. Some
16 other States had partial systems in-
volving specialized courts in some coun-
ties or cities. In 28 States, judges on reg-
ular circuit courts were assigned on oc-
casions to handle juvenile cases. In only
31 States was there a guarantee of a right
to counsel in express terms. In short, with
one-half of serious crime perpetrated by
juveniles, we have a long way to go in
simply providing the law and court struc-
ture to effectively deal with these
offenders.

The Joint Commission on Correctional
Manpower and Training pointed out re-
cently two problems present in attempt-
ing to deal with any aspect of the crime
problem.

(1) Correction today is characterized by
an overlapping of jurisdictions, a diversity of
philosophies, and a hodge-podge of orga-
nizational structures which have little con-
tact with one another; and

(2) Lacking consistent guidelines and the
means to test prcgram effectiveness, legisla-
tors continue to pass laws, executives man-
date policies, and both cause large sums of
money to be spent on ineffective corrective
methods.

The findings of the Commission indi-
cate that what we need if we are to
achieve more timely results is a single
model or leader to coordinate activities
in the field of juvenile delinquency.
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The National Council on Crime and
Delinquency has recommended “in-
creased professional training, and addi-
tional training programs to upgrade the
skills of those already in the field.” The
President’s Task Force on Juvenile De-
linquency said simply:

Personnel training is an obvious need . . .
The kind of leadership needed at the Federal
level requires a better integration of the
various disparate Federal programs than Is
found at present.

And the need for such an institution as
we have proposed is recognized by ju-
venile authorities throughout the world.
Even in the police states of the Com-
munist-controlled countries of Czecho-
slovakia, Hungary, and Yugoslavia, the
oppressive governments recognize the
problem and all require that their judges
and police receive special training in
child handling.

We have already accumulated vast
amounts of knowledge concerning ju-
venile offenders and the offenses they
commit, but we simply have not put this
information to the best use. It must be
supplied to all those concerned with the
problem of juvenile delinguency. Fur-
thermore, we must assist in the training
of individuals to cope with juvenile of-
fenders, After consultations with recog-
nized experts, both within and without
the government service, we are convinced
that a multidisciplinary approach is
needed in effectively dealing with juve-
nile offenders. In other words, what is
needed is a combination training effort
including the viewpoints, expertise, and
disciplines of correctional, probational,
Jjudicial, law enforcement, and welfare
personnel.

As the President’s Commission stated
in 1967:

America’s best hope for reducing crime is
to reduce juvenile delinquency and youth
crime.

The bill which we are introducing today
is intended to do just that.

Mr. Speaker, I include the text of the
bill, as well as a section-by-section analy-
sis of the bill in the RECORD:

H.R. 15124

A bill to amend title 18 of the United States
Code by adding a new chapter 404 to estab-
lish an Institute for Continuing Studies
of Juvenile Justice
Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled,

SEcCTION 1. Part IV of title 18, United States

Code, is amended by adding at the end

thereof the following new chapter.

“CHAPTER 404.—INSTITUTE FOR CONTINUING
STUDIES OF JUVENILE JUSTICE

Sec.
*5041. Establishment; purpose.
*5042. Functions.
“5043. Director and staff.
“5044. Powers.
"'5045. Advisory Commission,
“5046. Location; facilities.
“5047. Curriculum.
“5048. Enrollment.
*“§ 5041. Establishment; purpose

“There iz hereby established an Institute
for Continuing Studies of Juvenile Justice
(hereinafter referred to as the ‘Institute’).
It shall be the purpose of the Institute to
provide a coordinating center for the collec-
tion and the dissemination of useful data
regarding the treatment and control of ju-
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venile offenders, and it shall also be the
purpose of the Institute to provide training
for representatives of Federal, State, and local
law enforcement officers, juvenile welfare
workers, juvenile judges and judicial per-
sonnel, probation personnel, correctional
personnel, and other persons, including lay
personnel, connected with the treatment and
control of juvenile offenders.

“§ 5042. Functions

“The Institute is authorized—

“(a) to serve as an information bank by
collecting systematically the data obtained
from studies and research by public and pri-
vate agencies on juvenile delinquency, in-
cluding, but not limited to, programs for
prevention of juvenile delinquency, training
of youth corrections personnel, and rehabili-
tation and treatment of juvenile offenders;

“({b) to publish data in forms useful to
individuals, agencies, and organizations con-
cerned with juveniles and juvenile offenders;

“(¢) to disseminate pertinent data and
studies to individuals, agencies, and organi-
zations coneerned with juveniles and juvenile
offenders;

“{d) to devise and conduct in various
geographical locations, seminars and work-
shops providing continuing studies for per-
sons engaged in working directly with juve-
niles and juvenile offenders;

“(e) to devise and conduct a training pro-
gram of short-term instruction in the latest
proven-effective methods of prevention, con-
trol, and treatment of juvenile delinquency
for law enforcement officers, juvenile welfare
workers, juvenile judges and judicial person-
nel, probation officers, correctional personnel,
and other persons, including lay personnel,
connected with the treatment and control
of juvenile offenders; and

“(f) to develop technical training teams
to aid in the development of training pro-
grams within the several States and with the
State and local agencies which work directly
with juveniles and juvenile offenders.

“§ 5043. Director and staff

“(a) The Institute shall be under the su-
pervision of an officer to be known as the
Director of the Institute who shall be ap-
pointed by the President, by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate, to serve
for a term of four years. The Director of the
Institute shall receive basic pay at the rate
provided for level V of the Executive Sched-
ule under section 5316 of title 5, United
States Code.

‘(b) The Director shall have authority to
supervise the organization, employees, en-
rollees, financial affairs, and all other opera-
tions of the Institute and may employ such
staff, faculty, and administrative personnel
as are necessary to the functioning of the
Institution. The Director shall have the
power to acquire and hold real and personal
property for the Institute and may receive
gifts, donations, and trusts on behalf of the
Institute. The Director shall also have the
power to appoint such technical or other
advisory councils comprised of consultants to
guide and advise the Advisory Commission.
The Director is authorized to delegate his
powers under this Act to such persons as he
deems appropriate.

“{e) If the Office of Director is left vacant,
by resignation or otherwlse, the President
shall appoint a successor who shall serve for
the unexpired portion of the term of office.
“§ 5044, Powers.

“The functions, powers, and dutles specl-
fied In this Act to be carrled out by the In-
stitute shall not be transferred elsewhere
or within any executive department unless
specifically hereafter authorized by the
Congress. In addition to the other powers,
express and implied, the Institute is au-
thorized—

“(a) to request any Federal department or
agency to supply such statisties, data, pro-
gram reports, and other material as the In-
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stitute deems mnecessary to carry out its
functions. Each such department or agency
is authorized to cooperate with the Insti-
tute and shall, to the maximum extent
practicable, consult with and furnish infor-
mation and advice to the Institute;

“(b) to arrange with and reimburse the
heads of Federal departments and agen-
cies for the use of personnel or facilities or
equipment of such departments and agen-
cles;

“(c) to confer with and avall itself of the
cooperation, services, records, and facilities
of State, municipal, or other public or pri-
vate local agencies;

“{d) to enter into contracts with public
or private agencles, organizations, or indi-
viduals, for the partial performance of any
of the functions of the Institute;

“(e) to compensate consultants and mem-
bers of technical advisory councils who
are not in the regular full-time employ of
the United States, at a rate to be fixed by
the Director of the Institute but not ex-
ceeding $75 per diem and while away from
home, or regular place of business they may
be allowed travel expenses, including per
diem in lieu of subsistence, as authorized
by section 5703 of title 5, United States
Code, for persons in the Government serv-
ice employed intermittently; and

“(f) to report to the Congress at appro-
priate intervals on programs which have
been implemented with the cooperation of
the Institute within and among the several
States, and to recommend to the Congress
further legislative action which may ap-
pear desirable.

‘“§ 5045. Advisory Commission

“(a) The overall policy and operations of
the Institute shall be under the superyision
of an Advisory Commission,

“(b) The Advisory Commission shall con-
sist of the Director of the Institute, the At-
torney General (or his designee), the Di-
rector of the United States Judicial Center
(or his designee), the Director of the Na-
tional Institute of Mental Health (or his
designee), and fourteen persons having
training and experience in the area of juve-
nile delinquency appointed by the Presi-
dent from the following categories:

“(1) law enforceemnt officers (two per-
sons),

“(2) juvenile or family court judges (two
persons),

“(8) probation personnel (two persons),

“(4) correctional personnel (two persons),

“(5) representatives of private organiza-
tions concerned with juvenile delinquency
(four persons), and

“(6) representatives of State agencies es-
tablished under the Juvenile Delinquency
Prevention and Control Act of 1968 or under
title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and
Bafe Streets Act of 1968 (two persons).

*“{¢) Members of the Advisory Commis-
sion shall serve for terms of four years and
shall be eligible for reappolntment, except
that for the first composition of the Com-
mission, one-third of the members shall be
appointed to one-year terms, one-third to
two-year terms, and one-third to three-year
terms, thereafter each member's term shall
be for four years. Any member appointed to
fill a vacancy occurring prior to the expira-
tion of the term for which his predecessor
was appointed, shall be appointed for the re-
mainder of such term. Any member of the
Commission may be removed by the Presi-
dent for inefficiency, neglect of duty, or mal-
feasance in office.

“(d) While performing their duties, mem-
bers of the Commission shall be reimbursed
under Government ftravel regulations for
their expenses, and members who are not
employed full time by the Federal Govern-
ment shall receive in addition a per diem of
$100 in lieu of subsistence, as authorized by
section 5703 of title 5, United States Code,
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for persons in Government service employed
intermittently.

“(e) The Director shall act as Chairman of
the Advisory Commission. The Commission
shall establish its governing rules of proce-
dure.

*§ 5046. Location; facilities

“(a) A suitable location for the Institute
ghall be selected by the Advisory Commission.

“(b) Following the selection of a location
for the Institute, the Director, with the ap-
proval of the Advisory Commission, shall—

“(1) acquire such property as has been
selected pursuant to subsection (a), and

“(2) make such arrangements as may be
necessary or desirable for the construction,
equipping, and physical organization of the
Institute.

*“§ 5047. Curriculum

“The Advisory Commission shall design
and supervise a curriculum utilizing a multi-
disciplinary approach (to include law en-
forcement, judicial, correctional and welfare
as well as probation disciplines) which shall
be appropriate to the needs of the Institute’s
enrollees.

‘g 5048. Enrollment

“(a) Each candidate for admission to the
Institute shall apply to the State agency es-
tablished under the Juvenile Delingquency
Prevention and Control Act of 1368 (82 Stat.
462; 42 U.S.C. 3801 et seq.), or the State
agency established under title I of the Omni-
bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968 (82 Stat. 198: 42 U.B.C. 3701 et seq.), in
the candidate's State. The State agency or
agencies shall select an appropriate number
of candidates and forward their applications
for admission to the Director of the Institute.
The Director shall prescribe the form of all
applications for admission to the Institute
and shall make the final decision concerning
the admission of all students or enrollees.

“{b) While studying at the Institute and
while traveling in connection with his study,
including authorized field trips, each student
or enrollee in the Institute shall be allowed
travel expenses and a per diem allowance in
the same manner as prescribed for persons
employed intermittently in the Government
service under section B5T03(b) of title 5,
United States Code.”

8ec. 2. The table of contents to “Part IV—
CORRECTION oF YOUuTHFUL OFFENDERS” of title
18, United States Code, Is amended by insert-
ing after
“403. Juvenile delinquency
the following new chapter reference:

404, Institute for Continuing Studies
of Juvenile Justice

8Sec. 3. There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as may be necessary to
carry out the provisions of this Act.

SeCTION-BY-SECTION SUMMARY oF Bnn To
CREATE AN INSTITUTE FOR CONTINUING
STUDIES OF JUVENILE JUSTICE

Amend Part IV of title 18 U.S.C. to add a
new chapter 404.

Section 5041. Establishment; purpose.

Section 5042. Functions,

Section 5043. Director and staff.

Section 5044. Powers.

Bection 5045. Advisory Commission,

Section 5046. Location; facilities.

Section 5047. Curriculum.

Section 5048. Enrollment.

Section 5041 creates the Institute to pro-
vide a coordinating center for collecting use-
ful data re the treatment and control of
Juvenile offenders; and to provide training
for individuals in such treatment and con-
trol.

Sectlon 5042 authorizes the Institute to:

(a) Serve as an Information bank by sys-
tematic collection of data from all sources
re juvenile delinquency.

(b) Publish data In useful forms.

(c¢) Disseminate published data to inter-
ested persons.

(d) Conduct seminars and works.
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(e) Provide short-term training of law
enforcement officers, juvenile welfare work-
ers, juvenile judges, probation officers, cor-
rectional personnel, and other persons, in-
cluding lay personnel, connection with the
treatment and control of juvenile offenders.

(f) Send out training teams to work at
State and local levels,

Section 5043: Director of the Institute
shall be appointed by the President with ad-
vice and consent of the Senate.

Section authorlzes the Institute to obtaln
data, personnel, facilities and other coopera-
tion from Governmental agencles and de-
partments (Federal, State and local) as well
as from private individuals and agencies.

Section 5045 provides for Advisory Com-
mission to set policy and supervise opera-
tions of the Institute. The Commission mem-
bers would consist of:

(a) Director of the Institute.

(b) Attorney General (or designee).

(c) Director of U.S. Judicial Center (or
designee).

(d) Secretary of Health, Education and
Welfare (or designee).

(e) Director of National Institute of Men-
tal Health (or designee).

(f) 14 persons having training and ex-
perience in the area of juvenile delinquency,
to be appointed by the President from the
following categerles:

(1) Law enforcement officers (two per-
sons).

(2) Juvenile judges (two persons).

(3) Probation personnel (two persons).

(4) Correctional personnel (two persons).

(5) Representatives of private organiza-
tions concerned with juvenile dellnquency
(four persons), and

{8) Representatives of State agencles es-
tablished under Juvenile Delinquency Pre-
vention and Control Act or under title I of
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
of 1068 (two persons).

Commission members would have four
year staggered terms.

Section 5046 directs that a sultable loca-
tion be selected.

Section 5047 requires Advisory Commission
to design and supervise a curriculum utiliz-
ing a multi-disciplinary approach (to include
law enforcement, judicial, probation, correc-
tional, and welfare worker disciplines) ap-
propriate to the needs of the Institute's
enrollees.

Bection 5048: Candidates for admission
and enrollment in the Institute shall be
established under the Juvenile Dellnquency
nominated by the State agencles or agency
Prevention and Control Act of 1968 or the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
of 1968 (title 1) with final decision concern-
ing admission being made by the Institute
Director.

RECAPTTULATION

Rather than simply further study juvenile
delinquency, this bill seeks to establish a
clearing house or data bank for all the valu-
able Information presently existing but not
in any one convenient or central location—
a function which could not be easily fulfilled
except at the federal level. The other main
purpose is to provide expert “graduate™ or
“continuing” eduecation and training for
two persons who are now working to
combat juvenile delinguency at the State
and local level.

THE LABOR DEPARTMENT AND
THE UMWA

(Mr. WAMPLER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Speaker, on No-
vember 28, 1969, the Labor Department
released information on the United Mine
Workers of America. Such action repre-
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sents a first for the Department—the
first time that the Landrum-Griffin Act
has been used to influence a union elec-
tion.

I am disturbed by the action of the La-
bor Department, I feel that it warrants a
complete investigation by the Congress,
followed by appropriate action if the in-
vestigation reveals deviation from the
mandate of the Department under the
labor laws of the United States.

The Department’'s action indicates a
certain bias in the current UMWA elec-
tion campaign. It seems, at first glance,
to be a campaign tool for one of the can-
didates and a blow for his opponents.
Moreover, it does not reveal the exhaus-
tive attention to detail that should char-
acterize an investigation of alleged
wrongdeing by the Labor Department.
On the contrary, much of it has become
a matter of public record in the months
since the election campaign within the
UMWA has begun. Other information
could easily be obtained from the Labor
Department and the records filed under
the law. To place the seal of the Labor
Department on material of this type,
and to release it to the press as “sen-
sational new news" smacks of partisan-
ship and anything but impartial justice.

It is not the function of the Labor
Department to determine who shall be
the president of the United Mine Work-
ers of America, It is not the mandate of
the Department to engage in political
controversy of this type for any cause, no
matter how noble. Rather, the Depart-
ment’s responsibility is to enforce the
law and to protect the rights of union
members. I would stress that one of these
rights is the ability to elect the officers
of their union without harassment from
either union or outside sources, among
which Government agencies must be
included.

This action by the Labor Department
will cause injury to that Department in
the years ahead, Members of unions have
traditionally resented such outside inter-
ference. This is especially true in the
United Mine Workers.

It would be a tragedy if this incident
were to cause a strain between organized
labor and government—a strain that
would hamper the cooperation which
must exist if the Nation's economy is to
function smoothly.

For, in the final analysis, if the union
movement and the Government cannot
trust each other, if they hold no respect
for each other, our country will surely
suffer,

At this time, Mr. Speaker, I would like
to insert in the Recorp a resolution
adopted Sunday, November 30, 1969, in
Clintwood, Va., by the local unions repre-
senting 10,500 members of distriect 28
of the UMWA:

RESOLUTION

Whereas, The Federal Government has im-
properly interjected itself through the U.S.
Labor Department into the election campaign
for International Officers in the United Mine
Workers of America, and

Whereas, the U.S. Department of Labor
has done so in violation of proper demo-
cratic concepts and in violation of the
primary principles guaranteeing the fostering
of free labor unions, and

Whereas, this interference of the U.S. De-
partment of Labor not only is wholely im-
proper, but is also completely biased, and
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Whereas, the recent release of a prejudiced
report to the news media by the U.S. De-
partment of Labor on the eve of the United
Mine Workers of America election, calculated
to Influence the election is utterly reprehen-
sible and has connotations of a fascist tech-
nique in undermining a labor union, and

Whereas, the U. 8. Department of Labor
rendered this report out of context and in
a manner intended to hide from the coal
miners and from the general public by sup-
pressing certain aspects of it, many facts
that militate against the incumbent W. A.
Boyle and redound to in a favorable manner
toward his opponent, and

Whereas, the issuance of this report in a
partial manner is designed for nefarious rea-
sons to elect a man as head of the United
Mine Workers of America who is a convicted
burglar, a self-confessed thief on multiple
occasions, a deserter of his family according
to court records, a purveyor of union in-
fluence, a shakedown artist in politics, and a
man totally lacking in principle and integrity
who will stoop to any level for personal self
aggrandizement, and

Whereas, we believe that this entire deplor-
able government scheme is intended as re-
taliation for the leading role the United
Mine Workers of America played in the last
election for President of the United States
after Hubert Humphrey announced his can-
didacy at our International Convention in
Denver, Colorado in 1968, and

Whereas, we believe that the man the U. 8.
Labor Department is assisting in his candi-
dacy for President of the United Mine Work-
ers of America is receiving this help because
he is susceptible to political sellouts con-
trary to the best interests of the United Mine
Workers of America,

Now therefore be it resolved, that we con-
tact each congressman, each United States
Senator, every high government official, and
apprise them to the facts involved in the
election campaign in which the United Mine
Workers of America is involved, and call upon
them to censor the U, S. Department of Labor
for their improper and biased conduct, and

Be it further resolved, that a copy of this
resolution be sent to the President of the
United States, Richard M. Nixon; Speaker of
the House, John McCormack; Senate major-
ity leader, Mike Mansfield; and Secretary of
Labor, George P. Shultz.

Ray THORNBURY,
Chairman, Resolutions Committee.
E. W. GILBERT,
Secretary.

BELLAIRE MEDICAL FOUNDATION
(Mr. MONAGAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, on Sep-
tember 24, 1969, the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations approved and
adopted House Report No. 91-523 en-
titled, “Office of Economic Opportunity
and the Medical Foundation of Bellaire,
Ohio.” This report followed an investi-
gation by the Special Studies Subcom-
mittee, of which I am chairman, of the
comprehensive health services project
operated by the Medical Foundation in
Belmont County, Ohio, and adjacent
counties, with grant funds provided by
the OEO. The subcommittee held hear-
ings on the matter in Washington, D.C.,
on May 20, 21, and 22, 1969.

By letter dated November 11, 1969, Mr.
Donald Rumsfeld, Director, OEO, ad-
vised the full committee chairman, Hon.
WirrLiam L. Dawson, that he had read the
committee’s report with great interest
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and care and had directed that every
feasible step be taken by the OEO staff
to attempt to carry out the recommenda-
tions of the committee as rapidly as
possible. Mr. Rumsfeld described actions
that had been taken to correct the iden-
tified administrative deficiencies and to
strengthen the operations of the project.
The actions taken, as described by Mr.
Rumsfeld, are consistent with recom-
mendations of the committee, and in-
clude efforts directed toward increasing
the number of local physicians actively
participating in the project, in line with
the objectives and standards of the com-
prehensive health services program
guidelines. Mr. Rumsfeld is to be com-
mended for his prompt action on these
recommendations.

Mr. Rumsfeld’s letter to Chairman
Dawson follows:

OFFICE OF EcoNOMIC OPPORTUNITY,
Washington, D.C., November 21, 1969.
Hon, WiLLiam L. Dawson,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR MR, CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
letter of October 22, transmitting copies of
House Report No. 91-523 entitled “Office of
Economic Opportunity and the Medical
Foundation of Bellaire.

We have reviewed with great interest and
care the Report of the Committee, especially
the findings and recommendations on pages
10-12. T have directed that every feasible
step be taken by the Office of Economic Op-
portunity staff to attempt to carry out the
recommendations of the Committee as
rapidly as possible.

There is enclosed a report on the actions
that have already been taken. We will con-
tinue to follow through on these matters
both to correct the identified administrative
deficiencies and to strengthen the operations
of the Bellaire comprehensive health services
project.

Sincerely,
DownaLp RUMSFELD,
Director.

ActioNs TAKEN ON RECOMMENDATIONS OF
House RerorT No. 91-523

Recommendation (1) The OEO should
consider providing for the active participa-
tion in the comprehensive health services
project in Belmont County of the greatest
feasible number of the practicing physicians,
hospitals, and private clinics in the target
area, This consideration should involve the
problem of providing a broader choice of
physician, and whether this broader partici-
pation would not aid materially in solving
the current problem of transporting en-
rollees.

Arrangements have been made by the OEO
stafl to further and assist discussions between
the Medical Foundation of Bellaire and offi-
cers of the Belmont County Medical Society
with the aim of increasing the number of
local physicians actively participating in the
OEO-assisted comprehensive health services
project, in line with the objectives and stand-
ards of the Comprehensive Neighborhood
Health Services Program Guidelines. An
amendment to the existing work plan has
been developed by the Medical Foundation
to involve in the project additional physi-
cians who are interested in contributing to
this effort; this proposal has been discussed
with Dr. Robert Lewis and Dr. Richard Phil-
lips, President of the Medical Soclety. Stafl
of the Office of Health Affairs have met with
representatives of both the Foundation and
Society to encourage and support these local
negotiations. Dr. Phillips is reported to have
indicated on October 17, 1969 that prelim-
inary agreement has been reached. The OEO
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stafl will continue to offer its assistance in
facilitating local discussions so as to extend
the effectiveness of the health services avail-
able to poor families in need and to help
conclude the long-standing community
health dispute.

Recommendation (2) OEO should give
consideration to making the Community Ac-
tion Commission the grantee for the health
project and whether this would not increase
meaningful coordination and cooperation be-
tween and among all OEO-sponsored projects
in the area, and with various local health
resource agencles or groups as well.

The potential advantage of transferring the
grant arrangements so that the Community
Actlon Commission is the grantee for the
health project is being considered as part of
the planning for the new program year,
scheduled to begin March 1, 1970. Actions
along these lines need to be closely related
to the negotiations currently underway be-
tween the varlous local medical groups, as
discussed above under Recommendation (1).

Recommendation (3) OEO, in its admin-
istration of the project, should place strong
emphasis on adherence to the requirements
of the act, as well as to the guidelines,
through constant oversight and consultation
with grantees,

The staff of the Office of Health Affairs has
increased its efforts to monitor and provides
assistance to the Bellaire project. To supple-
ment the continuing efforts of the staff of
the OHA Comprehensive Health Services Di-
vision, the Acting Deputy Chief of the Office
of Health Affairs has been appointed to help
assist the development of the Bellaire proj-
ect, especially the discussions between the
local medical groups.

Recommendation (4) The outreach activi-
ties of the program, especially social services,
health education, and home nursing services,
should be closely coordinated or integrated
by the Community Action Commission with
other antipovery area projects to eliminate
duplication and unnecessary expense.

The staff of the OHA Comprehensive
Health Services Division has been reviewing
with officials of the Medical Foundation of
Bellaire the best ways of coordinating out-
reach activities of the project with other
available local resources. Particular atten-
tion will be given this subject in planning for
operations during Program Year C.

Recommendation (5) OEO poverty guide-
lines for determining eligibility for enroll-
ment in a comprehensive health services
project should be revised to define for grant-
ees the meanings of the terms “farm”™ and
“nonfarm”, “income"” and “family”. Also the
guldelines should be revised to specify the
exceptions from the poverty line index which
OEO considers appropriate such as for cases
of “unusual medical expenses”.

The OEO guidelines with respect to “farm"
and “nonfarm”, “income”, “family"” and “un-
usual medical expenses” are being reviewed
with the alm of providing more effective
definitions. It is intended to revise the Pro-
gram Guidelines in the near future to deal
with these issues and to reflect other changes
indicated by operating experiences and new
legislation. In order to facilitate the inte-
gration of the OEO Comprehensive Health
Services Program with the Medicald pro-
gram, these definitions need to take into
account the practices being followed in the
administration of the State Plans under
Title 19 of the Social Security Act.

Recommendation (6) To allay community
friction, OEO should enforce its procedures
for implementing the “wage comparability”
requirements of the act to insure that the
salaries and wages of project employees are,
in all cases, equitably established and com-
parable to the wage structure and economic
circumstances of the local community. In
this regard, OEO should see that a compara-
bility study is made of all the positions in
the foundation's program, using all of the
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area’s five hospitals and private clinics for
this purpose.

The staffl of the Office of Health Aflairs is
working with the local grantee to plan and
undertake a wage comparability study, in-
cluding the area's hospitals and clinics.

As a result of the subcommittee recom-
mendation, OEO internal auditors subse-
quently made an audit of the Medical
Foundation of Bellaire. In a report dated
October 31, 1969, the internal auditors
questioned charges to the grant for the
6-month period ending December 31,
1969, totaling $36,009.38, because of the
grantee’s methods of distributing and as-
signing costs. Among the charges recom-
mended for disallowance was $715.82,
which had been charged to the OEO
grant for food and gifts incident to a
Christmas party held for project em-
ployees.

The OEO internal auditors’ report also
jdentified other areas, such as leasehold
improvements, use of Government prop-
erty, accountability for Government
property, and participation of the indi-
gent, which the OEO auditors believed
were in need of further evaluation for
compliance with OEO requirements.

This report, which, in effect, strongly
supports the decision of the committee to
make this investigation, is in the files of
my subcommittee, room B-377, Rayburn
House Office Building, and will be made
available to Members who wish to read
it there.

The report follows:

Subject: Report of Audit, The Medical Foun-
dation of Bellaire, Bellaire, Ohio 43906,
Grant No. OHIO-CG-8868, EOA Section
222(a) (4).

: Thomas Bryant, M.D., Assistant Director

Health Affairs Office.
OFFICE oF EcoNoMmic OPPORTUNITY,
GreaT LAxES REGION,
Chieago, I1l., October 31, 1969.

Attached is a copy of our audit report of
the Medical Foundation of Bellaire. Our
audit was directed toward an evaluation of
the grantee’s system for allocating costs and
to determine the propriety and equitability
of that system. Also on a limited basis, we
appraised compliance with OEO regulations,
policy and grant conditions.

We invite your attention to our observa-
tions summarized in Part II particularly,
that (1) we have questioned charges to the
grant in the amount of $36,009.38 because of
the grantee's method of distributing and as-
signing costs, (2) other areas, such as lease-
hold improvement; use of government prop-
erty; accountability for government property;
and participation and representation of the
indigent are in need of evaluation for com-
pliance by Health Affalrs,

Also your attention is invited to Part VI
of our report where we discuss: comparison
of expenditures with services received; the
consideration of a single rate for indirect
medical costs; the need for guidance to the
Citizens Health Program Advisory Council;
the need for defining income eligibility and
income levels; the problem of reimburse-
ments to the grantee and the need for local
coordination; and free medical care provided
trustee members.

We will appreciate being advised by De-
cember 30, 1969 of the action you propose or
initiate on the audit comments and recom-
mendations.

Please let us know if you desire any fur-
ther information.

James H. Arp,
Regional Auditor,
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[Grant No. OHIO-CG-8868]
OBSERVATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
OEO: THE MepicaL FoUNDATION OF BEL-
LAIRE, BELLAIRE, OHIO
I. INTRODUCTION

At the request of Dr. Gary D. London,
former project manager, Health Services,
Community Action Program, OEO, we con-
ducted an audit of The Medical Foundation
of Bellaire during the period June 9 to June
23, 1969. The request for audit was the
result of questions raised by the certified
public accountant relating to the grantee's
system of allocation of various expenses. An
exit conference with the Foundation's Ex-
ecutive Director, Clinic Administrator, Bus-
iness Manager and OEO Project Director
was held on June 24, 1969,

The Medical Foundation of Bellaire re-
ceived OEO grants totalling $1,514,991 as
of June 24, 1969. A summary by program
year follows:

Program year:
A, May 17, 1967 to June 30, 1968_
B. July 1, 1968 to February 28,
1969
C. March 1, 1969 to February 28,

$404, 480
439,493
671, 018

1,514,991

A detailed schedule of personnel con-
tacted is appended hereto as Attachment
A,

II. SUMMARY OF OBSERVATIONS

Our audit of the grantee’s system for
allocating costs to the OEO program dis-
closed areas of cost distribution which did
not provide an equitable distribution of ex-
penses. The cost distribution system is in
need of revision to meet the requirements
of OEO and the Foundation for distributing
costs that are equitable to all programs.

As a result of our audit we are questioning
charges to the grant, applicable to the first
six months of program year B, (minimal
charges applicable to prior program year),
of $36,009.38, consisting both of direct and
indirect charges that were: (1) allocated
using a basis that was not equitable for
distribution to the OEO program, (2) based
on estimated time and material efforts,
where justification was not sufficiently clear
and, (3) expenses not appropriate and al-
lowable under the grant.

In addition, the grantee has not: (1) sub-
mitted written approval for leasehold im-
provements, (2) adequately explained non-
payment for the use of government property
by non-OEQ programs, (3) accounted for
government property in accordance with gov-
ernment regulations, (4) Iincreased CHC-
OEO representation on the Board of Trustees
to desired level of representation.

The effect of the deficiencies was excessive
charges to the grant for medical services;
use of government property without com-
pensation for its use; lack of control over
government property; and the indigent do
not have an active role in the administration
of the program.

We discussed in general our preliminary
observations with the grantee and he agreed
in principle with our observations, which had
not been refined at the time of our exit
conference.

Part III of this report presents details of
our observations, summarized above, and the
related recommendations. These observations
and recommendations are applicable to pro-
gram year A 1/68-6/30/68; the remaining
two months of program year B; and the cur-
rent program year C.

III. STATEMENTS OF OBSERVATIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
Background

The Medical Foundation of Bellaire is a
non-profit, tax exempt, community-based
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corporation established in October 1958. The
Foundation in May 1959, took over the assets,
at no cost, and the medical program from a
group of physiclans known as The Bellaire
Medical Group.

The Medical Foundation operates three
out-patient clinics in the State of Ohio for
the group practice of medicine; a central
clinic in the town of Bellaire and two smaller
branch clinies, one in Harrisville, and one in
Powhatan Point. The Harrisville Clinic was
built in 1959, northwest of Bellaire to serve
the community surrounding Belmont, Har-
rison, and Jefferson Counties. Also in 1959,
the Foundation opened the Community Clinic
of Powhatan Point, sixteen miles south of
Bellaire to serve the population of southern
Belmont County and Monroe County.

In 1963, the Foundation was granted ex-
emption from Federal income taxes, as a
community welfare corporation and operates
under the incorporation code of Ohio as a
non-profit corporation relating to health and
medical matters. Under its legal structure, no
earnings may be distributed except in fur-
therance of the purposes of the corporation,
and upon dissolution all the net assets must
go to a non-profit educational organization
for medical education or research.

The Foundation owns or leases all facili-
ties, provides all equipment and supplies, and
employs all non-physician staff. The Founda-
tion has an agreement with the aforemen-
tioned Bellaire Medical Group, a professional
corporation of physicians, to provide the med-
ical services.

The purpose of the Foundation is to pro-
vide out-patient preventive, diagnostic, and
treatment services to low-income families,
The program provides health services to three
main groupings of patients: (1) Beneficiaries
of the United Mine Workers Welfare and Re-
tirement Fund, (2) Members of the low-in-
come families enrolled in the OEO funded
Community Health Centers Program, and (3)
Individual citizens in the community, who
are not enrolled in the above two programs,
and pay for services on a fee-for-service basis.

The business and affalrs of the Medical
Foundation are managed by a Board of Trus-
tees. The Board of Trustees consists of not
more than twenty-five members.

There are two classes of trustees: (1)
Trustees-at-large are elected by subscribers
to the Foundation's health plans to be rep-
resentative of the general community (The
Foundation is a membership corporation and
all subscribers to the Foundation's health
plans automatically are members.); and (2)
Trustees representing each organization par-
ticipating in the Foundation's health plans.

The trustees select and appoint an admin-
istrator, who is subject to the approval of
the Medical Group, to conduct the adminis-
tration of the Foundation.

The trustees also appoint a medical advis-
ory committee consisting of three or more
physicians who may or may not be trustees or
members. No member of the medical advisory
committee can be a member of the lessee
Medical Group, with the exception of the
Group Medical Director. It is the responsi-
bility of the committee to advise and make
recommendations to the trustees on matters
of a medical nature.

The appointment of the Medical Director,
who is a member of and selected by the Medi-
cal Group, is subject to the approval of the
trustees.

The Bellaire Medical Group was started in
1952 by four physicians who came to the
Bellaire area to establish a group practice.
The physicians agreed in 1952, to hold the as-
sets and facilities of the program in trust
until such time as the community could or-
ganize a nonprofit corporation. This was ac-
complished in October 1958, with the incor-
poration of the Bellaire Medical Foundation.

The Bellaire Medical Group is a separate
legal entity. It Is not viewed as a non-profit
organization from a legal and tax viewpoint,
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although in concept, intent and practice it
operates as such. The physicians are com-
pensated by salary in accordance with an
agreed salary schedule based on professional
training and experience.

In accordance with an agreement between
the Medical Group and The Bellaire Foun-
datlon, all income earned by the group In
excess of salary and operating costs, accrue
to the Foundation in the form of rent to
provide for plant and equipment mainte-
nance and expansion.

The medical staff of the group has grown
from four members in 1952, to fifteen In
1969. Thirteen of these physicians are full-
time and two are part-time.

The Community Health Center’'s program
{CHC-OEO) began program year A on May
17, 1967; however, clinical services were not
avallable under the program until January,
1968. During this period the operation of the
program consisted of renovating and acquir-
ing facilities and staff to implement the pro-
gram and to enroll OEO patients.

The method of charging expenses to CHC-
OEO for the first slx months of the grant
therefore was necessarlly different from that
of the second six months of program year A.
Consequently, the amounts chargeable to
CHC-OEO for the first six months consisted
mainly of direct expenses and Category II,
clinical services allocation, was not applicable
as a formula for allocating expenses. Once
the program became operative for clinieal
patients the three categories of costs, dis-
cussed in subsequent paragraphs, were ap-
plicable.

A. Cost allocation, general

The Medical Foundation operated two pro-
grams before the inception of the OEO Com-
munity Health Centers program (CHC-
OEO). The two programs were: (1) A pre-
payment plan with the United Mine Work-
ers of America Welfare and Retirement Fund
(UMW), which is supplemental by a local
prepayment plan for miners, (2) A fee-for-
service practice available to the general com-
munity. People were served who were able to
pay for their medical services.

The Foundation charges the United Mine
Workers Welfare and Retirement Fund for
medical services under the prepayment plan
on the basis of a negotiated amount for the
cost of operating the UMW medical program.
The range of benefits provided under the
UMW plan is specified in the agreement be-
tween the Foundation and the UMW. In
order to supplement the baslc plan and pro-
vide a wider range of benefits, a check-off
plan is available to the miners, whereby an
amount is deducted from the miners' check
and paid by his employer, or pald direct by
the miner to the Foundation for the addi-
tional medical coverage.

The fee-for-service plan is available to
persons who are not enrclled in any of the
Foundation’s programs, and wish to use the
clinics’ facilities. Charges to fee-for-service
patients are based on the published fee
schedule of the Medical Group (discussed
in a subsequent paragraph).

The CHC-OEO program is for comprehen-
sive health services covering day-to-day
medical care, a prescription drug program,
outreach services, and other services out-
side the clinic. The outreach and outside
services include the use of soclal workers,
public health nurses, health aide personnel
and outside referrals.

The system for allocating costs to the
CHC-OEO program divides costs into three
categories:

Ca I costs are those costs Incurred
solely for the CHC-OEO program and are
charged direct to the grant. These expenses
are related directly to drugs, outreach, and
outside services.

Category II costs are costs that cannot be
identified as belonging solely to CHC-OEO.
They are costs that are incurred for clinical
patient service by program participants and
are allocated to each program in accord-
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ance with that program’s percentage of total
services.

Records are maintained that show the dol-
lar value of services provided to patients of
each program, with services broken down by
service departments. The dollar value of serv-
ices is taken from the published fee sched-
ule of the Medical Group. The scale of dol-
lar values derived from the fee schedule is
applied to all programs and patients for
clinical medical services.

The dollar values taken from the fee sched-
ule are hereinafter referred to as “Billings".
The term *Gross Billings"” as used herein
relers to billings before adjustment to “Net
Billings,” which is arrived at by deducting
allowances for professional discounts, chari-
table and community services and bad debts
of the c¢linic, These billings are not the act-
ual charges to OEO, but the basis used to de-
velop the percent of service rendered each
program.

The expenses of each clinic service depart-
ment is allocated to each program in accord-
ance with that program's percent of service
in that department as developed from net
billings. The service departments are:

(1) Doctors' Clinic Services.

(2) Doctors’ Hospital Services.

(3) Treatment (nursing and injections).

(4) Laboratory.

(5) X-Ray.

(6) Pharmacy.

Other or overhead expenses are allocated
to each program in accordance with that
program's percentage of overall services as
measured by total net billings,

Category III expenses are allocated to
CHC-OEO in proportion to the estimated
time and material used in the administra-
tion of the program. These expenses are sal-
aries for administrative and accounting ef-
forts, space occupied by administrative and
accounting personnel and a special alloca-
tion for telephone expenses. The expenses are
allocated to CHC—-OEO based on the assump-
tion that a greater portion of time and ma-
terial is spent on the CHC-OEQ program
than is accounted for in the Category II
allocation previously discussed.

An estimated percentage of time and ma-
terial expenses are charged direct to the
grant and the remaining expenses are in-
cluded with Category II expenses to be
allocated in accordance with the percent-
age developed for other expenses (see para-
graph 31, above).

The following costs by category were
charged to the OEO grant for the period
July 1, through December 31, 1968:

$177, 064. 16
-- 171,023.12
11, 136. 21

359, 223. 49

Our review disclosed the grantee's alloca-
tion of Category II and III expenses to be
inequitable in the following respects for the
last six months of calendar year 1968:

Category II, Expense Allocation

1. We do not consider acceptable costs of
$6,119.85 allocated to OEO during the period
7/1-12/31/68, using net billings as a base
to distribute Category II expenses,

The grantee reduces gross billings to net
billings by subtracting allowances for pro-
fessional discounts, charitable and com-
munity service and bad debts of the clinic.

The aforementioned allowances are appli-
cable to the fee-for-service program which
is totally unrelated to the CHC-OEO pro-
gram. As we do not share in any of the fee-
for-service income, which is received en-
tirely by the Medical Group, we do not con-
sider the allowances to be proper for use in
making allocations to the grant.

Under the system used by the Foundation,
total billings are reduced by the allowances,
however, OEO billings are not reduced by the
same allowances. Since OEO cost allocation is
based on a ratio of OEO billings to total
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billings, the effect has been that the cost to
OEO is Increased as the total billings are de-
creased.

2. The grantee allocated to CHC-OEO in-
jection costs of $2985.67 and pharmacy
supply costs of $1,083.43, at the same percent
as was applicable for CHC-OEO drug usage.
Of the foregoing amounts, we do nhot con-
sider appropriate injection and pharmacy
supply costs of $1,845.69 and $669.76 respec-
tively, because injections and pharmacy sup-
plies do not have a direct relationship to
drug usage at either cost, or at cost plus a
mark-up as used by the grantee,

The cost of pharmacy supplies and injec-
tions are allocated to CHC-OEO in the same
ratio as CHC-OEO drug usage bear to total
drug usage. The rate of usage computed for
CHC-OEO was 74.80%. Usage cost (arrived
at by taking weekly inventories), is the cost
of drugs used during the period plus a 100%
mark-up. It is this price (cost plus a mark-
up) that is used to allocate injections and
pharmacy supplies. The actual cost of drugs
is not allocated but charged direct to the
patient or program user.

The grantee could not adequately justify
his criteria for applying the mark-up to drug
costs. Further, we do not consider the base
used (drug usage) or the 74.80% rate ap-
plied to pharmacy supply and injection ex-
penses to be proper as the service performed
has no relation to drug usage or price.

We therefore recomputed the charges
using a 28.56% rate based on gross billings
for doctors’ clinic fees. We consider a rate
based on doctors’ clinic fees as a more equi-
table method of allocating injections and
pharmacy supply costs. The effect of basing
pharmacy supplies and injection expenses on
drug usage was to Inequitably distribute
costs to CHC-OEO.

3. The grantee allocated nursing salaries of
$15,445.09 to CHC-OEO (amount after our
adjustment of distribution base to gross bill-
ings). We do not consider costs of $3,564.89
as appropriate as we do not consider the
grantee's method of cost distribution, doc-
tor’s clinic fees plus drug useage costs, to be
equitable.

Nursing salaries and services bear little, if
any, relationship to drug usage (previously
discussed). We propose a distribution using
doctors’ clinic fees as being closer related to
salaries and services and as a more equitable
basis of allocating expenses. The acceptable
amount, based on our proposal, is $11,880.20.

4. Nursing supply costs of $3,260.83 (after
allocation base was adjusted to gross bill-
ings previously discussed) were allocated to
OEO based on doctors’ clinic fees and doctors®
hospltal fees. We do not conslder acceptable
costs of $186.24, because we fall to see the
relationship between doctors’ hospital fees
and clinical nursing supplies.

We consider a distribution using doctors'
clinic fees as a more equitable basis of allo-
cating elinical nursing supplies. We consider
the amount of $3,074.59 to be acceptable
using the method discussed above.

5. Expenses of the Foundation, which are
not include in the service departments, are
classified as “other expenses” (previously
mentioned). They are allocated to each pro-
gram in accordance with that program's
percent of total net billing. OEO received
other expense charges of $45,835.27 (after
our adjustment of the allocation based from
net to gross). Of this amount, we do not
consider $4,447.24 as charges distributed on
an equitable basis.

The method used by the grantee includes
the drug usage costs and mark-up discussed
under injections and pharmacy supply costs.
The usage cost of drugs should be removed
from total gross blllings before allocations
are made of other expenses, since the usage
cost of drugs has the effect of improperly
increasing CHC-OEO costs as it has no re-
lationship to the types of costs under other
expenses.

6. The grantee allocated $65,642.63 to OEO
for physician salaries and other expenses of
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the Bellaire Medical Group, based on net bill-
ings for doctors’ clinic and hospital services.
Of the amount allocated, we do not con-
sider the amount of $6,484.19 to be accept-
able because the method of distribution is
not considered equitable and has the effect
of overcharging the grant.

We propose a distribution using gross bill-
ings for doctors’ clinic and hospital services
as a better method of allocating salaries and
expenses of the Medical Group. Net billings
basis of allocation has the effect of improp-
erly increasing the CHC-OEO program costs.

We consider costs allocation of $59,158.44
as a proper amount of cost for physician sal-
aries chargeable to CHC-OEO for the six
month period ending December 31, 1068.

In summary, we guestion the method of
allocating Category II costs to OEO in the
following amounts, during the period July 1
through December 31, 1968:

Allowances

Injections

Pharmacy supplies

Nursing salaries

Nursing supplies

Other expenses (drug usage
costs)

Medical group

Total costs questioned.____ 23, 317T.
Recommendations

We recommend:

1. That Health Affairs disallow $23,317.86
of Category II costs for the six month period
ending December 31, 1968.

2. That Health Affairs advise the grantee
to revise its method of allocating Category II
costs whereby charges to OEO for clinical
services will approximate cost for services
provided. This can be accomplished by (a)
eliminating the allowances for professional
discounts, charitable and community service
and bad debts of the clinic from the base
for allocating costs; (b) allocating injections
and pharmacy supply costs based on gross
doctors' clinic billings; (c¢) removing the
usage cost of drugs from the bhase used in
distributing nursing salaries; (d) using as a
base, gross doctors’ clinic billings to allocate
nursing supply costs; (e) removing the usage
cost of drugs from the base before allocating
other expenses; (f) using gross billings, in-
stead of net billings, to allocate expenses of
the Bellaire Medical Group.

3. That Health Affairs advise the grantee to
make appropriate adjustments to Category
II cost allocations, based on our recom-
mended methods of allocations, for program
year A; the unaudited two months, January
and February 1969, of program year B; and
the current program year C.

In addition to Category II costs, questioned
above, we are questioning other costs in Sec-
tions B through J which are applicable t0
Category II, other expenses, A summary of
total costs questioned is shown as Attach-
ment B.

Category IIT. Expense Allocation

We found that the grantee had no precise
basis for estimating administrative and ac-
counting efforts, space occupied by adminis-
trative and accounting personnel and the
special allocation for telephone charges. We
question $8,200.05 of $11,136.21 of Category
IIT expenses allocated to the CHC-OEO pro-
gram.

Of the questioned amount, $7,390.06 was
for administrative and accounting salaries
based on an estimate that 20% or one day
of each week was devoted to the OEO pro-
gram. Therefore, 20% of these salaries was
charged direct to the grant and the remain-
ing 809 went into other expenses of Cate-
gory II costs to be allocated in accordance
with percentage computed for other expenses.

Space costs of $900.00 was charged to the
grant for occupancy of administrative and
accounting functions at the Bellaire Clinic.
The space costs were based on 5% of the
normal occupancy costs,
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The grantee could not firmly justify the
estimated 209% for administrative and ac-
counting salaries, or 5% for occupancy costs,
bases of allocation. The Foundation in a let-
ter dated November 5, 1968, to Health Serv-
ices, attempted to explain the basis for esti-
mating Category III expenses. The Founda-
tion could not give a precise basis nor did
it support its position with records of any
type.

Since we found no support that showed any
special efforts for the CHC-OEO program
from general Foundation programs, we con-
clude that a better and more precise method
should be found to substantiate these charges
to the grant.

Recommendations

We recommend

That Health Affairs advise the grantee to
develop and maintain a system that will be
an equitable basis for determining Category
III charges. That charges of $8,280.05 be dis-
allowed until the grantee can satisfactorily
present support or more adequately justify
the charges.

More specifically, Health Affairs should
advise the grantee to:

1. Develop and maintain records, such as
time cards or time sheets for administrative
and accounting time, to support the special
efforts devoted to the CHC-OEOQO program.

2. Determine precise space costs based on
actual occupancy and use. Thereafter re-
view periodically actual occupancy to sup-
port and justify charges made to the grant.

3. Allocate any remaining costs in accord-
ance with the method used for allocating
other expenses under Category II.

B. Travel allowance

The Foundation's executive director re-
celves a $65.00 monthly travel allowance in
addition to reimbursements for local and
out of town travel. OEO was allocated a por-
tion of the monthly travel allowance, which
had the effect of assigning improper charges
to the grant. OEO was charged $134.55 during
the last six months of calendar year 1968 as
its share of the director’s travel allowance,

The allowance of $65.00 per month for
travel, is considered improper as it is the
policy of the Government to pay for actual
costs incurred on a reimbursable basis in
accordance with Standardized Government
Travel Regulations.

Recommendations

We recommend :

1. That the charge to OEO of $134.55 be dis-
allowed as an expense not appropriate to the
grant; and that the cost allocation to CHC-
OEO, based on the $65.00 per month allow-
ance for travel by the executive director, be
discontinued.

2. That the grantee be instructed to comply
with or not exceed Standardized Government
Travel Regulations before allocating Travel
costs to CHC-OEO.

C. Cost of jood

Project funds are being expended for the
cost of food for employees not in a travel
status. The expense is being charged to CHC—-
OEO on an indirect basis for Foundation
employees and as a direct charge for CHC-
OEO employees.

During the last six months of calendar
year 1968, food costs of $221.45 were allocated
to CHC-OEO as an indirect charge and $65.57
as a direct charge.

The cost of food for employees or officlals
not in a travel status is not considered an
allowable expense of the grant.

Recommendation

We recommend that the charge to OEO of

$287.02 for cost of food be disallowed.
D. Special employee events

The Foundation holds a Christmas party
for CHC-OEO employees, Foundation em-
ployees, and Foundation trustees during the
Christmas season, Food and gifts are pur-
chased and OEO is allocated a portion of the
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expense as an indirect charge. The amount
allocated to OEO for 1968 was §715.82.

Expenditures for the food and gifts are not
considered as appropriate or allowable ex-
penses of the grant.

Recommendation

We recommend that the charge to OEO of
$715.82 for the 1968 Christmas party be dis-
allowed, and the practice of expanding grant
funds for parties and similar employee events
be discontinued.

E. Fringe benefits

The Medical Foundation in its budget pro-
posal lists as fringe benefits the following
categories of expense: Life Insurance, Hos-
pital Insurance, free Medical Care, Trust
Funds, and Payroll Taxes.

The CPA for the Foundation in his report
for the last six months of 1968, stated that
payroll taxes and fringe benefits were charged
at 27.487%, the ratio of CHC-OEO payroll to
total Foundation payroll. However, an ex-
amination of the CPA's workpapers revealed
only hospital insurance and payroll taxes
were charged at 27.48%; and the other fringe
benefits: life insurance, employee medical
care, and trust funds, were treated as other
expense (not in accordance with the budget)
and allocated to OEO at the applicable
34.50% rate.

The Foundation paid $28,206.51 for fringe
benefits. CHC-OEO was allocated charges for
fringe Lenefits of $8,834.04 using percents of
27.48 and 34.50. I'ringe benefits should in-
clude those items approved in the budget
proposal and a uniform rate applied. This
was not done and the effect was that the
grant was charged more than its proper
share for fringe benefits.

A charge to the grant for all fringe bene-
fits, as reclassified in accordance with the
budget, at the rate of 27.48% would be 87,-
775.88 for the six month period. This would
represent a decrease in expense to OEO of
$1,058.16.

Recommendations

We recommend:

1. That the overpayment of $1,058.16 for
fringe benefits be disallowed and the appro-
priate adjustments made.

2. That the grantee be advised as to the
proper classification of fringe benefit items.

3. That Health Affairs advise the grantee
that the fringe benefit rate be applied uni-
formly to all fringe benefit classifications.

F. Audit services

The CPA firm of John Wiseman & Company
audits the Foundation's books. During calen-
dar year 1968, the OEO grant was charged 83,
101.00 for audit fees. They consisted of $2,-
364.00 direct charges, and $737.00 of indirect
charges allocated in accordance with Cate-
gory II, other expenses.

The CPA has stated that he maintains a
record of actual time spent on CHC-OEO
audits and that all of his time was charged
direct to the grant. Because indirect audit
charges were allocated to CHC-OEO, in ad-
dition to the mentioned direct charges, CHC—-
OEO was charged more than its equitable
share of audit fees. The direct charges repre-
sent the only proper expense to the grant.
The allocated amount is not an appropriate
charge and is applicable entirely to the Med-
ical Foundation and Medical Group.

Discussions with the CPA lent support to
our conclusion that OEO was inadvertently
charged $737.00 more than its share of audit
fees.

Recommendation

We recommend that Health Affairs disallow
$737.00 of auditing fees as not appropriate to
the grant.

G. Interest and contribution erpenses

The grant was charged $508.44 for interest
expense and $142.26 for contribution expense.
The interest charges represent expenses on
loans and mortgages of the Medical Founda-
tion. Contribution charges were the result of
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donations to various charities and non-profit
private organizations,

Interest expense on borrowed capital and
contributions for any purpose were not al-
lowable grant costs.

Recommendations

We recommend :

1. That Health Affairs make a determina-
tion and advise the grantee as to future al-
lowability of interest and contribution ex-
penses.

2. That unless satisfactory justification is
provided, Health Affairs disallow the charges
for interest and contribution expenses of
$508.44 and $142.26, respectively, as not ap-
propriate to the grant.

H. Space cost and rentals

For the six month period ending Decem-
ber 31, 1968, OEO was charged $6,452.82 for
space: $£3,010.65 for space costs and rentals,
and $3,442.17 for depreciation of Foundation
owned property and leasehold improvements.
The charges for each location was as fol-
lows:

Rental—Jefferson Street facility__ $1, 500.00
Space cost—Bellaire Clinic 1, 510. 65
Depreciation, leasehold improve-
ment—Bellaire Clinic
Depreciation—Harrisville Clinic__
Depreciation—Powhatan Point

2,365. 62
504. 42

The space cost of $1,510.85 at the Bellaire
Clinic was arrived at by charging $150 per
month or $800 for the six month period for
space used in administrative and accounting
functions (Category IIL costs) and the re-
maining costs of $610.65 was for general
space occupancy (Category II, other ex-
penses).

Space costs at the Bellaire Clinic are esti-
mated at 5% occupancy and includes 5%
of the normal occupany costs, such as
rent, heat, 1light, water and repairs
and maintenance. The monthly estimate of
space costs was $3,000.00, of which $295.00
was for rent and the remaining $2,705.00 for
the above occupancy costs. A monthly charge
of $150.00 or 5% of the estimated expenses
was made to CHC-OEO, questioned on page
10.

Our review disclosed that the grant re-
celved a duplication of cost because the
grantee did not remove the monthly charge
of $150.00 from the applicable expense items
before making allocation under Category II,
other expenses, for general space occupancy.
The duplicate charge was $310.50 for the six
month period. The duplicate charge was ar-
rived at as follows: six months space costs at
$150 per month, or $200, allocated at the rate
of 34.5% which amounted to $310.50,

Recommendation

We recommend that Health Affairs dis-
allow total charges of $310.50 as excessive to
the grant.

I. Telephone charges

The CHC-OEO program is being charged
both direct and indirect for telephone ex-
penses incurred by the grantee.

Prior to the inception of the CHC-OEO
program, the grantee’s monthly telephone
equipment charge, was $215.00. The eguip-
ment was considered sadequate for the
Foundation's own needs, but was loaded to
capacity. With the undertaking of the OEO
program, additional equipment was installed
to handle the increase in volume of busl-
ness. Included in the new equipment was a
larger and more expensive switching mech-
anism centrally located in the Bellaire
Clinic, which also serves the CHC-OEO fa-
cility on Jefferson Street. EQuipment charges
rose to $589.00 and the additional cost of
$374.00 is being charged monthly to OEO
as a direct expense, along with an estimated
$100.00 for long distance and toll calls.

After the above total of $474.00 (8374
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~+$100) is removed from the clinic's monthly
telephone billing, the remaining telephone
expenses are allocated to CHC-OEO. In-
cluded in the remsaining expense to be al-
located is the $215.00 monthly equipment
charge which the Foundation was fully
utilizing prior to the CHC-OEO program.
The above amount should be removed from
the pool before allocation of the remaining
telephone charges are made to the grant.

For the last six months of calendar year
1968, the Foundation's telephone expense
was $11,783.58, of which OEO was charged
$6,060.37. By removing the equipment charge
of $215.00 from telephone expenses before
allocation, the OEO portion would be de-
creased by $445.05.

Recommendation

We recommend that Health Affairs disallow
$445.05 as excessive charges to the grant, un-
less the grantee can show that the grant re-
celves a tangible benefit from the original
telephone equipment owned by the Founda-
tion.

J. Ohio sales taz

OEO paid for the purchase and installa-
tion of a Continental Mobile Unit. Included
in the charges to OEO was Ohio sales tax of
$62.90, paid by grantee check number 4125,

The grantee admitted the charge of sales
tax to the Government was In error and
stated that the Foundation would try to re-
cover the above amount.

Recommendation

We recommend that the charge to OEQ of
$62.90 for Ohlo sales tax be disallowed as an
expense not appropriate to the grant.

K. Leasehold improvement

The Medical Foundation during program
years A and B made leasehold improvements
to its existing facilities at the Bellaire Clinic.
The cost of these improvements was in ex-
cess of $23,000.00, paid for with Foundation
funds, and are being depreciated over a three
year period. The additional facilities are used
by all program users,

OEO is paying a “use” or “depreciation
charge” allocated in accordance with the pro-
gram's percent of all services.

The charge to OEO for the first six months
of calendar year 1968 was $268.07 and the last
six months $2,355.62. The larger amount for
the last period was due to an acceleration of
the rate to enable the grantee to write off
the improvement over a three year period.

OEO reserves the right of approval (or dis-
approval) prior to the granting of a contract
for additions, renovations, and improve-
ments. No written evidence of approval by
OEO was presented by the grantee.

Recommendation

We recommend that Health Affairs require
the grantee to present in writing for approval
any contract for leasehold improvements.

L. Furniture and eguipment usage

The Medical Foundation expanded its fa-
cilities at the Bellaire Clinic by purchasing,
with grant funds and OEO approval, a mobile
unit and furniture and equipment. This ad-
dition to existing facilities was considered
primarily for OEO use. However, it 15 being
used by all participants enrolled in the
health programs. OEO receives no compen-
sation for its use by non-OEO enrollees,
which include the fee for service patients.

The Foundation contends that since the
mobile unit was primarily for and because of
the OEO program a use charge should not be
charged non-OEO programs.

The amount of use by non-OEO programs
was not determined, however, it was
to by the Foundation that OEO is not the
sole reciplent of its service.

Therefore, we conclude that OEO by paying
a use or depreciation charge for the leasehold
improvements, discussed in Section K, should
likewise be entitled to compensation by the
other programs for the use of the mobile
unit and furnishings. Its use without con-
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sideration for wear and tear is not equitable
to OEO.
Recommendation

We recommend that Health Affairs require
the grantee to determine, explain and sup-
port the percentage of use by non-OEO pro-
grams, and Health Affairs negotiate an
amount as compensation which is commen-
surate with use.

M. Property and supply management

CAP Grantee Financlal Policy and Proce-
dures Guide, Volume V, outlines the respon-
sibility of the grantee to record, tag, and in-
ventory nonexpendable personal property.

The Foundation has purchased furniture
and equipment valued at $13,702.43 during
program years A and B. The Foundation has
not complied with the regquirements of the
above CAP Guide for control of these items.
Property cards have been initiated but are
not complete. Individual items are not tagged
with the grant number. A complete physical
inventory has never been conducted or a com-
plete listing submitted prior to refunding of
subsequent actions. Currently, government
property is mixed with that of the grantee
and positive identification is difficult.

Recommendations

We recommend:

1. That Health Affairs instruct the grantee
to complete the property cards which should
include as & minimum the basic requirements
illustrated in CAP Guide, Volume V.

2. That Health Affairs advise the grantee
of the requirement of periodic inventories.

N. Program income

A special condition to the grant states that
program income must be kept in a special
account and appropriate accounting records
maintained. This income should be used to
meet current operating expenses of the pro-
grams before grant funds are used. Program
income for the grantee includes, but is not
limited to, reimbursements from local, state,
and other Federal health and welfare agen-
cles, and private health insurance.

The Foundation received program income
of $16,6568.00 during program year B and an-
other $9,348.00 was listed as outstanding re-
celvables. A separate bank deposit is made
of program income, but a special account and
appropriate accounting records are not main-
tained. The grantee deposits these funds in
the regular Foundation bank account.

With the grantee's method of accounting
for program income, it is not possible to de-
termine whether these funds are belng used
to meet current expenses before the use of
grant funds.

Recommendation

We recommend that Health Affairs advise
the grantee to deposit program income in a
special account and establish accounting
records that will show the expenses charged
against this account.

0. Foundation board of trustees

The Board of Trustees are the policy mak-
ing body of the Bellaire Medical Foundation.
The Board consists of twenty-five members,
fifteen to seventeen members at large, elected
by the membership to be representative of
the community and eight to tem members
from the United Mine Workers (UMW).

In a draft showing the dates of visit
as September 5-6, 1968, prepared by Pro-
gram Planning & Evaluation, CAP Health
Service Office, it was pointed out that the
Medical Foundation Board of Trustees lacked
the desirable representation from the CHC-
OEO program on the Board. The grant has
been operative for two years and has only
recently elected one member from the Citi-
zens Health Program Advisory Council to the
Board.

The Executive Director of the Medical
Foundation proposed that the Board of
Trustees consider the CHC-OEO
representation to one ninth of the member-
ship, which the Director considered to tech-
nically meet OEO requirements. We cannot
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and any criteria under which the proposal
could technically meet OEO requirements.

The Director discussed the proposal with
the Board membership, but five months later
no action had been taken to increase CHC-
OEO representation beyond the one member,

The Medical Foundation acknowledges that
the CHC-OEO program constitutes approxi-
mately one-third of the Foundation’s medical
service, and we found that CHC-OEO absorbs
approximately 639, before adjustments, of
the Foundation's cost.

Therefore, we do not consider the one
member elected to the Board of Trustees as
being adequate representation in compliance
with OEO requirements, nor do we consider
the proposed increase of CHC-OEO repre-
sentation to one-ninth as being in a reason-
able proportion to Foundation costs absorbed
by OEO.

Recommendations

We recommend:

1. That Health Affairs make a determina-
tion of the feasibility of increasing CHC-OEO
representation on the Foundation Board of
Trustees in accordance with OEO guidelines.

92, That Health Affairs immediately advise
the grantee of its decision as suflicient va-
cancies now exist on the Board to increase
CHC-OEQ representation.

IV. AUDIT COUNSEL

We will be pleased to provide auditing
counsel in connection with any matter dis-
cussed in this report.

¥. SCOPE OF AUDIT

The audit was made for the purpose of
evaluating the system of cost allocation used
by the Bellaire Medical Foundation to arrive
at the amounts chargeable to the grant for
comprehensive health services, to determine
the propriety and equitability of that sys-
tem, to ascertain the degree and effectiveness
of the representation and participation by
the indigent; and on a limited basls, assessed
compliance with OEO regulations, policy and
grant conditions.

Our audit of cost allocation covered the
six month period. July 1, 1968 through De-
cember 31, 1968. We limited our coverage to
this period as it was the latest period where
actual cost had been established by the
CPA.

In making our evaluation, we reviewed
basic grant documents, the grantee's account-
ing records, financial and audit reports, eval-
uations and management reports, and other
files and records relating to the grantee’s
activities.

e

ATTACHMENT A—PERSONNEL CONTACTED
MEDICAL FOUNDATION
Mr, George Goldstein, Executive Director.
Mr., Mansfield Beshears, Clinic Adminis-
trator.

Mr., James Wolfe, Business Manager.

Mr. Willjam Burkhart, Pharmacist.

Miss Bernadine Tracey, Bookkeeper.

Mrs, Delores Pawloski, Payroll Clerk.

DOCTOR'S MEDICAL GROUP

Dr. Jack Paradise, Medical Director.
COMMUNITY HEALTH CENTER—OEO

Mr. Merritt Neil, Project Director.

Mrs., Helen Trusch, Director, Visiting

Health Services.

Mr. Robert Olexo, Training Coordinator—

Community Organizer.

JOEN WISEMAN AND CO.
Mr. John W. Bole, CPA.

ArTAcHMENT B.—Medical Foundation of Bell-
aire, summary of costs questioned, July 1,
1968 to Dec. 31, 1968

Category II expenses:

Allowance - eeeeemeee-- 86,118
Injecti el 1,
669
.
1

Pharmacy supplies «ccccccaee--
Nursing salaries —v-cceceeeea-o 3
Nursing supplies ..o

845
564.
88.
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AtTAcHMENT B.—Medical Foundation of Bell-
aire, summary of costs questioned, July 1,
1968 to Dec. 31, 1968—Continued

Category II expenses—Continued
Other expenses:
Drug usage costs
Travel allowance
Cost of food
Special employees events
Fringe benefits
Audit service
Interest expense
Contribution expense.
Space costs
Telephone charges._
Medical Group

Category III expenses:
Administrative salaries
Space costs

7,390. 06
900. 00

Other disallowances:
Audit service (prior pericd)..--
Direct charges:
Cost of food
Ohio sales tax
Interest expense (prior period).
Contribution expense (prior pe-
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unfilled. Our whole soclety would be a vastly
different place If it were not for the Amer-
ican marketing system which it is your job
to foster and advance,

First, I want to say how much we in the
Department of Commerce value our relation-
ship with the NMAC. You have provided us
with expert assistance and wise counsel in
the past on a wide range of marketing prob-
lems. We sincerely appreclate that help. We
hope that this particular conference will af-
ford you, the marketing leaders of the coun-
try, and those of us in government, with a
unigue forum to talk and plan together on
how to best meet the growing consumer needs
of our most important constituents—the
American public.

BUSINESS-CONSUMER RELATIONS

A prime secret of the success of the U.S.
competitive enterprise system has been the
great freedom of Interaction between buyers
and sellers. That freedom has generated the
most dynamic and productive economic sys-
tem in the world. We need to preserve that
system, and build upon its effectiveness.

But that does not mean that there are no
problems In the marketplace.

In our complex technological society today,
the individual buyer often feels isolated and
helpless in what he regards as an increasingly
impersonal environment. In fact, this may
be the key consumer problem., We all know
that purchasing cholces are very perscnal de-
cisions. Even when such decisions are based

Total direct charges__......  388.64

Total costs questioned, allo-
cated and direct

* ADDRESS OF COMMERCE SECRE-
TARY ON CONSUMERISM

(Mr. ERLENBORN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Speaker, on
October 30, the President sent Congress
a package of proposals designed to pro-
tect the rights of consumers in the mar-
ketplace. Last week, Commerce Secre-
tary Maurice H. Stans told the members
of the National Marketing Advisory
Committee of the administration's com-
mitment to the American consumer, and
I believe his address will be of interest
to the Members of this House as well:
ADDRESS BY THE HONORABLE MAURICE H. STANS,

U.S. SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, BEFORE THE

NATIONAL MARKETING ADVISORY COMMITTEE,

NaTioNAL MUSEUM OF HISTORY AND TECH-

NoLoGY, WasHINGTON, D.C., DECEMBER 4,

1969

INTRODUCTION

Mr. Cleaves has already polnted out that
this is an unusual and highly significant
meeting of the National Marketing Advisory
Committee. I am particularly pleased that
in addition to more than 40 members of
NMAC who are here for tomorrow’s work-
ing session with the Department of Com-
merce, we also have with us tonight repre-
sentatives of the White House, other Federal
agencies, key Congressmen and Senators, and
the press. You all are vitally interested in our
conference subject—Marketing and Con-
sumer Interests.

I have really been looking forward fo this
opportunity to exchange views on consumer
matters with this top group of marketing ex-
ecutives, which represents both manufac-
turers and retallers. Without the vital link
provided by marketing, producers and con-
sumers could not deal with each other effec-
tively and goods would pile up at our fac-
tories. There would be many products ill-
suited to customer needs and conversely, im-
portant wants would go unrecognized and

on factual comparisons and on adequate in-
formation, the final decision is a matter of
individual judgment. The mass marketplace
of today arouses a natural sense of frustra-
tion despite its very real contributicns to our
ever higher material standards of lving.
When sufficient knowledge on which to base
our purchases is missing—and when product
dissatisfaction results—the consumer's sense
of frustration can reach great heights. Con-
gressmen, Senators and the President him-
self are no longer surprised at receiving angry
letters of consumer complaint with calls for
Government action.

Without question the consumer is justified
in complaining about products that do not
work, warranties that are meaningless, ser-
vices that do not serve, repairs that cost too
much, and workmanship that is shoddy.
Even though perhaps only 1% of business is
intentionally responsible for these abuses,
they reflect upon all.

The consumer has been heard on these
matters. Business has recently been placing
much greater emphasis on voluntary con-
sumer protection programs. But the efforts
to date have left the consumer still not satis-
fied. One thing should be sald In defense of
the business community, Without doubt
companies have been afrald to meet, to dis-
cuss such matters as product standards, sizes
and similar subject for fear of anti-trust ac-
tion. Certainly we must remove this threat
in the interest of the consumer to pave the
way for vol'mntary business action.

The extent to which legislation becomes
a substitute for free operation of the mar-
ketplace in the future will depend on how
responsibly we all act—businessmen, those
of us in all parts of Government, and even
the consumer organizations themselves. But
whether we take the legislative route or the
route of voluntary action or some blend of
both, we need to understand what it is that
we really are seeking to protect.

BASIC CONSUMER RIGHTS

These are some of the basic rights of the
consumer which I believe we must all
acknowledge.

First, the consumer must have
protection from fraud, deceit, and misrep-
resentation.

Second, he must have access to adequate
information to make an intelligent choice
among products and services.

Third, he must be able to rely on products
working as represented.

Fourth, he must have the right to expect
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that his health and safety will not be en-
dangered by his purchases.

Fifth, our marketing system must provide
him with a wide range of choice to meet in-
dividual tastes and preferences.

THE CHALLENGE

It is this last consumer right which reflects
the great strength of our current marketing
system and yet causes the most difficulty in
assuring the other four rights.

As you gentlemen well know, meeting this
challenge is easler sald than done. The gov-
ernment could, for example, legislate stand-
ards for a whole range of “perfect” products.
What would be the point, however, if it forced
prices so high that the great majority of con-
sumers wouldn’t or couldn't buy the goods?
There have been attempts to bring out such
products. You may have heard about the
electric toaster that was guaranteed not to
give an electric shook no matter how badly
it was misused. And it really worked. That
toaster lived up to its billing, The only prob-
lem was that It took twice as long to make a
piece of toast and cost 20% extra. You all
can guess what happened. Customers weren’t
willing to pay more and walt longer for their
toast just to have that extra protection.

More simply, not every automobile driver
wants a Cadlillac. His needs may be less and
he wants to pay less. He should have that
right of choice.

Also, it is pretty clear that there is no
“average consumer.” At least my wife doesn’'t
think she’s average in this regard, and I'll
bet yours doesn't think she is either, For
each individual consumer, product life and
performance legitimately have different

meanings and value, The fact is that product
qualities which are important to some in-
dividuals for some uses are not important to
others. To restate, the challenge is how to
maintain and preserve a diversity in the
options available to the consumer while pre-
venting abuses.

BUYER'S BILL OF RIGHTS

From the very beginning of this Admin-
Istration, President Nixon asked all of us
who have consumer respunsibilities to glve
top priority to developing a more construc-
tive consumer program. On October 30th
he sent to Congress a “Buyer’s Blll of Rights"
that will give consumers new protection and
at the same time build on the inherent
strengths of the American marketing sys-
tem. The President’'s program represents an
Administration-wide effort focused through
Mrs, Knauer, his Special Assistant for Con-
sumer Affairs, and drawing in the Federal
Trade Commission, the Departments of Jus-
tice, Commerce, and Health, Education and
Welfare, and the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity. The President called for:

A New Office of Consumer Affairs in the
White House;

Expanded powers for the Federal Trade
Commission;

A new Division of Consumers Protection
in the Department of Justice;

A new consumer protection law with pro-
vislons for consumer class action;

A new consumer products testing law;

A newly activated commission on con-
sumer finance;

Expanded Government consumer education
activities;

Increased Federal attention to product
safety;

Stronger enforcement of food and drug
Inws;

Expansion of consumer activities in the
Office of Economic Opportunity;

Greater Federal efforts to strengthen State
and local consumer programs; and,

A new look at warranties and guaranties
and possible legislative remedies.

These proposals stand as the most signifi-
cant set of Presidential recommendations
ever made on consumer interests. Let me
emphasize that in this program there is
ample room for constructive, voluntary ini-
tiatives by business.
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The President’s consumer program has
been hailed as a very significant and positive
step forward. There are other views being
put forward too. There are those who would
resist change and attempt to keep the status
quo. There are others who seem to believe
that the answer to consumer problems is to
have the Government go much further in
master-minding the marketplace. Some of
their proposals seem to focus only on the
very small percentage of present shortcom-
ings while failing to retain the benefits of
legitimate market competition.

There is, in my opinion, a middle ground
solution. If the American marketplace is to
be made to serve the consumer better. We
need active involvement throughout the en-
tire marketing community. We want you to
use your knowledge and voices in business
and trade assoclations and in the universi-
ties where the businessmen and consumers of
the future are forming their attitudes which
will shape our world of fomorrow.

You men are the top business communi-
cators of America. We are counting on you
to make yourselves heard as never before,
particularly in the area of voluntary im-
provements.

VOLUNTARY ACTION

How far can we go and what do we really
mean by voluntary action? Let's talk some
specifics. We can't expect the impossible. No
amount of voluntary action (or legislation
either, for that matter) to reduce package
size proliferation can give us both standard
siges and standard weight of contents. An
ounce of perfume and an ounce of cornflakes
welgh the same, but they can't be packaged
in the same size contaners. We are dealing
here with the laws of physics rather than the
courts, Lawmakers can’t change the laws of
physics.

On the other hand, this can go too far.
Will we really serve the consumer by stand-
ardizing the size and shape of perfume
bottles?

But we in Commerce have had some good
experiences with voluntary actions which
have taken place in a framework of law.
The National Bureau of Standards wrote the
performance specifications for refrigerator
door latches to prevent caildren from being
entrapped. Voluntary Innovative action by
private manufacturers produced the magnet-
ic door latch to meet the need. Working to-
gether, business and Government conceived
a better product and ended needless deaths.

Do we always need a framework of law to
have effective voluntary action? Let's look
at another case. For a vear we have been
working, along with the President's Spe-
cial Assistant for Consumer Affairs and
others, to guide the major household ap-
pliance industry towards voluntary im-
provements in warranties, guaranties, and
service. Frankly, it has been complex and
difficult going. But we do see significant prog-
ress. Their warranties and guaranties are
now simpler, easier to read and understand.
Agreements have been reached on parts
availability, the meaning of “authorized”
and “factory trained” service, and the loca-
tion of model numbers where purchasers
can read them without undue effort, I un-
derstand that agreement has been reached,
after more than a decade of indecision, on
how much a pound of wash really is, and
we didn't even ask them to settle that one.

Gentlemen, we would like to launch more
joint Government-business efforts like this
major appliance project. "Ve would welcome
suggestions either from the retail or manu-
facturing segments of industry.

MANDATORY ACTION

At the other end of the spectrum there are
important mandatory approaches to pro-
tecting the consumer. What would our mar-
ketplace be like without the rigid standards
of weights and measures? Where would we
be without standardization on household
electric current, light bulbs or pipe threads.
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You may have noticed that we finally have
reached agreement in the lumber industry
on a standard size of a 2x4. Differences in
wet and dry measurement will be eliminated
and construction costs will be cut without
strength impairment.

As the President indicated in his Con-
sumer Message, there are some other areas
where the mandatory approach can under-
lie a sounder program. The proposed con-
sumer product testing law aims not at hav-
ing Government test every product but at
determining what tests should be performed
to give the consumer the right information
on which to base his purchasing decision.
And to have Government certify what con-
stitutes a proper testing procedure to develop
that information. We belleve this proposal
is a sound and practical way to help our con-
sumers be better buyers and our manufac-
turers and retailers be more reliable sellers.

SUMMING UP

What we can observe, then, is that there
is no single answer to the protection of the
consumer. We must find the best blend of
purely voluntary action, voluntarism within
a framework of law, and mandatory regu-
lations. Each has its place, and ours is the
task of matching each to the need.

How each individual acts—each business-
man, each trade association, each Govern-
ment official and each consumer group—will
determine how well we match up problems
with the right answers. By helping us and by
helping yourselves in your businesses, you
can play a crucial role. You are close to the
consumer. You know, or know how to find
out, what he really needs and wants, You
also know business, what it can and cannot
do. And as our advisors, you have come to
know Government, what we can do and what
we must do, You are the professionals on
whom the responsibility has fallen to fill two
key functions:

Pirst, the early-warning system for busi-
ness to recognize emerging consumer prob-
lems and their solutions before business's
inability or unwillingness to solve the prob-
lem requires the Government to act; and,

Second, where and when it is necessary for
Government to act, you can serve as the most
effective business spokesmen to Government
on the basis of your unmatched knowledge
of the consumer and the marketing system.

So, gentlemen, please recognize that we
take most seriously our responsibility to see
that the consumer’s rights in the market-
place are protected, that the needs of the
consumer are being met, and that our mar-
keting system, which we recognize as the
world’s most productive engine for meeting
the consumer’s needs, is functioning up to
its potential.

Our intent Is to act where and when we
see consumer problems going unmet, but to
do so in a manner which improves the func-
tioning of the marketplace. This means pro-
tecting the consumer's freedom of choice and
preserving fair initiative for the producer.

Our expectation is that business will rec-
ognize the wisdom and profit of meeting the
consumer’'s needs on its own, and of cooper-
ating to the utmost with Government when
our involvement is required.

BENEFIT INCREASE UNDER SOCIAL
SECURITY SYSTEM

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

Mr. ZWACH. Mr. Speaker, this week
the House of Representatives will vote
on a 15-percent across-the-board bene-
fit increase under the social security in-
surance system.

It has been my feeling that an in-
crease should have been put into effect
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earlier this year. Now that the bill is
finally coming before the House for a
vote, I am not pleased with what we will
be voting for, which is a 15-percent
across-the-board increase in benefits
under the old-age, survivors, and dis-
ability insurance program.

I had hoped the Ways and Means
Committee would provide a flat dollar
increase to those who are receiving mini-
mum monthly benefits, rather than the
percentage increase provided in the bill,
as the percentage increase gives the
greatest increase to those who are cur-
rently receiving the highest benefits.
Certainly, after voting themselves a
hefty increase, the Members of Con-
gress could do something more to assist
the old-aged than by just a 15-percent
increase. Just last week, Mr. Speaker, the
Senate increased the minimum base
from $55 to $100 plus the 15-percent
increase, This is more in line with what
should he done.

I am very much aware of the difficul-
ties that those on fixed income are fac-
ing in trying to meet their expenses in
these inflationary times. Those who need
the money most would be given an in-
crease which would enable them to keep
pace with the rising cost of living. Living
costs have gone up for ali people and the
z;oclal security raise should recognize this

act.

At this time Mr. Speaker, it appears
there will be no opportunity to amend
this legislation which would provide for
a flat dollar increase or an automatic
cost-of-living raise. Which is too bad. For
I would like to see more.

If I am only able to vote on the 15-
percent increase, Mr. Speaker, I will
certainly support this measure and vote
yea; and then proceed to make arrange-
ments to introduce legislation during the
next session to provide for a cost-of-liv-
ing increase. So we may truly take care
of our senior citizens. :

AMENDMENTS TO THE FOOD
STAMP ACT OF 1964

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

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, to-
day, I am introducing a bill amending
in a small but important way the Food
Stamp Act of 1964. My bill would give
the Secretary of Agriculture the discre-
tion to distribute a free allotment of
food stamps to households now receiv-
ing surplus commodities. Although the
emphasis in recent years in our Govern-
ment’s efforts to feed the hungry in this
country has been on food stamps, for a
variety of reasons, the number of needy
people served by the Department of
Agriculture’s commodity distribution
program still remains greater than the
number benefiting from the food stamp
program.

At present, a mix of commodities and
stamps is permissible only under re-
stricted circumstances. I propose that in
order to significantly improve the diets
of those persons now relying on surplus
agricultural commodities, some varia-
tion in the types of foods available to
needy families be introduced through
free food stamps,
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This should not entail major rear-
rangements of existing procedures nor
excessive administrative costs. What
would actually be involved is treatment
of the food stamps as an additional com-
modity in currently operating direct dis-
tribution programs. Let us say, for exam-
ple, that $5 worth of food stamps were to
be provided each family member monthly
throuzh the State agency now adminis-
tering the commeodity program. This
would give a family of five $25 each
month to purchase such items as fresh
fruit and vegetables, fresh milk, and, oc-
casionally, some meat. While the total
list of commodities presently available to
needy persons numbers 22 items, not all
are available in almost all localities, and
some of the foodstuffs are difficult to
store, prepare, and are unappetizing. The
addition of food stamps will not only
make a contribution to the improved
nutrition of recipients, but will also pave
the way for the eventual conversion from
commodities to food stamps, which is a
prime objective of current planning. By
familiarizing families with the proper
use of stamps on a limited scale, the
changeover to a full food stamp program
will be much easier.

I should note that the idea behind my
proposal was suggested to me by two peo-
ple intimately connected with the suc-
cessful commodity distribution program
in Dane County, Wis. These two men are
Haro!d Klubertanz, a former chairman
of the Dane County Board of Public Wel-
fare, and Fred Steeves, county adminis-
trator of the direct distribution program.
Their suggeston was based on on-the-
spot, firsthand experience with provid-
ing food for over 4,000 persons in Dane
County, and their keen awareness of the
day-to-day problems facing the people
we are trying to help.

Mr. Speaker, I concede that my meas-
ure is modest in scope and limited in its
application. But, these characteristics, I
believe, are precisely its attraction since
it would not involve the development of
a new and costly program concept, and
it eould be put into operation without too
much advance preparation. It immedi-
ately would benefit the close to 4 million
needy people in 41 States and four terri-
tories now receiving surplus commeodi-
ties.

I have been gratified over the increas-
ing national focus on the serious prob-
lem of hunger in America, and I have
been impressed by the strenuous efforts
of some of my colleagues both in the
House and Senate to find speedy and
effective solutions. I am afraid, however,
that the broad, far-reaching food stamp
measure passed recently by the Senate
may not receive as favorable a reception
in this House or by the administration.
That is why I am hopeful that my pro-
posal will be considered by my distin-
guished colleagues in the Agriculture
Committee, during their current deliber-
ations. Whatever the final outeome, I
hope that this House will soon take the
necessary steps to move more quickly on
the road to banishing hunger from the
most prosperous nation on earth.

IMMIGRATION HEARINGS

(Mr. FEIGHAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1

37719

minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, Wednes-
day, December 10, in room 2141, Ray-
burn Building, at 10 am., the Subcom-
mittee on Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion of the Committee on the Judiciary
will hear several witnesses on the sub-
ject of the impact of the Immigration
and Naturalization Act of October 3,
1965, on immigration from Ireland and
Northern Europe.

As early as possible in the next ses-
sion, the Members of Congress will be
given an opportunity to testify or sub-
mit statements concerning pending bills
that would affect immigration from these
areas as well as many other legislative
proposals pertaining to immigration.

ONE HUNDRED BILLION DOLLAR
LOSS IN STOCK MARKET VALUE
MAY COST US. TREASURY $§20
BILLION LOSS IN ANTICIPATED
REVENUES AND TOUCH OFF ADDI-
TIONAL PRESSURES ON RUN-
AWAY INFLATION

The SPEAEER pro tempore (Mr.
GraY), Under previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Illinois, Mr.
PucingKr is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr, PUCINSKI. Mr, Speaker, since the
beginning of recorded history, man’s
major and focal endeavor has been to
improve his economic lot. In our efforts
to reach the ever-distant goals of a bet-
ter life, we have managed to contrive
armies of economic experts, extraordi-
nary complex compufers for building
economic models and huge amounts of
statistical data on economic matters
which can be, and often are, interpreted
in a number of ways equal almost to the
number of stars in the heavens.

Although our tocls have indeed
reached astounding complexities and
efficiency, we seem to have lost complete
sizht of the individual, the ordinary man
whose basic needs and nature have not
reached such proportionate changes and
who still seems to live in the words of
Henry Thoreau, “A life of quiet despera-
tion.”

The present course of economic events
appears to be heading to change the
state from quiet desperaticn to total dis-
aster.

I have taken this time to spell out in
detail the nature of the basic problems
we are faced with, the causes which
brought about this state of affairs and
the tragic consequences which are cer-
tain to follow unless we take immediate
steps to remedy the present chaotic
conditions.

Reduced to its lowest common denomi-
nator, the basic problem is high interest
rate.

The basic cause is inflation.

For almost a year we have waited and
watched the high priests of finance in the
Federal Reserve Board tighten the mone-
tary screws with such power and force
until the incredible has happened: For
the first time in the history of cur Nation,
the Housing Assistance Administration
sought bids for some $300 million of
federally guaranteed notes with the re-
sult that over half of those notes failed

to attract any kind of bid whatsoever.
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This is unprecedented for a federally
financed program.

Just how did we reach such a state of
affairs? I will tell you. Some 9 months
ago, the Chairman of the Federal Reserve
Board, Mr. McChesney Martin, began to
dispense from his ivory tower economic
tranquillizers of “patience and persist-
ence.”

And what has he wrought?

The stock market has lost more than
$100 billion in value; our housing in-
dustry is on the verge of catastrophy;
funds for fighting pollution, crime, and
poverty are fast disappearing; and the
greatest irony of all is that instead of a
hopefully projected $5.5 billion surplus
budget, an essential requisite to reduce
inflation, it now appears certain that a
large deficit will become inevitable, for
the ensuing reasons.

There seems to have been overlooked
by Mr. Martin the indisputable fact
that his medicine is worse than his dis-
ease.

To begin with, the loss of $100 billion in
stock market value will create about a
$20 billion loss to the Treasury; assum-
ing a 20-percent tax rate for the affluent
stockholders who will deduct their losses
for income tax purposes. I challenge Mr.
Martin to refute this possibility.

No one in the administration wants to
talk about the fact that its estimate of
anticipated revenue may be reduced by
some $20 billion because the stock mar-
ket has failed to rebound, to overcome
the $100 billion loss in value.

This administration could wind wup
its first year with a $15 to $20 billion
deficit because of this factor alone.

In the meantime, as interest rates get
higher each month, another tranquillizer
appears, the last innoculation happened
recently before the Senate Committee
on Banking and Currency. We heard
testimony and requests for more ‘“pa-
tience,” although Mr. Martin admitted
he came emptyhanded to show any re-
sults of his policy of tight credit and
high interest rates, except to say that
“There are a few straws in the wind here
and there.”

I recall over a decade ago Mr. Martin
said:

We at the FED have the task of leaning
against the prevalling economic winds,

For the sake of our Nation it is my
hope Mr. Martin finds something
stronger to lean on than a few straws in
the wind. I will be glad to provide Mr.
Martin with more tangible support. We
cannot permit the Federal Reserve Board
to continue to dribble away the pur-
chasing power of the consumer until he
collapses financially. There is a point in
time where relentless and excessive
squeezing will produce regrettable results.

I am reminded of the farmer who had
a horse and decided to economize by
feeding him one handful of hay less each
succeeding day. On the last day—and
this may come as a shocking surprise to
Mr. Martin—the farmer remarked:

Jest when I got him to eat nothin’, the
darn fool died on me.

Mr. Martin's policies have given this
Nation three serious recessions under his
leadership as Chairman of the Federal
Reserve Board. God grant that his suc-
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cessor will spare us from a disastrous
depression,

The hopes and aspirations of our work-
ingmen are not laboratories for experi-
mentation; the hunger in Appalachia is
not an ingredient for sociological test
tubes; the pollution of 32 million tons per
yvear of effluent from airplanes alone is
not a figure for statistical exercise; the
collapse of the housing and construction
industry may be of interest for economic
model building but not for builders and
people who need a home.

The extraordinary profits for some
banks of more than 50 percent for the
first half of this year and an average of
20-percent increase in profits for all
banks, will do little to comfort a house-
holder in need to borrow emergency
funds at a rate of interest of more than
10 percent—the highest since the great
crash of 1929.

Today, no American earning less than
$15,000 a year income can afford to buy
a house because of the high cost of
financing as well as lack of mortgage
money for the lower income group.

And where is all this going to lead us?
More tranquillizers of patience and
persistence?

I want to remind Mr. Martin that pro-
longed administration of a single drug
will produce immunity. It is particularly
true of what is happening in our state
of economic affairs.

After repeated doses of patience and
persistence from the FED, the business
community and the public at large have
become immune to the promises that
never materialize. Instead, contrary to
the hoped for results inflation is gallop-
ing and interest rates are racing our as-
tronauts to the moon.

It is an elementary fact of economics
that scarcity increases cost. By tighten-
ing credit on an unprecedented scale,
higher cost of money inevitably takes
place. The higher cost of money in turn
is reflected in higher interest rates.
Moreover, the very thought of expecting
higher interest rates creates a stampede
to get credit rates while the getting is
still good, which in turn results in greater
demand for credit, which in turn makes
credit even more scarce and results in
even higher interest rates.

Perhaps the greatest catastrophe in
this isolation ward of economic diseases
lurks in the danger of escape for the
“creditability gap” virus. This virulent
virus is rapidly reaching epidemic pro-
portions and slowly erodes the tenuous
tissues of patience and human capacity
to continue to trust our economic sooth-
sayers.

It will be considerably depressed within
the next 30 days when American indus-
try begins to report its profits and earn-
ings at a substantially reduced rate com-
pared to last year.

What can we do about all this?

To begin with, the Federal Reserve
Board should immediately issue a state-
ment that prime rates on interest will be
ordered downward by at least 1 per-
centage point before and not later than
February 1, 1970.

This will not only break the vicious
cycle of rising interest rates, but pre-
vent a collapse of our entire credit sys-
tem.

We have recently heard a great deal of
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testimony on the subject of price-wage
and other selective controls. The Fed
and the Treasury Department testified
how abhorrent this could be, especially in
determining priorities and effectively
administrating any established controls.

I do not favor such controls but labor
unions and a goodly number of business
representatives took the contrary view
and have concluded that under the cir-
cumstances, some controls must at least
be considered to curb inflation and re-
duce interest rates.

The fact of the matter is that today
we have in effect the most lopsided con-
trols ever imposed by our Government in
modern times. When the construction
industry is denied funds to build and is
forced to cut production over 50 percent,
that is control at the highest level.

When the banking industry is per-
mitted to increase its profits of up to 50
percent, that is lopsided control at the
highest level.

However, a critical footnote makes this
lopsided picture even more absurd.

When highly skilled mechanies in the
construction industry lose their job, they
inevitably look for other lines of work
and ultimately are lost to the industry
when a building recovery does finally
take place. The resultant scarcity of
skilled manpower in the construction in-
dustry is ultimately reflected in the
higher costs in housing and the higher
price the consumer is forced to pay.

On the other hand, any slack in bank-
ing business is mostly reflected in the
number of hours computer time is used.
since most banks are highly automated.

I suggest the Securities and Exchange
Commission immediately postpone by 6
months the permit and authorization of
new issues. This will reduce demand on
the money supply by some $12 billion at
the current rate of business and will curb
speculation and provide another source
of money supply to help lower the inter-
est rate.

In addition, I call on the administra-
tion to immediately cut Federal spend-
ing by $10 billion on nonpriority items.
I shall support such reductions partic-
ularly in nonessential defense and space
expenditures. I believe when all the ap-
propriation bills have been voted, I will
have voted for more than $10 billion in
reductions.

Finally, I, for one, wish to explicitly
state my conviction that unless we take
immediate measures outlined above, this
Nation will face the prospect of an eco-
nomic disaster similar to that of 1929.

I shall find it difficult, if not impos-
sible, to pay any credence to any state-
ment or prognostication by the Fed or
any Government official in this admin-
istration on the basis of the performance
record to date.

I have only to recall the statement by
Charles E. Mitchell who as Director of
the Federal Reserve Bank, on the eve
of the great crash in 1929, made the fol-
lowing statement:

The industrial condition of the United
States is absolutely sound,

Nor should we forget the reassuring
words of President Coolidge on December
4, 1928, in his last message on the state
of the Union to the reconvening Con-
gress:




December 8, 1969

No Congress of the United States ever as-
sembled, on surveying the State of the Un-
fon, has met with a more pleasing pros-
pect than that which appears at the pres-
ent time.

History has little compassion for those
who tend to forget. It is even more cruel
to those who remember and fail to take
necessary action.

Mr. Speaker, we are in our 10th year
of continuous prosperity. Our Nation is
now reaching for a trillion dollar gross
national product. By the year 1980, we
expect to have a $2 trillion GNP.

All of this growth is possible if we
do not let inflation destroy us. I submit
this administration and the Fed have a
duty and responsibility to impose some
form of limitation on runaway interest
rates. I hasten to add that I was just as
critical of the Johnson administration
for failing to deal forcefully with run-
away interest rates. We cannot be talk-
ing about price and wage controls while
the banks continue to enjoy ever increas-
ing profits at unprecedented rates.

INSTITUTE FOR CONTINUING STUD-
IES OF JUVENILE JUSTICE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. RaILsBACK) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr, Speaker, a show
of support not often seen in the daily
workings of our legislative routine has
given me cause for sincere and profound
thankfulness at the overwhelming re-
sponse of my colleagues in joining me in
sponsoring legislation to combat juvenile
delinquency. Eighty-eight Members, in-
cluding my original cosponsors ABNER
Mixva and Epwarp BIESTER, have joined
in cosponsoring the bill to establish the
Institute for Continuing Studies of Juve-
nile Justice.

The bill provides that a short-term
training program similar to that of the
FBI Training Academy be created to give
advanced training to law enforcement
officers, juvenile judges, probation per-
sonnel, correctional personnel, welfare
personnel and lay personnel working to
combat juvenile delinquency. We can
think of no better contribution than to
better train and educate people to fight
the crime problem at the local level.
This training includes, of course, pre-
vention as well as control of juvenile
delinquency. With one-half of the serious
crimes being committed by juveniles and
with three-fourths of the juveniles re-
peating as criminal offenders, we feel
that it is time to stop studying the prob-
lem and to take steps which will provide
some action.

I wish to extend my appreciation to
each of these cosponsors, who are listed
below in alphabetical order. We are
hopeful that with such impressive sup-
port this legislation can receive prompt,
thorough, and favorable attention by the
Congress. There are many efforts now
being made at several levels of Govern-
ment but we feel that the problem of
juvenile crime merits the definite and
tangible action which we have proposed.

The list follows:

List oF COSPONSORS

Joseph P. Addabbo, John B. Anderson, of

Illinois, Mark Andrews, of North Dakota,
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Frank Annunzio, William H. Ayres, Mario
Biaggi, Edward G. Biester, Jr., Jonathan B.
Bingham, Edward P. Boland, W. E. (Bill)
Brock.

John Buchanan, J. Herbert Burke, Phillip
Burton, of California, George Bush, Daniel
E. Button, John W. Byrnes, William T. Cahill,
Elford A. Cederberg, William Clay, James M.
Collins, Silvio O. Conte.

John Conyers, Jr., Robert J. Corbett, James
C. Corman, William O. Cowger, Glenn Cun-
ningham, Emilio Q. Daddario, John R. Del-
lenback, Don Edwards, John Erlenborn,
Marvin L. Esch, Paul Findley, Hamilton Fish,
Jr,, Peter Frelinghuysen, Jr.

James G. Fulton, of Pennsylvania, Richard
Fulton, of Tennessee, Seymour Halpern,
Richard T. Hanna, Ken Hechler, Margaret M.
Heckler, Henry Helstoski, James J. Howard,
Willlam L. Hungate, Andrew Jacobs, Jr.,
Thomas S. Kleppe, Dan Kuykendall, Allard
K. Lowenstein, Paul N. McCloskey, Jr., Joseph
M. McDade, Jack H. McDonald.

Martin B. McKneally, Clark MacGregor,
Ray J. Madden, James R. Mann, Spark M.
Matsunaga, Thomas J. Meskill, Robert H.
Michel, Abner J. Mikva, Charles A, Mosher,
John E. Moss.

William T. Murphy, John T. Myers, Richard
L. Ottinger, Thomas M. Pelly, Jerry L. Pettis,
Bertram L. Podell, Melvin Price, Albert H.
Quie, Tom Railsback, Thomas M. Rees,
Donald W. Riegle, Jr.

Peter W. Rodino, William V. Roth, Philip
E. Ruppe, Earl B. Ruth, William L. St. Onge,
Charles W. Sandman, Jr., James H. Scheuer,
Herman T. Schneebeli, Henry P. 8mith III,
Willlam A. Steiger, of Wisconsin, Louis
Stokes, James W. Symington, Robert Taft,
Jr., Fletcher Thompson, Robert O. Tiernan,
Charles E, Wiggins, Charles H, Wilson, Wen-
dell Wyatt.

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Speaker, I am de-
lighted to join my colleagues on the Ju-
diciary Committee, Congressman RAILS-
Back and Congressman BIESTER, in
introducing today a bill to establish an
Institute for Continuing Studies of Ju-
venile Justice.

Despite the abuse to which the issue
of “law and order” has sometimes been
subject in recent years, one thing which
mounting crime rates, especially among
young people, has made us do is to re-
examine our system of criminal justice.
We have had to take a hard look at not
only the theory of that system, but at
how it is working in practice. What we
have found during that hard look is that
we have let our eriminal justice system—
courts, police, correctional institutions,
probation, and parole programs—we have
let all of these institutions fall eriti-
cally behind the times. We have starved
them for money, for manpower and for
other resources. And since we would not
spend the money on these institutions,
we are now paying the price in higher
crime rates, higher recidivism rates, and
a population terrified by the specter of
crime in the streets.

This bill is one step on the road to a
more effective criminal justice system.
It is especially important because it deals
with the most worrisome group of law-
breakers—youths and juvenile offenders.
In the 1968 Omnibus Crime Act, Con-
gress established an Institute for Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice, The
bill we introduce today would give simi-
lar attention to the special field of ju-
venile justice, an area which has tra-
ditionally received far less than its share
of attention. In brief, the Institute pro-
posed in this bill would gather, organize,
and disseminate the best information
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available on how to deal effectively with
juvenile crime. It would provide not only
information, but training to State and
local officials dealing with these prob-
lems. It would make widely available the
best, most modern, techniques for deal-
ing with problems of youthful offenders.

If our experience with crime has
shown us anything, it has shown that
we must develop new methods for
dealing with the problems of criminal
offenders. Larger police forces and
harsher sentences just would not do the
job. The Institute for Continuing Stud-
ies of Juvenile Justice, would, we hope,
be a leader in the search for new and en-
lightened methods of handling the seri-
ous problem of juvenile crime. We hope
that it would help keep the juvenile de-
linquent and youthful offender of today
from becoming the hardened criminal of
tomorrow.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, of paramount
concern to every citizen is the increasing
rate of crime in America. Few problems
with which we deal are such a threat
to our personal stability and well-being.
Juvenile delinquency is a vital part of
this problem—its prevention and control
will be a major factor in reducing erime
and redirecting the energies of the delin-
quent element of our youth to useful lives
with respect for law and the society in
which they live.

The problem of delinquency and its re-
lationship to the whole crime picture has
been recognized for some time—a multi-
tude of programs have been developed
and studies have been made aiming at its
prevention and control. But, despite ef-
forts by public agencies at the Federal,
State, and local levels and private agen-
cies throughout the country, there has
been no reversal of the trend. This year
the Federal Bureau of Investigation re-
ported that arrests of juveniles, ages 10
through 17, had risen 78 percent from
1960 while the population for this age
group had only risen 25 percent. Further-
more, juveniles have been found to be
the age group most likely to repeat
crimes. Of those under 20 released from
correctional institutions in 1963, 72 per-
cent—nearly three-fourths—were rear-
rested within 5 years. It is clear that
what we have done has not been effec-
tive; obviously, additional steps are nec-
essary.

Hence, I am pleased to cosponsor to-
day a bill which establishes an Institute
for Continuing Studies of Juvenile Jus-
tice to act as both a clearinghouse for
information from all sources concerned
with juvenile delinquency as well as a
short-term training center for those di-
rectly involved with delinquents.

The functions of the Institute will pro-
vide for the recycling of valuable infor-
mation gained through experiences with
juveniles in the various States to all in-
terested and involved citizens. Not only
will it do this through collecting, pub-
lishing and disseminating data but also
it will conduct seminars and workshops
for professionals, offering a firsthand ex-
change of ideas.

Another important innovation of the
Institute is its capacity as a training
center. Modeled after the successful FBI
Training Academy, the Institute will
conduct short-term courses on modern,
proven, effective methods of dealing with
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delinquent youth. The enrollees, law en-
forcement officials, welfare workers,
judges and judicial personnel, probation
and correctional officers and nonprofes-
sionals connected with juvenile work, will
return to their States and communities
with valuable information that they can
mold to their particular local needs and
circumstances.

Finally, the Institute wiil provide tech-
nical assistance to the State and local
agencies who wish to develop training
programs for those working with juve-
niles.

Overseeing this whole operation will
be a director who will be a presidential
appointee. An advisory commission as-
sisting him in the supervision of the op-
erations of the Institute will consist of
Federal experts most directly involved,
such as the Attorney General and the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, the Directors of the U.S. Judicial
Center and National Institute of Mental
Health, and 14 other persons from the
disciplines concerned with juvenile de-
linquents.

The Institute for Continuing Studies of
Juvenile Justice will provide another ele-
ment necessary to the success and effec-
tiveness of existing programs for the
prevention, control, and treatment of
juvenile offenders. It is time we wage a
concentrated attack on juvenile delin-
quency—not only to relieve our society
from the burden of crime but also to
save potential delinquents from a life of

misery.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND
REMARKS

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days to revise
and extend their remarks on the subject
of my special order today.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

TAKE PRIDE IN AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. MiLLER) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, of
the 139,779,540 automobiles in the world,
75,260,847 are in the United States. This
represents about 40 percent of the world
total. The State of California alone has
more cars than any other nation except
France and Great Britain.

INDUSTRY WORES ON AIR
POLLUTION PROBLEM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. CLARK) is

recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Speaker, I have noted
with interest the recent agreement by
both the Senate and the House to ex-
tend for 1 year, under the provisions of
the Clean Air Act, a $45 million authori-
zation for research relating to air pollu-
tion caused by fuels and vehicles.

It is my belief that the Congress, in-
dustry, and the general public are be-
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ginning to realize that the blame for
environmental pollution cannot be placed
upon any particular group. We are all
guilty—the Federal Government, the
State governments, the municipalities,
business and industry, and even the in-
dividual citizen.

However, I am proud to say that two
industries located within my distriet are
taking an active interest in trying to
solve some aspects of the air pollution
problems caused by fuels.

The Babcock & Wilcox Co., with facili-
ties in Beaver Falls, Pa., has for years
been a leading research and developer of
air pollution control devices. Mr. George
G. Zipf, president of the company and
Dr. Neil V. Makala, president of Esso
Research & Engineering Co. of New
Jersey, recently announced that the two
firms would develop an advanced air
pollution control system for fossil fired
electric generating plants.

The financing of this research project
is being provided by 16 electric utilities
throughout the country, among them the
Allegheny power system. The $7 million
program will develop a commercial sys-
tem to eliminate 99 percent of the solid
pollutants and 90 percent of the gaseous,
and more difficult to control sulfur oxides
from the exhaust of powerplant boilers.
Sulfur dioxide, which is considered one
of the most objectionable pollutants, will
be recovered in the form of marketable
sulfuric acid to partially offset the cost
of the system,

This is a major start, Mr. Speaker, in
trying to solve our air pollution problem;
however, we cannot rely on just scat-
tered, individual groups to solve our en-
vironmental crisis. A cohesive, national
program must be developed in which the
full capabilities of Federal, State, and
local governing units for directing the
program is tied in with the technical
knowledge that industries and univer-
sities can contribute to the effort.

A CALL FOR THE ENVIRONMENTAL
DECADE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. Reuss) is
recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, it is becom-
ing widely recognized that we have an
environmental crisis on our hands in
America.

As we stand on the threshold of a new
decade, we must make the decision to
dedicate substantial portions of our Na-
tion's energies and money to cleaning
up our degraded land, air and water and
to conserving and preserving our natural
resources.

Last Friday, December 5, Mr. DINGELL,
Mr. Gupe, Mr. Hicks, Mr. McCLOSKEY,
Mr. Moss, Mr. SAYLOR, Mr. VANDER JAGT
and Mr. WrIcHT joined with me in call-
ing for the designation of the 1970's as
“The Environmental Decade” and put
forward an action program to get the job
of protecting our environment well un-
derway in the next 10 years:

We today call for the designation of the
decade of the 1970's as the Environmental
Decade. Next New Year's Day, January 1,
1970, would be a good time for all Americans
to make a New Year's resolution for the
decade:
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“I pledge that I shall work to identify and
overcome all that degrades our earth, our
skies, our water, and the living things there-
in, so that the end of the Environmental
Decade of the 1970's may see our environ-
ment immeasurably better than at the be-
gloning.”

As Members of Congress specially concerned
with the conservation of our environment,
we make a special pledge to work diligently
on a broad series of fronts:

1. WATER

2. All over the country, man is running
out of sources of usable water. The decade
must see the development of workable de-
salination and recycling processes, and bet-
ter methods of preventing waste by evapora-
tlon and other causes.

b. Almost every lake and stream in the Na-
tion is becoming more and more polluted.
Half-hearfed standards for averting water
pollution should be raised, so as to require
everywhere water good enough for people
to enjoy. Our present programs to eliminate
pollution from municipal, industrial and
agricultural sources are tragically inade-
quate. At least $30-$50 billion needs to be
gpent in the next five years for new municipal
treatment works, separation of combined
storm and sanltary sewers, industrial waste
treatment facilities and for research and de-
velopment of new anti-pollution methods.
The response to the manifest need has been
wholly inadequate. For example, Congress au-
thorized $1 billion for water pollution treat-
ment this year, but the appropriations re-
quest from both the Johnson and the Nixon
Administrations has been for a ridiculous
$214 million.

c. It is not enough to clean up our waters
after they have been polluted. Effort must
be made to find and eliminate sources of
pollution before they begin. For example,
the Government Operations Subcommittee
on Conservation and Natural Resources will
hold hearings shortly to determine why the
soap and detergent industry continues to
use phosphate as a leading Ingredient of
household detergents, when it is well known
that these same phosphates are a leading
cause of the eutrofication—death by over-
fertilization—of so many of our waters.

d. A new and alarming form of water
pollution is overheating of water—thermal
pollution—caused by fossil-fuel and atomic
power-generating plants. Destructive over-
heating must be stopped.

e. Wetlands and estuaries are where land
and water meet. Destroy them, and we de-
stroy the areas where our fish and wildlife
breed, and where the air we breathe gets its
start. Yet destroy them we do, whether with
the help of the Department of Agriculture
in draining the prairie potholes or making
drainage ditches out of streams, or with the
help of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in
filling countless estuaries and marshes, Fill-
ing or draining for unneeded farmland, or
for apartments or expressways or airports
which could be built elsewhere, goes on
apace. The Government Operations Con-
servation and Natural Resources Subcom-
mittee has recently heard the sad tale of
speculators despoiling the estuaries of the
Potomac and of San Francisco Bay; these
hearings will continue. The looters of our
wetlands should be told: stop it.

2. AIR

a. Air pollution brings emphysema, bron-
chitis, lung cancer and death. It blackens
our skies, smarts our eyes, wrecks our food,
clothing and shelter. It is getting worse.

The internal combustion engine, with its
carbon monoxide and nitrogen oxides, is the
worst single polluter. A pollution-free en-
gine must be developed and used in vehicu-
lar movement. We must evolve forms of
mass transportation which do not pollute
our atmosphere.

b. Industrial and power plants, with their
sulfur oxides and hydrocarbons and par-
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ticulate matter, are the second worst source
of pollution. They must be guided quickly
into using clean-burning fuels and methods
of production which do not ruin our environ-
ment.

¢. One of the newest forms of air pollution
is noise—by jet planes, by motor vehicles on
the freeways, by building construction crews.
In many cities and suburbs, we have already
exceeded the noise levels where mental and
physical health is endangered.

3. LAND

a. The earth and the fullness thereof get
less full every year. Agricultural soll erosion
by wind and water costs us $1 billion annu-
ally. In the next ten years, if we go on as we
have, we shall lose another 15 percent of our
agricultural land values to erosion.

b. To farm erosion has now been added the
bulldozer of the suburban developer and the
highway engineer, silting up our streams and
ponds and lakes.

¢. Chemical pollution of our soil (as of our
air and waters and wildlife) is growing worse.
Fertilizers, herbicides, pesticides, chemicals
of war threaten not just the good life, but
life on this earth altogether. DDT and other
persistent pesticides have contaminated
meat, fish, milk, vegetables, fruit., They
threaten the destruction of whole families
of birds, As the Conservation and Natural
Resources Subcommittee found, negligence
by the U.S. Army in its handling of lethal
chemical weapons at Dugway, Utah, caused
the death and injury of over 6,000 sheep, and
with a shift of wind could have caused the
death of even more human beings. Those
companies and individuals which profit by
chemical pollution do not give up easily. We
intend to keep after them.

d. If people are going to find land on
which to live and breathe and enjoy life, we
must stop the senseless carving up of our
landscape by the highway engineers, the
suburban developer, the jetport authority.
This requires regional and national plan-
ning. It requires the building of hundreds
of new towns and consideration of the gar-
den city concept with adequate open space
adjacent to densely-populated areas.

e. We must expand our programs for set-
ting aside parks, playgrounds, wilderness
areas, wild rivers and seashores, and fish and
wildlife areas. Yet this year's appropriation
for the National Park Service is $123 million.
We must alter our priorities.

f. Our land (as well as our water and air)
are about to be engulfed by solid wastes and
their by-products—junked automobiles,
glass bottles, steel and aluminum cans, used
packaging, and other detritus. We must re-
consider our tax systems so as to put some
of the cost of evolving new methods of solid
waste disposal on the manufacturer and user
of these wasteful products, so as to encour-
age the development of disposable and de-
gradable containers and wastes.

g. Litter—trash and garbage and cigarette
butts—are contributions to ugliness that al-
most all of us make almost every day. Here
is something on which every individual
should be taking the pledge.

4. Wildlife. Due to the skill of our game
and fish scientists and managers, many of
our fish and wildlife populations are in bet-
ter shape today than they were 30 years ago.
The American bison herd, for example, is up
from 4,000 to 25,000, But the pollution of our
land, our waters, our air, the destruction of
wetlands, the increased use of chemicals, and
above all, the inexorable grab at wildlife
habitat by our increasing population, pose a
clear and present danger. Already 89 birds
and mammals are on the list of endangered
species, and man himself may not be ex-
empt. We must preserve more wildlife
habitat, and particularly we must massively
assist our marine resources.

5. Mineral and forest resources are being
rapidly depleted by our industrial technology.
We must conserve our non-renewable min-
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erals; particularly, we must recycle the
wasted iron, aluminum,6 copper, zinc and
other metals with which we now fill our
dumps. Our mineral leasing policy for pub-
lic lands must be updated. Our forests are
endangered as we increasingly exceed the al-
lowable cut. It will cost more money to at-
tain better management of our timber re-
sources. We must provide it.

6. People. All of these environmental re-
sources must be preserved not only for them-
selves, but for the life, liberty and happiness
of our people. Environment is for people.

a. Population—how many people, and
where they reside—can affect our environ-
ment equally with what we do, or fail to do,
with it. Our studies of Florida's Everglades,
for example, show that too many people liv-
ing at the headwaters which moisten the
Everglades, could dry up and ruin this price-
less national ecological marvel. In our metro-
areas, where most of us live, our slums, our
traffic jams, our noise, our foul air and water,
our sprawling suburbs, point an ominous
warning. We urge that the President's new
commission on population problems takes
into account the effects of population on the
environment as well as on other aspects of
life.

b. If the environment is for people, it is
also people—mostly private citizens, not just
the government—who must lead the fight to
preserve our environment. Surely, the gov-
ernment must reorder its structure for an
all-out fight during the Environmental Dec~
ade: the federal executive branch must have
a top-level Council on Environmental Qual-
ity, and the Committees of Congress with
which we are associated must redouble their
efforts, Federal, state and local legislatures
and courts must erect the framework for the
battle. But citizen activity must lead the
fight.

c. Among citizens, we turn to youth as the
great hope for the Environmental Decade.
Young people are understandably outraged
by the cynicism and materialism of their
older generation. We urge them to substitute
constructive impulse for negativism, and to
build for future generations an environment
worthy of free men and women. We hope
they will conduct studles, sponsor educa-
tional forums, initiate petitions, support
court suits, pressure administrative agencies,
draft legislation, and do the many things
needed to help protect against environmental
destruction.

d. We turn, too, to the people not just
of the United States but of the world. Pol-
Iution of our environment threatens to en-
gulf not only America, but all the land and
seas and air. We welcome the Environmental
Conference of the United Nations scheduled
for 1972, and urge the United States govern-
ment to take the lead in making ours a Model
Planet.

Let the 1970's, then, be preoccupied with
life and the quality of life. Before we starve,
or choke on polluted air, or poison ourselves
with our ruined waters, let us fight all who
get In the way of a decent environment. Let
man in the Environmental Decade assume
his proper stewardship over pure water, blue
skies, and a habitable earth.

UNITED MINE WORKERS OF AMER-
ICA RESPONSE TO DEPARTMENT
OF LABOR CHARGES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from West Virginia (Mr. Svack) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. SLACEK. Mr, Speaker, on Novem-
ber 28 the Department of Labor chose to
make known to the press a memorandum
which contained statements damaging
to the present leadership of the United
Mine Workers of America, Predictably,
those Labor Department statements be-
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came a prime source of campaign prop-
aganda for a faction which opposes the
present union leadership in an election
to be held this week.

The union has now replied to these
Labor Department charges—yet un-
proven—in some detail. Of course the
response can never be circularized among
the union membership in sufficient time
to give them both sides of the picture
prior to the voting. But I believe, and I
am sure an overwhelming majority of
the Congress believes, in a fair and bal-
anced presentation of all pertinent facts
bearing on major public controversies. 1
am, therefore, placing in the Recorp the
rebuttal to the Department of Labor’'s
widely publicized but unproven charges,
as contained in a letter to Secretary of
Labor Shultz from Edward L. Carey, gen-
eral counsel of the United Mine Workers
of America:

UnrreEp MiNE WORKERS OF AMERICA,
Washington, D.C., December 5, 1969.
Hon. Georce P. SBHULTE,
Secretary of Labor,
U.S. Department of Labor,
Washington, D.C.

DeaArR SmR: On November 28, 1969, the De-
partment of Labor took the unigque and un-
usual action of releasing to the press an
inter-office memorandum between two offi-
cials of the Department. The subject of the
memorandum was identified as Summary
Report of Financial Investigation of United
Mine Workers of Ameriea.

This memorandum was an obvious attempt
by the Department of Labor to inject itself
into the election campaign now being con-
ducted within the United Mine Workers of
America. Such political action by officials of
the Department of Labor constitutes im-
proper, unwarranted and brazen interference
into the internal affairs of the UMWA. It is
already too late to take corrective action to
avold influencing the election, but this abuse
of governmental power by such officials
should not go unpunished by your office.

The memorandum states that increases in
employees’ salaries were not reported to the
UMWA's International Executive Board. This
is completely untrue. The UMWA makes six-
month audited reports of all its financial ac-
tivities, including the salaries and expenses
of every employee. Your investigators ex-
amined these reports and were aware that
these six-month reports are furnished to the
membership of every Loecal Union and to
every member of the International Execu-
tive Board. However, the Department’s mem-
orandum states to the contrary.

Furthermore, in addition to the above dis-
tribution of six-month reports, the UMWA
furnishes a complete report annually to the
Department of Labor, and this report is
available to the public.

It is startling to note that one of the em-
ployees who received a salary increase was
Joseph Yablonski, a member of the Interna-
tional Executive Board. Yet, Mr. Yablonski is
now using the Department’s memorandum as
“proof” that such increases in salary were
improper, unlawful, unauthorized and con-
stitute evidence of corruption on the part of
the President of the Union, W. A, Boyle. This
illustrates how the Department’s memoran-
dum is being used as an instrament in Jo-
seph Yablonskl's lie-and-smear campaign.

The memorandum states that “grants” of
money were made to employees without au-
thorization. Actually, no such grants were
ever made. No doubt, the memorandum was
referring to bonuses given to two lawyers for
assuming an exceptionally heavy workload
and making personal sacrifices over a pro-
longed period in defending the Union against
lawsuits brought by non-union coal opera-
tors who sought to destroy existing wage
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standards, the UMWA Welfare Fund and,
ultimately, the Union itself.

The memorandum further states that hotel
expenses of some officials were pald when
they were at their place of residence. How-
ever, as your Iinvestigation disclosed, the
expense vouchers used by the employees do
not provide spaces for the listing of all ex-
penses, and the column marked “Hotel” is
used for reporting other legitimate expenses.
Actually, Union employees are not reim-
bursed for all of their expenses, and a great
amount of such expenses are paid out of
their salarles,

It 1s strange that the memorandum
criticizes the Union for not issuing instruc-
tions to employees concerning reilmbursement
for expenses because, first, the law does not
require such instructions, and, second, this
matter is covered by the UMWA Constitu-
tion which was written and ratified by the
membership at its conventions.

The memorandum states that the “Agency
Fund"”, which was established to provide
pensions for the International Officers, has
never been adequately disclosed in the an-
nual finanecial reports. This is false. All assets
of that “Fund” have been included in every
report to your Department. In order to com-
ply with regulations of the Internal Reve-
nue Service, these assets had to be placed in
an agency account, but they still belong to
the Union.

Honest disclosure of the facts by your
Department would have reported that this
pension fund was approved by the Internal
Revenue Service, by the UMWA Interna-
national Executive Board, of which Joseph
Yablonskl was a member, and by the entire
membership of the Union at its 1960 Conven-
tion (Proceedings, pp. 260-62). The Proceed-
ings also show that Joseph Yablonski was
Chairman of the Committee which approved
this pension fund. Yet, Joseph Yablonski
uses your Department's release as “official
proof” of his smear charges that the Interna-
tional Officers, including President Boyle,
are guilty of corruption in establishing this
pension fund. The truth is that President
Boyle was not even an officer of the Union
at the time this fund was established. Joseph
Yablonski was! The only man who has re-
celved a pension from this fund was John L.
Lewis, and no amount of pension money
could have expressed the gratitude of the
coal miners for his leadership through the
many years of toil and strife.

The memorandum further charges that
UMWA financial reports concerning Lewmur-
ken, Inc., filed with the Department of Labor
showed “improper reporting.” At the time
this matter was discussed in the UMWA Sec-
retary-Treasurer’s office with the Depart-
ment’s two representatives, I was also present.
The difference of opinion at that meeting was
merely a disagreement between the certified
public accountant of an outstanding firm in
this city, employed by the UMWA, and the
Department's accountant as to the cost value
of certain assets. At no time was a question
of “improper reporting™ raised.

Finally, at the end of the memorandum,
the Department listed salaries and expenses
of certain UMWA employees who are related.
Assuming these people are qualified by their
education and experience to hold these posi-
tions—and assuming their salaries are no
more than others receive for similar work—
then there is absolutely nothing wrong with
the UMWA employing them. In fact, their
origin from a mining family makes them
more knowledgeable about and sympathetic
to the needs of miners.

There can be no guestion that the release
of this memorandum at this time was an
attempt to influence the outcome of the
UMWA's election. The Department's release
to the press of such a list of salaries and
expenses of related employees would in-
variably cause readers to assume that the
Department was accusing the leadership of
fraud. Actually, with two exceptions, all of
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those listed were employed long before Presi-
dent Boyle’s term in office.

This intent to influence the election is even
more obvious in the Department’s omission
of salaries and expenses of Joseph Yablonski
and his family, The amounts received by the
Yablonskis in 1967 and 1968 are as follows:

Joseph Yablonski
1967:

Salary

Expenses
1968:

Salary

Expenses

1967:
Salary
Expenses

1968:

Kenneth Yablonski

Retainer and Fee

Their salaries were not meager nor were
their expenses light. Why were these figures
of the Yablonskis omitted from the memo-
randum? It would seem that the Yablonski
family’'s salaries and expenses would be
equally as relevant as those of other fam-
ilies, if the Department actually intended
to present an unbiased report.

I suggest that in fairness to the members
of this Union, in fairness to its officers and
in fairness to the Department of Labor, these
salaries and expenses of the Yablonskis
should be made avallable to the members of
this Union and to the public with the same
official imprimatur that the Department
placed on its memorandum released on No-
vember 28, 1969.

The Department of Labor has demonstrated
its partiality and lack of objectivity on the
eve of this electlon and should disqualify
itself from any statutory right to pass upon
the validity of the UMWA's election.

Incidentally, our attention has just been
directed to the fact that Leonard J. Lurie's
slster is employed by the law firm of Rauh
& Silard, of which Joseph L. Rauh, Jr., is the
senlor partner. Mr. Rauh is also the cam-
paign manager and attorney for Joseph Ya-
blonskl. Acting Director Leonard J. Lurie of
the Department of Labor’s Office of Labor-
Management and Welfare-Pension Reports,
is the one who prepared the memorandum
which was later released to the press by your
Department. Under these circumstances, it
is my opinion that an investigation should
be made immediately to determine under
what circumstances the report was prepared
and what other information may develop as
a result of an inquiry under your super-
vision.

Sincerely yours,
Eowarp L. CaRrey.

ALLEGED MEDICAID AND
MEDICARE ABUSES

(Mr. SCHWENGEL asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the REcorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr, Speaker, I
have received a number of inquiries in
recent months relative to alleged medi-
care and medicaid abuses in Towa. The
letter I received in this respect from
Mr. Clarence J. Math of Davenport, Iowa,
is typieal of those inquiries. His letter
follows:

DavENPORT, IowWA,
October 29, 1969.
Hon. FrREp SCHWENGEL,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
Dear ConcrEssMAN Frep: There has been
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8 great deal of publicity in the press and
on radio and television having to do with
what seem to be abuses of Medicald and
Medicare by those providing medical care. No
doubt you too have seen and heard these
reports and have looked into the effective-
ness of these programs here at home, I
would appreciate it very much if you could
let me know whether you have looked into
this and, if so, provide me with some indica-
tion of the extent of the problem.
Respectfully,
C.J. MaTH.
ALLEGED MEDICAID AND MEDICARE ABUSES

In responding to these inquiries, I have
relied heavily on information provided to
the Iowa Legislature's medicaid study
committee. My response to Mr. Math
gives a good overview of the results of
my study of this problem. Since there
have been similar problems on a national
basis, I would like to share this corre-
spondence with my colleagues. My re-
sponse to Mr. Math follows:

DEeceEMBER 3, 1969.
Mr. CLARENCE J. MaTH,
Davenport, lowa.

DeaR Crarence: I was pleased to receive
your recent letter concerning the publicity
about reported abuses of Medicald and Medi-
care by those that are providing medical care.
I already had my interest stimulated as a
result of these reports, but I have looked into
them further with respect to Iowa and the
operation of such programs in Iowa since re-
ceiving your letter.

I find that the Iowa Legislature’s Medicaid
study committee has been following this sit-
uation and I would like to quote for you
some comments made to this committee by
Doctor William Krigsten of Sioux City who
serves this year as President of the Iowa Med-
ical Society. I believe it gives a good overall
review and puts in focus the problems. Dr.
Krigsten sald:

“Medicald is one Important aspect of the
total health care program in the state. I em-
phasize that Iowa physicians vigorously sup-
port the Medlcaid philosophy, namely, that
health care should be available to those who
need such care but who are unable to afford
it. A sound program which embodies this
humanity-serving philosophy is essential, in
the judgment of the medical profession.

“With you and your fellow members of the
General Assembly, Iowa's medical doctors be-
lieve the best possible health care should be
avallable to all citizens of the state. Provid-
ing these services is a formidable task for
which there is no magic formula. We have
somewhere in excess of 50,000 persons work-
ing as members of Iowa's health care team.
This team uses its brainpower, modern medic-
inals and sophisticated equipment to care
for approximately 75,000 patients each day.
We are talking about a 500 million dollar
annual endeavor.

“As you know, the means selected by the
Federal government to effect this philosophy
have not been fully supported by physicians.
With the passage of the Social Security
Amendments of 1965, establishing Medicare
and Medlcald, the congressional proponents
declared that all of the nation’s elderly and
needy would now come into the mainstream
of medicine. Frankly, we felt that Iowa was
at the time doing a respectable job of keep-
ing its people in the mainstream of medicine.

“Rather than assume an obstructionist
role, however, in the implementation of these
programs, the Iowa Medical Society has at-
tempted to provide responsible professional
leadership. In so doing, we have obviously
come to be influenced and gulded by the in-
tent of the Federal congress. This intent is
implicit in statements such as the one for-
mer HEW Secretary John Gardner made in a
1967 Presidential Report: ‘Charity medicine
is being abandoned in favor of new public
programs which give needy people the re-
sources to purchase medical care from pri-
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vate physiclans and hospitals on the same
basis as more affluent citizens'”.

You can realize that there was an adminis-
trative problem in getting set up for a pro-
gram of this size but other testimony which
I have read indicates that these problems,
such as long delays in the processing of pa-
per work and uncertainties over the eligibil-
ity of individuals, have mostly been taken
care of with experience in operating this
program.

Dr. L. J. O'Brien of Fort Dodge, Iowa, serves
as representative of the Jowa Medical Soclety
on the Medicaid Advisory Council and also as
Chairman of the Society Committee on Pub-
lic Assistance. He told the Legislative Com-
mittee studying Medicaid:

“One of the most serious and acute prob-
lems from our vantage point at this time is
public understanding of the program. As you
are quite well aware, much recent attention
has been given by the press to the matter of
releasing the total amount of Medicaid reim-
bursement made to individual vendors. By
inference or innuendo, the publishing of
names and amounts places those at the top
of the list in the position of being Imme-
diately suspect. Only limited effort has been
made to explore that much of the listed sums

to underwrite the substantial expense
involved in the operation of a physician's
office.

“The Department of Social Services and
the vendor groups, including the Iowa Medi-
cal Society, share with the press the feeling
the listings should be available to the pub-
lic. At issue is the matter of when and how.
The vendor groups have felt time should be
allowed before release of the names for the
organizations to analyze the payments and
provide a report of thelr findings. As you
know, this process has been widely appro-
priately designated peer review.

“The JIowa Medical Soclety’s expanded
peer review mechanisms are now functioning
and you may be interested to know that 14
physicians whose 1968 Medicaid payments
exceeded $15,000 are being evaluated by their
peers to determine if their mode of practice
follows or departs from an acceptable pat-
tern. You may wish to delve more deeply
into the peer review process in our discussion.

“The July decision of HEW to freeze Medic-
ald payments to physiclans and dentists was
disconcerting to Iowa's medical doctors. You
may not know that there can be no increase
in physician reimbursement levels under this
ruling until July of 1970. This action is dif-
ficult to comprehend when only 11 percent
of the $3.5 billion spent for Medicaid in the
fiscal year 1968 went to physiclans,

“In this respect, and relating back to the
matter of public understanding, it seems
most important that Iowans come to under-
stand the physician is thoroughly regulated
in the fee determination area for both Medi-
care and Medicaid. A computerized determi-
nation of fee levels is made on the basis
of a usual, customary and reasonable for-
mula and claims are paid at or below this
pre-determined celling. The element of rea-
sonableness is very much present and rep-
resents a definite cost control mechanism.”

As indicated by Doctor O'Brien, the proc-
ess of peer review by the Iowa Medical So-
clety gives to doctors the responsibility for
judging other doctors—not only as to the
size of the fee involved—but also to the
need for the services rendered to the patient,
frequency of examination and treatment, the
amount and type of medicine prescribed and
other things which doctors are best able to
judge. Of course it is fairly easy for a com-
puter to analyze whether fees are reasonable
by comparing one doctor's fees to the fees
of other doctors in his community perform-
ing similar procedures. It is in more sophis-
ticated analysis which I just mentioned
where doctors are best able to judge their
colleagues.

Indeed Doctor Krigsten in a statement to
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the press late this summer pointed out that
there is virtually no way under either Medic-
aid or Medicare in which an excessive fee may
be charged for a particular service.

This same statement by Dr. Krigsten com-
ments on the arbitrary singling out of physi-
cians who received a certain amount of money
under Medicare or Medicald programs with-
out adequate explanation or without prior
review. I am sure you will agree that this
suggests at least by inference the presence
of dishonesty, especially when words like
cheating and abuse are prominent in the
reports,

I would not be so nalve as to think that
either the computer or individuals who ad-
minister this program cannot be fooled by
someone who sets out deliberately to do so.
However, the review mechanism as set up in
Iowa is designed to ferret out any unusual
pattern of activity, any excessive fee charges
and any other pattern of activity which de-
parts from the normal.

Such activities are then given special at-
tention by the Medical Soclety peer review
program with recommended action being for-
warded to the parties involved. If appropriate
action cannot be taken at the county level,
then the matter can be referred to the state
claims review committee which also func-
tions as an appeal mechanism when there is
disagreement with findings at a lower level.

I was interested in the comment by Doctor
Krigsten in one of the statements he has
made on this subject and I believe it will be
of interest to you. He sald, “I would empha-
size that Iowa physiclans are vitally inter-
ested, as are most citizens of the state, in the
wise use of tax dollars and in efficlency and
economy in government—particular health
services, and in all health services for that
matter. The Iowa Medical Society is making
avallable its expertise and its manpower to
assist in structuring an Iowa Medicaid pro-
gram which is fiscally sound and which serves
the health care needs of those for whom It
is intended. In situations where questions are
raised as to the propriety of a physician’s
charge or his mode of practice, the Society is
unequivocably dedicated to clearing and pro-
tecting the innocent and to identifying the
gullty. We believe the broad application of
the professional peer review system will do
more than any single thing to assure the
success of Medlcaid. We are willing to accept
the challenge which is present in a program
such as this.”

Knowing Iowa doctors as I do, I feel certain
that they will be more interested than any-
one else in identifying any physician who
abuses the Medicaid program in taking ap-
propriate action. I am confident after exam-
ining the mechanism as outlined in its vari-
ous detalls in this letter, that the Medical
Socliety has an adequate mechanism and the
appropriate attitude to control not only ex-
cessive cost but over utilization,

Sincerely yours,
FRED SCHWENGEL,
Member of Congress.

CONGRESS AND THE ADMINISTRA-
TION

(Mr. ALBERT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorp and include extrane-
ous matter.)

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, this Con-
gress has been the repeated target of
misleading statements by administration
spokesmen who have sought to under-
mine public confidence in Congress and
to give the impression that little has hap-
pened here this session. I want to make
two basic points in this respect:

First. This Congress has performed its
duties, in the face of repeated adminis-
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tration delays, obfuscation, confusion,
and lack of leadership by the adminis-
tration. We ask not to be judged either
by their statements, or ours, but by what
has happened—by the record of this
Congress.

Second. The effort by the administra-
tion to discredit this Congress is a cal-
culated one to cover up for the lack of
any comprehensive administration do-
mestic program or policy, and in prepa-
ration for the 1970 elections. Anyone
familiar with past political tactics can
recognize it for what it is—the familiar
trick of attacking to discredit rather
presenting positive programs.

I would hope that the press would look
to the record to inform the public. The
glib Madison Avenue tactics that are
being used to try to blame the Congress
and to distract the people from lack of
executive leadership and failure to ad-
vance a cohesive program are being
foisted on the public by the administra-
tion advertising experts. I would hope
that the press is not so cowed by ad-
ministration ecriticism that it accepts
the handouts and the glib rhetoric of
the White House admen who appear to
be calling the tune of government by
press release. The Congress is not cowed
by such tactics.

The delays and confusion of the ad-
ministration has led to its own failure
to confront the problems of this Nation.
Congress has been tolerant of this new
and untried administration. It has ac-
cepted the confusion, the delays, the lack
of clearly stated goals, the limited lead-
ership as the struggle of an administra-
tion seeking its way. It has now become
abundantly clear that there is no admin-
istration program, and no sound under-
standing of the problems that confront
this country. It has also become clear
that press agentry has been susbtituted
for action. In the face of this confusion
and this cohesion gap, the Congress has
quietly gone about its work, and has
given the administration every possible
chance to outline a program and express
it in tangible terms of proposed legis-
lation. However, this administration has
emerged as a “say much, do little” ad-
ministration whose greatest talents ap-
pear to lie in the realm of press agentry
and smooth public relations. It has been
a following, not a leading, administra-
tion. It has shown a disconcerting lack
of understanding of the real domestic
problems of this Nation.

I have noted that this administration,
while following the leadership of Con-
gress, has sought to claim as its own
many of the programs initiated here, We
are willing to allow it to extravagantly
claim that credit if it will move the ad-
ministration into a posture of agreeing
to act instead of just talking about the
needs of this country. And if the admin-
istration will just continue to follow the
lead of Congress and cease some of its
delaying and confused efforts, this Con-
gress will give the Nation a fine record
of achievements before it finally ad-
journs,

I would add a personal word to the
President, I would say to him: Mr. Pres-
ident, please advise your spokesmen to
speak more coherently, to be more con-
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sistent, to lessen the rhetoric and in-
crease the substance, and to let Congress
know the administration’s position so
Congress may more effectively work its
will. And, Mr. President, we urge you to
join with us, to come along with this
responsible Congress, and together put
our programs into action for the benefit
of all the people of this country.

THE 1970'S—A CRITICAL ERA IN
NUCLEAR POWER

(Mr. PRICE of Illinois asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
on December 3, 1969, Congressman CHET
HovririeLp, chairman of the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy, addressed the
Atomiec Industrial Forum Annual Con-
ference in San Francisco.

His remarks on “The 1970's—A Criti-
cal Era in Nuclear Power” set out a lueid
exposition of the problems and progress
inherent in the development of this new
energy source that promises so much
for the future.

Congressman HoLIFIELD stressed fo
atomic industry leaders that the most
important challenge in the field of the
peaceful uses of atomic energy is the de-
velopment of a breeder reactor. He said
that this reactor will provide an almost
unlimited supply of electrical energy so
vitally needed to support our growing
economy and burgeoning population.

He also expressed concern in regard
to the administration’'s proposal to sell
the three Government-owned gaseous
diffusion plants to private industry in
the near future.

Recalling the bitter days of the Dixon-
Yates proposal under the Eisenhower
administration, he said such a sale is
premature and would create another
similar bitter division.

Congressman HoLIFieLp, & charter
member of the Joint Committee has
broad knowledge in the atomic energy
field based on his more than two decades
of service on the Joint Committee. I urge
each Member to read his speech to get
an insight into the scope and magnitude
of developments and challenges in the
field of atomic energy.

I include Congressman HOLIFIELD'S re-
marks “The 1870's—A Critical Era in
Nueclear Power"” in the Recorp at this
point.

THE 1970's—A CriTICAL ERA IN
NUCLEAR POWER

The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy is
in its 23rd year of carrying out its legislative
and oversight review responsibilities of the
atomlc energy program. We have completed
a gquarter of a century of atomic develop-
ment.

From 1846 to 1954 the Committee con-
centrated on the improvement of weapon
design and the accumulation of an adequate
inventory of weapons. We also initiated and
funded the first four nuclear propulsion re-
actors for our nuclear submarines.

Under the leadership of Senator Hicken-
looper and Congressman Sterling Cole the
omnibus revision of the original McMahon
bill was completed. While maintaining a vig-
orous weapon development program, we di-
rected that a strong second program of peace-
time application of the atom be developed.

During the past fifteen years we can say
with pride that we have been successful be-
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yond most predictions in both the weapon
program and the atoms-for-peace program.

The existence of your great Assoclation
and the strong attendance at this convention
is evidence of the interest of a wide sector
of United States industry and finance.

The private capital investment in mines,
mills, reactor building facilities, research and
development laboratories, and related atomic
industries represents many billions of dol-
lars. In addition the Federal government has
invested billions of dollars for research and
development, and for necessary construction
of facilities for military and peaceful appli-
cations of nuclear energy.

It has taken more than billlons of dollars,
however. It has required the dedication and
service of thousands of sclentists, engineers,
technicians, and business leaders,

In the last analysis our success In this
great program could not have been made
without cooperative efforts on the part of the
Joint Committee on Atomilc Energy, the
Atomic Energy Commission and United States
industry.

There is credit enough to share for the suc-
cess of the atomic programs.

There is blame enough to share for our
fallures,

It is not my intention today to try to di-
vide the credits or the blame between the
Committee, the Commission, and industry.

I do want to stress once again that, in the
main, our success has been made possible
because of the cooperation between the three
aforementioned entities. I qualified that
statement by saying “in the main” because
there was one time period when bitter divi-
sion developed between the members of the
Committee, and between the Commission
and the Committee. More about that later.

Your organization, in my opinion, can
render a great service in the decade that lies
ahead. A sound foundation has been lald,
and if cooperation continues we can bring to
fruition the dream of abundant, indeed al-
most unlimited energy.

As I see it there are two equally impor-
tant challenges:

1. developing a technically successful and
economic breeder reactor.

2. solving the problem of siting of nuclear
and conventional type electric generating
plants, including reconciling the need for
power and the goal shared by us all of pro-
tecting or enhancing the quality of our
environment.

The short range challenge has taken the
form of a wave of opposition to siting of all
kinds of electric generating plants, whether
nuclear or fossil fueled.

This opposition stems from a growing
awareness of environmental pollution. The
danger however is that much of this opposi-
tion is based on emotionalism without basic
factual information of the relative environ-
mental impact of conventional fossil fueled
plants and nuclear fueled generating plants.
Also lacking in widespread awareness of the
economic cost to our society of inadequate
supplies of electrical energy and the adverse
impact of a power deficiency on the health
and standard of lving of our people. The
present reaction to and arguments against
the siting of electric generating plants is
akin to an argument to eliminate the auto-
mobile because of automobile accidents or
because automobile engines emit noxious
contaminants.

Your organization is representative of al-
most every phase of the nuclear industry, It
is your duty to defend that industry by mak-
ing the facts available to the public.

ENVIRONMENT

I have been heartened by your response to
the growing resistance from environmental
extremists. This is an important challenge
to future utilization of nuclear reactors. Here
again we need the close cooperation of in-
dustry, the Commission, and the Commit-
tee. The Committee is determined to do its
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part. We have concluded Phase I of our
environmental hearings in which we have
established basic data on the overall im-
pact on the environrient from all types
of electrical generating plants. Shortly after
the first of the year, we will open Phase II
of the hearings. These hearings will be open
to the atomic industry people and to rep-
resentative critics of the ind'stry. It is my
intention to separate sensationallsm based
on emotion and theoretical conjecture, from
facts and objective analysis,

The Atomic Energy Commission has heen
responding—and must consider as part of its
duty a continued response—to the public
clamor against reactor siting and reactor
utilization.

Working together we can allay the fears of
the public and demonstrate the true value
of this great technical achievement by show-
ing the comparative impact of the effects of
conventional and nuclear plants on the
environment. At the same time we, of course,
will support sound and non-discriminatory
adjustments to protect a viable environment,

POWERPLANT SITING

The utilities have not accepted as yet, the
facts of life,

The environmental shadow on the wall is
no larger than a man's hand. It can grow to
catastrophic size.

The Atomiec Industrial Forum might well
consider the advisability of advocating state
legislation setting up State Siting Authori-
ties for all types of generating plants. Such
Authorities would represent all sectors of
their respective citizenry—public users of
electricity, public and private investor-owned
generating facilities, as well as environmen-
talists. The Authority should be authorized
to hold hearings and use the power of emi-
nent domain to acquire appropriate sites
deemed to be necessary for the welfare of the
State's population.

Appropriate tax laws may well be in order.

New York has already moved in this di-
rection.

I understand Vermont has taken first legal
steps in this direction.

Congressman Hosmer and I have recom-
mended to Governor Reagan and a California
Assembly Committee on Space and Atomic
Energy that similar action be taken in Cali-
fornia.

FAST EREEDER PROGRAM

The second objective is a long range ob-
Jective, but it requires a coordinated effort if
it is to be achieved.

The most important challenge which faces
us at this time is to develop a breeder reactor.
It is of prime importance to the industry and
to the future development of our nation.

It is important also to the burgeoning pop-
ulation of the world.

In my opinion, it is a far greater techno-
logical challenge than was the development
of our present water reactors.

It will take more dollars. Industry cannot
carry this massive research and development
load alone,

We will be forced to rely on Federal
financing for a major part of the needed
dollars, Unless we have a united front of co-
operative Committee, Commission and pri-
vate industry support for the breeder pro-
gram, we will not succeed.

This then is the great challenge. This is
the game.

Unless we keep our eye on the ball and
maintain our drive toward the gozal, we will
lose the game.

We cannot afford to block the quarterback.
We cannot confuse the signals. We cannot
fumble the ball.

Now gentleman, it is my intention to en-
gage in some plain talk. I do so not in a spirit
of antagonism, but in a spirit of deep con-
viction, based on twenty-three years of
service on the Joint Committee and twenty-
seven years in Congress pursuing legislative
goals.
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DIFFUSION PLANTS

You may recall that earlier in my state-
ment—I said that there was “a time period
when bitter division developed between
members of the Joint Committee and be-
tween the Atomic Energy Commission and
the Joint Commitiee.”

That period was in 1954.

The issue was the Dixon-Yates proposal of
the Eisenhower-Nixon Administration. It was
presented to our Committee by the Chairman
of the Atomic Energy Commission, Admiral
Strauss, and his general manager. It had the
backing of a substantial part of industry and
the financlal community.

Boiled down to its essentials the Dixon-
Yates proposal would have used a national
security formula, which allowed long term
Federally guaranteed 25 year bonds backed
by a Federal contract, to finance the Dixon-
Yates private investor owned electrical gen-
erating plant costing 107 milllon dollars. It
would have used the Federally owned T.V.A.
system to transmit the power several hun-
dred miles to Dixon-Yates customers in the
city of Memphis, Tennessee.

The Dixon-Yates proposal collapsed under
the pitiless glare of public exposure. But be-
fore it died, it =plit the Joint Committee and
the Atomic Energy Commission on a partisan
basis. It took a long time for the Committee
to overcome the bitterness and division that
proposal generated. It eventually led to the
defeat of a Presidential nominee for a Cabi-
net position.

I foresaw the danger and warned the Re-
publican Chairman of the Committee and
the Commission against the Dixon-Yates
proposal, My warning went unheeded. We all
remember the result.

I believe I can see history trying to repeat
itself. Another dangerous proposal is in the
incubator, the sale of the three diffusion
plants.

The Atomic Industrial Forum has been
in the forefront in the development of plans
for the disposition of the plants. I do not
question their right of advocacy. I am sure
they will not question my right to disagree.
But, I can see another bitter division de-
veloping in the proposal to sell the gaseous
diffusion plants. The resulting controversy
will obstruct anc delay the progress of
atomiec technology. Our energies will be di-
verted from our priority goal of develop-
ing the breeder reactor. We will be diverted
by the controversy. We may fumble the
ball. We may even lose the ballgame.

Why is this occurring? Why are we en-
dangering the cooperation between the Com-
mittee, the Commission and Industry?

Suddenly, we are told that it is urgent
that these diffusion plants be placed in the
private sector without delay. But I ask you,
has this great new atomic industry been de-
veloped by free enterprise dollars? Of course
not. Free enterprise has had its important
part in nuclear development, but Federal
tax dollars paid free enterprise contractors
for their services. It has been a cooperative
effort between the Federal Government and
industry in all phases of the work—in re-
search, development, construction and op-
eration. These plants, represent an enormous
taxpayer investment and every witness, with-
out exception, acknowledged, in testimony
before the Joint Committee, that these plants
are among the most efficiently operated fa-
cilities in the world,

The Joint Committee is composed of men
who believe in the free enterprise system
as a goal. We have moved steadily toward
that goal. We have gauged each move in re-
lation to the status of this developing in-
dustry, We have worked toward a private
mining and milling industry. We have moved
toward the private ownership of enriched
uranium as soon as circumstances permitted.
We have encoursged and supported private
research and development efforts in addi-
tion to the basic goal of bullding a private
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manufacturing and supply industry in the
basic tradition of the free enterprise system.

I have talked to many people about the
gale of the diffusion plants in the near fu-
ture. Many have doubts, mostly on timing.
Some have made their decisions on the
basis of traditional belief in the theory of
free enterprise—without, in my opinion,
full knowledge and appreciation of remain-
ing problems. I rather suspect some few
may have reached their conclusions on the
basis of what they stand to gain if they
are lucky enough to participate with a
select few In the windfall acquisition and
monopolistic control of the jugular vein of
thz atomlc industry.

In my opinion these few will have to wait.

Governmental actions take place today in
a gold fish bowl. Every action faces critical
challenge. Any action which even appears
to conflict with the public interest will be
criticized and if it does conflict with the
broad public interest it will poison all who
touch it.

The fuel material from these diffusion
plants will be used in the main by investor-
owned utilities, These utilities are govern-
mentally supervised because they operate in
a zone of monopoly franchise and in a zone
of pguaranteed, although Ilimited, profits.
They are not typical free enterprise opera-
tions, as we all know. They must justify
their capital expenditures and their opera-
tional expenses, item by item to State or
Federal Regulatory bodies. In my opinion
most of these utilities have acted respon-
sibly In recent decades. They have usually
kept thelr rates at reasonable levels. Because
their fuel costs are reflected in the price of
every kilowatt, special consideration must be
given to the price of nuclear fuel produced
in Federally owned facilities.

These great diffusion plants cost a lot of
money—taxpayers’ money. They are the most
modern separation plants in the world.

They are worth more than book value to
the electrical rate payers of our country.

At the present time they are operating at
only about 40 percent capacity but our best
estimate is that they will be operating at
100 percent of their capacity in the latter
half of the T0's.

Additional plant capacity will be needed
thereafter. To have it available when needed
we must start improvement and expansion
of the present plants in the upcoming fiscal
year. 130 million dollars should be included
in the 1970-71 budget to start cascade im-
provement. Similar annual amounts or even
more will be needed from 1871 to 1880. Such
an investment cannot be justified on a short
range basis by a private enterprise. It can be
justified on a ten or twelve year operating
period providing it is financed on a Federal
cost of money basis. The product must be
priced on a level which will defray costs or
production and eventually capital retire-
ment.

The stated intention of the Administra-
tion to sell the three diffusion plants in the
near future is based on the ideological
premise of turning over to private enterprise
the one remaining link in the nuclear fuel
cycle not in private hands. In my opinion it
is premature to do so. It causes concern in
the nuclear market place on the part of po-
tential buyers of nuclear plants and manu-
facturers of nuclear reactors, It can interfere
with a growing international market for U.S.
reactor hardware,

We had better stop, look and listen before
we are carried away with slogans or acquisi-
tive greed.

We need some hard answers to some hard
questions.

1. Is private industry really ready

a. to pay a fair market value for this total
government plant and its back-up inventory
of yellow cake and enriched uranium;

b. to start in 1970 a six or seven hundred
million dollar cascade improvement program
for the three plants over and above acquisi-
tion costs for the plants?
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2, Can a private corporation assume the
present international commitments for long-
range fuel supply and make additional com-
mitments under our “atoms-for-peace”™ pro-
gram?

3. Will foreign customers have the confi-
dence in business-to-business promises with-
out the present Government-to-Government
agreements?

4. Can free private enterprise honestly as-
sure the Congress that competition will oceur
it

a. one owner purchases the three plants

b. three separate owners purchase the
three plants?

These are only a few of the questions the
proponents of sale will be required to face.

Under the present arrangement the indus-
try Is prospering.

Nuclear power plants are belng purchased
from the manufacturers. A wave of new or-
ders are in sight.

The price of fuel is reasonable, and there
is no question of fair distribution at non-
discriminatory prices.

There has been no supportable claim that
the plants are inefficlent. They are being op-
erated by top-flight private Industrial com-
panies,

The taxpaying, rate paying customers are
receiving widespread benefits from their in-
vestment of public monies.

On the other hand a minimum distribution
of benefits to the taxpayers would occur if a
few corporate entities were allowed to es-
tablish a middleman’s toll gate position be-
tween production of nuclear fuels and the
ultimate buyers of electricity.

PROBLEMS IN FAST BREEDER REACTOR PROGRAM

As a member of the Joint Committee who
has given dedicated service to the develop-
ment of the uses of the peace time atom, I
make this appeal to you today.

Keep your eye on the ball. Development
of the fast breeder is of vital impor-
tance—

To industry,

To having an almost unlimited supply of
electrical energy,

To meet the needs of an exploding popula-
tion,

We can develop the fast breeder, only on
the basis of heavy Government support—we
will move forward on the basis of coopera-
tion between the AEC, the Joint Committee
and the private sector of industry and fi-
nance.

We are at a critical point at this time. Re-
search and development funds are being
cut across the board by the Administration,
I do not have time to examine the ideologi-
cal and economic justification for such cuts.
I point at this time to the results in the
breeder program, The Administration has
been whittling away the fiscal year 1970
budget for the Liquid Metal Fast Breeder
Reactor program from the $99 million origi-
nally requested by those responsible for the
program to less than $85 million. And yet
we are told that this program is the high-
est priority effort in our civilian power pro-
gram.

Presidential Candidate Richard Nixon on
October 5, 1968, in New York, in a speech en-
titled: “Research Gap Crisis in American
Technology” opened up his comments by
saying that energy was a prime requirement
in our society. Then he said:

“With the goal of fulfilling that require-
ment, I believe we should step up the Atomic
Energy Commission’s breeder reactor proj-
ect which could provide virtually inexhaust-
able energy at extremely low cost. At pres-
ent this project is going forward very slowly
although its promise for mankind 1s as great
as any other likely development.”

If this philosophy of cutting research and
development for fiscal reasons, is duplicated
in subsequent years, the fast breeder with
its great promise, will not be successfully
developed.

At this critical point we must make every
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available research and development dollar
count. For two reasons:

1. To obtain at present the maximum re-
sult from each available dollar.

2. To achieve steady constructive progress
in order to justify increased Federal and
industrial support in follow-on fiscal years.

How are we to maximize the results from
each available dollar?

I am not satisfied with our progress In
the fast breeder program.

My colleagues on the Committee are not
satisfied.

Representatives of industry have told me
that they are not satisfied.

Shortly after the first of the year, I in-
tend to propose the establishment of a blue
ribbon ad hoc Committee to analyze this cur-
rent problem.

While I have no final announcement to
make at this time, 1 can assure you that my
proposal will receive serious study and I be-
lleve it will be approved by my colleagues on
the Committee.

The Ad Hoc Committee should be small.
It should be composed of not less than three
nor more than five members. Each member
must be of top capabllity and experience in
fields directly related to analyzation of meth-
ods to solve advanced scientific problems. The
Committee must have amongst its members
strong engineering capability for bringing
theoretical concepts into reality. It must
have amongst its members a capability to
specify top guality industrial standards to
make fast breeder hardware.

We must use our great national laboratories
in our priority programs but the national
laboratories must affirm a new sense of mis-
sion and an intensity of dedication to the
primary purpose for which the laboratories
exist.

Unless we can attack the problems of the
fast breeder with a concentration of in-
terest—

We will be forced to conclude that the fi-
nancial commitment must be channeled to
more efficient activities.

I am hopeful that such a study by such a
Committee will clarify the present cloudy
situation.

I am hopeful that a clear set of recom-
mendations can be given to our Committee—
recommendations which will help us to make
every appropriated dollar count, which will
justify our Committee in requesting adequate
dollars in future fiscal years.

In conclusion gentlemen,

I do not wish to belabor the points I have
made.

I will reemphasize that we face a critical
era in the 1870's.

We can stand still with the water reactor
technology and fail to achieve the full poten-
tial of our nuclear fuel resources.

We can be diverted and divided from con-
structive cooperation. We can, if we choose,
tilt our lances at windmills with the same
ineffective results which Don Quiote had, or

We can unite in our efforts to achieve the
breeder reactor and extract the maximum
amount of energy from our nuclear fuels,
thereby bequeathing to our progeny an al-
most unlimited supply of electrical energy.

——————

PINKVILLE—A PINK PROMOTION

(Mr. RARICK asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, with
passage of time the alleged “Mylai
massacre” is being brought into proper
perspective and examined more closely.
The people are questioning why a single
incident of violence occurring during
wartime in enemy territory has been so
overwhelmingly blown out of proportion,
and a manufactured significance for it
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impressed so insistently upon an unsus-
pecting American people.

The stories—the rumors, half-truths,
innuendoes, hearsay and all—have been
multiplied, expanded, embroidered, and
manipulated in the lowest style of yellow
journalism. Purported witnesses have
been paid for their stories; yet any men-
tion of bought witnesses is missing from
the repeated reports. Nor is “Pinkville"—
Mylai—described as a Communist guer-
rilla village known essentially as an
enemy stronghold. Pinkville was a battle-
ready enemy encampment, populated
with crime-hardened and fanatical ter-
rorists of all ages and sexes, and not an
innocent farming village occupied by
peasants peacefully engaged in tilling the
soil,

The news media has made no effort to
explain to those who have not experi-
enced combat that the accepted con-
ventional standards of behavior in the
continental United States in peacetime
cannot be compared to those in a coun-
try in the throes of a war—where even
the simplest everyday activity may mean
sudden death. Nor has the prolific media
given any effort to explain to their read-
ers and viewers the variance in the value
of life to the Communists as compared
with that found in our country. No one
has informed our American house-
wives—who would probably faint at the
sight of their teenager brandishing a
gun—that the Communist guerrilla
would unblinkingly boobytrap their own
baby or arm a 5-year-old with a grenade
and tell him to walk into American
troops.

Now we learn that one Telford Taylor,
promoted as an expert prosecutor be-
cause he worked at the Nuremberg war
crimes trials, apparently has now turned
expert on atrocities. The wire service, in
discussing his background and qualifica-
tions conveniently omits any reference to
his long history of involvement with com-
munism and specific Communists in this
country. He came to Washington in the
early thirties and enjoyed the phenom-
enal success of becoming a senior at-
torney with the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Administration just 2 years after
his graduation from law school—even
more remarkable considering this oc-
curred in the middle of the depression.
As an AAA attorney he enjoyed a close
working relationship with such other
Department of Agriculture employees as
Alger Hiss and Lee Pressman—Ilumi-
naries of the Ware cell engaged in Soviet
espionage in the Department of Agri-
culture.

To supply the “in depth” coverage
which the news media seems to have
missed, I include news clippings and a
biographicall sketch on Mr. Taylor which
follow as part of my remarks:
|From the Manchester Union-Leader, Dec. 4,

1969]
MassacRE STorRY RUBBISH: AUSSIE

Sone My, ViIETnAM.—AN Australian officer
said yesterday the women of My Lai hamlet
“kEnew how to cut throats and the children
could strip down a weapon like professionals.”

Capt. John Nelson, 26, a Special Forces
adviser to South Vietnamese troops, said he
thought reports of an American massacre
against the civillans of My Lal were
“rubbish.”

I don't belleve a massacre ever happened,"
Nelson told a newsman, “I've been in the
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field around here for four months, and this
is the first I've heard of any massacre.

“The charges are rubbish. That place was
in enemy territory. The women moved around
at night and they knew how to cut throats
and the children could strip down a weapon
like professionals."

In Da Nang, Sen. Tran Van Don said his
investigation was unable to come up with a
conclusion that U.S. troops slaughtered
civillans in May Lai in 1968. One difficulty in
weighing evidence was the strong Viet Cong
Influence there, he added.

On the strength of what he had learned,
Don said, he had formed no opinion on
whether a massacre occurred or the extent
of the killing if there was one.

[From the Chrlstia_n_ Science Monitor,
Dec. 1, 1969]

NURNBERG LESSON SEEN IN VIETNAM

New YorK.—An American prosecutor at
the Niirnberg war crimes trials, asked to com-
ment on the alleged massacre at My Lai,
South Vietnam, says the lesson of Niirnberg
is “really coming home to roost.”

Attorney Telford Taylor said the Niirnberg
trlals of Nazis after World War II showed
that atrocities were not committed by “in=
dividual monsters” but by “very, very ordi-
nary people. And the terrible thing about it
was that it showed ordinary people can get
into circumstances where they behave in this
fashion,” he sald.

“I'm afraid we're beginning to find the les-
son driven home in a very direct way.”

The Army has charged Lt. William Calley
with the murder of 109 civillans “without
Justification or excuse” in an American sweep
through My Lai March 16, 1968.

Mr. Taylor said the plea of being under
orders was not recognized as a viable defense
under American, British, or German military
law. But, he sald, “there are many circum-
stances where the soldier simply cannot be
expected to know what the ins and outs and
rights and wrongs of the thing are.”

|From Human Events, Dec. 6, 1969]
THE "PINKVILLE MASSACRE"

The Red appeasement faction in this coun-
try 1s using the alleged “Pinkville mas-
sacre”—where American soldiers are said to
have executed up to 500 innocent Viet Nam
civilians in a Viet Cong stronghold—as a pre-
text to blacken the reputation of the United
States and pressure the U.S. into hastening
its troop withdrawals from South Viet Nam.,

The liberal news media, Including the New
York Times, the New York Post, etc., are now
suggesting or proclaiming there is no differ-
ence between the U.S. and the Viet Cong and
are even likening America to Nazl Germany,
Pete Hamlll of the Post wrote that the gov-
ernment should sentence not only the hand-
ful of men responsible for Pinkville but
“Lyndon Johnson, Hubert Humphrey, Walt
Rostow, the Bundys and all the rest.” The
trial, he said, should be held in “‘a town called
Nuremburg.”

Yet experts on the subject of communism
in the Nation’s Capital classify these hys-
terical verbal outpourings by the liberals as
s0 much self-serving hogwash, For one thing,
it is pointed out, the U.S., unlike the Com-
munists, has not made it a policy to murder
innocent civilians. Quite the contrary.

Each American soldier in Viet Nam, in fact,
is handed, upon arrival, special rules which
are read to him twice a year and specifically
oppose harsh treatment for civilians, One
provision reads: “All practicable means will
be employed to limit the risk to the lives and
property of friendly forces and civillans; and
to avoid the violation of operational and
national boundaries. This directive will not
be modified by subordinate commanders, nor
will directives modifying or interpreting sub-
stantive rules in the directive be published
by subordinate commands."

Another provision reads: “Mistreatment of
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any captive is a criminal offense. Every sol-
dier is personally responsible for the enemy
in his hands. It is both dishonorable and
foolish to mistreat a captive. It is also a
punishable offense. . . . Fair treatment of
captives encourages the enemy to surrender.”
These rules were in effect long before the
alleged massacre.

Equally important, the U.S. Army—as far
back as March—began vigorously investigat-
ing the incident, even to the point of sending
investigators to Pinkville and preventing the
discharge of Lt. William L. Calley, now
charged with murdering 109 Viet Nam civil-
ians. These actions were taken long before
the press in recent weeks began to blow up
the incident into a sort of American Buchen-
wald.

Assuming even all the charges against Lt.
Willlam Calley are true—and his side has yet
to be heard from on the matter—the hard
fact remains that such incidents are clearly
isolated phenomena.

The Communists in Viet Nam, on the other
hand, have not only engaged in isolated
atrocities, but have made it official policy—
as Communists have the world over—
to engage in the murdering of hundreds of
thousands of innocent men, women and chil-
dren.

While the news media was playing up the
Pinkville incident, a former North Viet-
namese Army officer, Lt. Col. Le Xuyen
Chuyen, who defected to the south after 21
years of Communist party leadership, re-
vealed to a Scripps-Howard reporter in Saigon
last week that the Communists had at least
five million—five million—on what he called
the Communists’ “blood debt” lists.

Col. Chuyen declared that for every 100 on
the lists 10 to 156 would pay with their lives,
another 40 would be imprisoned and the rest
would undergo “thought reform.” Included
on the lists are a million Catholic refugees
who fled North Viet Nam, some two million
South Vietnamese troops, government of-
ficials down to the hamlet level and para-
military groups, more than 100,000 North
Vietnamese and Viet Cong defectors, some
100,000 South Vietnamese working for the
Americans and numerous elements of the
“bourgeois” class

Captured enemy documents substantlate
the claim. “Even after the Fatherland is
completely liberated the fight will continue,
fierce and complicated,” reads one such docu-
ment. It continues: “Then the real tasks of
eliminating reactionaries, informants, Amer-
ican henchmen, religionists, etc., will begin.”

That massacres and atrocities have become
official policy of the Communists in North
Viet Nam has long been known. Ho Chi Minh
systematically slaughtered an estimated half-
million peasants during his land reform pro-
gram in the '50s, while some 20,000 civilians,
including village chieftains, priests, govern-
ment officlals, hospital workers, etc., have
been murdered by the Reds since the Viet
Cong unleashed their terror campaign in the
south.

In relation to the Hue massacre, the Com-
munists have boasted about their “execution
squads” having systematically murdered
some 3,000 civillans—men, women and chil-
dren. A Red document called the Hue mas-
sacre a complete success, stating: “Hue was
the place where reactionary spirit had existed
for over 10 years. However, it only took us a
short time to drain it to its roots.” On April
27, 1969, a Hanol radio broadcast boasted
that the bodies then being discovered in the
Hue area were “hooligan lackeys who had
owed blood debts. . . .

As one observer summed up the situation
last week: “Only a liberal would fail to dis-
tinguish between what happened at Pinkville
and the calculated atrocity policy of the
Communists.”

The newly formed Dispatch News Service,
which generated such wide publicity for the
“Pinkville massacre,” is a propaganda me-
dium for the New Left and its allies. Seymour
Hersh, who helped set up the service, located
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in the National Press Building in Washing-
ton, has been the recipient of a $1,000 grant
from the Philip M. Stern Foundation, a chief
contributor to leftist causes. The '"service”
is also prepared to employ the writings of
Prof. Seymour Melman, a unilateral disarm-
ament advocate. It has also distributed to
various newspapers a series on the Viet war
by author Richard Barnet, co-director of the
tax-exempt Institute for Policy Studies, a
radical think-tank in Washington, (For more
on IPS, See Human Events, October 25, page
8). Barnet, while visiting North Vietnam re-
cently, was quoted by Hanoi radio on Novem-
ber 13 as welcoming a Communist victory in
South Viet Nam, Hanoi radio quoted Barnet
as saying to the North Vietnamese:

“In the few days that we've been in Hanoi
and in the provinces, we have good reason
not to despair and the message that we would
bring back with us is the message that the
Vietnamese will continue to fight against
the aggressors, the same aggressors that we
will continue to fight in our own coun-
Ty s W

[From American Opinion]

B1roGrAPHICAL DICTIONARY OF THE LEFT—
VorumMme II

(By Francis X. Gannon)

Telford Taylor was born on February 24,
1908 in Schenectady, New York, son of Marcia
Jones and John Taylor. He married Mary
Walker. He is an alumnus of Williams Col-
lege (A.B., 1928; AM, 1932) and Harvard
University (LL.B., 1932).

In 1928 and 1929, Taylor was an instructor
in history and political science at Williams
College. In 1932 and 1933, he was a law clerk
to the U.S, circuit judge in New York.

In 1933, Taylor began a career in govern-
ment service which lasted until 1852, He
was an assistant solicitor in the U.S. Depart-
ment of the Interior (1933-1934); a senior
attorney with the Agricultural Adjustment
Administration (1934-1935); an associate
counsel to the U.S. SBenate Committee on
Interstate Commerce (1935-1939); a special
assistant to Attorney General of the United
States (1939-1940); and, general counsel to
the Federal Communications Commission
(1940-1942).

Taylor became a military intelligence offi-
cer in 1942. From 1945 until 1949, he worked
at the “war crimes” trials as a stafl member
for the chief of counsel and as United
States chief of counsel. In 1951 and 1952,
he was the administrator of the Small De-
fense Plants Administration. Taylor was a
visiting lecturer at Yale Law School and Co-
lumbia Law School; then, in 1963, he became
a professor of law at Columbia. He is the
author of Sword and Swastika, Grand In-
quest, The March of Congquest, and The
Breaking Wave. He has also practiced law.

Taylor has been a national board member
of Americans for Democratic Action, the
center of the radical left in American poli-
tics. He has been chairman of the National
Committee for an Effective Congress, a group
which, since 1952, has campaigned for and
financed wultra-leftist candidates for the
House and Senate. His activities in NCEC
brought about this comment in “On the
Left"” (National Review, February 1, 1956):
“This paper has been honored by the so-
called National Committee for an Effective
Congress. An appeal for funds, signed by
Telford Taylor, asks for financial aid to com-
bat the nefarlous designs of ‘the new, well-
heeled publication, National Review.” When
he was chief prosecutor at Nuremberg, Taylor
was charged publicly by [U.S.] Senator
[William] Langer [R.-N.D.] with maintain-
ing a staff ‘composed of leftists and men
who have since been exposed as Communists
and members of Communist front organi-
zations." At the same time [U.S.] Repre-
sentative George Dondero [R.-Mich.| charged
that Taylor's staffl was ‘loaded with Commu-
nists and fellow travellers." Justice Curtis

37729

Shake of the Indiana Supreme Court ac-
cused Taylor and his staff of hasty and ill-
conceived action in threatening wWitnesses
and engaging in unauthorized searthes. Dr.
Theophil Wurm, German Protestant Bishop,
stated that Taylor's prosecuting staff em-
ployed ‘criminal methods and abominabile
tortures to obtain testimony and confes-
sions." The same charge was repeated by
Judge E. Van Roden of Pennsylvania. The
Daily Worker of May 11, 1947, insisted that
Taylor was an ‘honest prosecutor.'™

Taylor's continuing activities with the Na-
tional Committee for an Effective Congress
caused Donald J. Lambro to write in Human
Events (July 1, 1967): “Telford Taylor . . .
was associated with the defense of left-wing
union leader Harry Bridges in 1953 and au-
thored the book, Grand Inquest, an at-
tack on congressional investigations of com-
munism which was favorably reviewed in
the Daily Worker. Taylor, in addition to de-
fending Bridges, defended Junius Scales,
North Carolina Communist Party chairman
in 1956, on his appeal to the U.S. Supreme
Court after conviction under the Smith Act.
[Taylor's] defense of other leftist clients,
including the Communist-controlled Inter-
national Unlon of Mine, Mill and Smelter
Workers in 1957, has won the applause of the
Daily People’s World and the Daily Worker.

“Taylor is known as ‘... a perennial
champion of leftists, whose professional tal-
ents have aided such individuals as Harry
Bridges, various Smith Act defendants and
union moguls with asserted Communist
leanings," according to Edward J. Mowery of
the Newark (N.J.) Star Ledger.”

Mr, Mowery's comments came at a time
when Taylor was being seriously mentioned
as a possible head of the Central Inteili-
gence Agency, sponsored by Walt Rostow who
was then a special assistant for national
security affairs to President Eennedy.

DR. SPOCK ADDRESSES COMMU-
NISTS—CALLS HIMSELF BENE-
DICT ARNOLD

(Mr. RARICK asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at
this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, the Con-
stitution of the United States defines
treason in reasonably plain terms for
those who choose to read it.

Treason against the United States shall
consist . . ., in adhering to their enemies,
giving them ald and comfort.

I assume that the soldiers of North
Vietnam, who are busily engaged in
killing Americans, are enemies of these
United States.

I assume that an American citizen
who takes it upon himself to journey to
a foreign land, and there to address a
cheering audience described as largely
made up of Communists, for the purpose
of raising funds to furnish medical aid
to the enemy and encouraging hostile
demonstrations on our border, is giving
that enemy aid and comfort.

I assume that when this same Ameri-
can is quoted to the effect that “his main
job” is to speak in the United States,
that a prime concern of his is fo raise
money for the defense of draft dodgers,
and that “we must end this war and we
must end it in the United States” he is
both adhering to the enemy and giving
aid and comfort to him.

Dr. Benjamin Spock will again be in
the news.

Mr. Speaker, at the end of this week
the American people will again be ex-
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posed to the sorry spectacle of the hard-
core Communists leading innocent and
brainwashed dupes by the hundreds in
demonstrations favoring the enemy in
Vietnam. While the easily led mobs
demonstrate, get high on pot and break
laws, commandments, and bank windows,
worthwhile Americans are in combat.

So that our colleagues will not be mis-
led by any of Dr. Spock's lofty pro-
nouncements this weekend, I include in
my remarks the perceptive reporting of
his visit to Canada by two writers for
the Vancouver, British Columbia,
Province:

[From the Vancouver, (British Columbia,
Canada) Province, Nov. 6, 1969]
War ProreEst Moves URGED
(By Fred Curtin)

Dr. Benjamin Spock spelied cut a four-
point program Wednesday night for Canadi-
ans who want to take up the fight against
the war in Vietnam.

Speaking to a capacity audience at Queen
Elizabeth Theatre—that gave him four
standing ovations, Spock said it is mcst im-
portant Canadians continue sending medical
supplies to North Vietnam.

“This is something that we in the U.S. can-
not do and these supplies are dearly needed.”

He urged students to hold more border
demonstraticns such as the one last month
to protest the nuclear test in the Aleutian
Islands,

“Demonstrations llke this get Into our
magazines and it is good for the Americans to
read how our policy is despised in other
countries.”

He asked Canadians to write to U.S. news-
papers stating their position on the war in
Vietnam.

“You can elther critize us delicately or
really spew it out. Most Americans don't re-
alize we are doing anything wrong.”

But, most important of all, he urged Ca-
nadians to “keep pressure on your govern-
ment to dissoclate itself from U.S. policy.

“Canada has a better record for this than
elther New Zealand, Australia or even Great
Britain.

“I know pressure has been put on your
government, and I am sure Lyndon Johnson
expressed it in a most thuggish manner.”

Spock, who obviously is not used to speak-
ing to audiences largely made up of Com-
munists, made one glaring faux pas in his
talk.

He told how Nixon was an active witch-
hunter in his early political career. He then
referred to some of Nixon’s victims and sald:
“They are no more Communist than you or
me."”

AUDIENCE COOL

The response from the otherwise enthusi-
astic audience was decidedly cool.

Spock told how he campaigned for John-
gon In the 1964 election because he was the
obvious peace candidate.

“Johnson phoned me the morning after he
was elected and sald he hoped he would be
worthy of my trust, Three months later he
had made a monkey of all of us.”

Spock said that although some polls show
that 55 per cent of the Americans are against
the war it is only because it has not been
successful or has gone on too long.

“They don’t see it as something immoral
and illegal,

“As children belleve in thelr parents, peo-
ple believe in their leaders.

END IN THE UNITED STATES

“But we must end this war and we must
end it in the US."

Then, Spock sald, there must be some sys-
tem to end all wars.

“I think that it Is in strengthening the
UN.

“But for now, we still have a long, hard
row to hoe, especially with Nixon's new policy
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of Vietnamizing the war,

“This is what EKennedy proposed and
Johnson tried to do. The only trouble is the
war won't Vietnamize. All the good Vietnam-
ese are on the other side.”

[From the Province, Vancouver, British Co-
lumbia, Canada, Nov. 6, 1869]
SrocK Bays Nmxon Cur His OwN THROAT
(By Tony Eberts)

President Nixon’s latest Vietnam policy
speech has killed his chances of re-election,
or even being a U.B. presidential candidate
agaln, says famed baby doctor Benjamin
Spock.

At a Vancouver International Airport in-
terview Wednesday, Dr. Spock said he didn't
know what group he was supposed to be
speaking in support of here—"but I'm glad
of any platform, and the truth is the truth
whenever it's sald.”

He just shrugged his shoulders when told
his sponsor for the Wednesday night meeting
was the Committee for Vietnamese Tour and
that he was sharing the platform with two
Viet Cong “provisional government" officials,

“It looks to me as if the Vietnam war is
going to go on for one or two more years,”
he told reporters, “until Nixon realizes, after
his support drops to 20 per cent or sc, that
he has made a mistake.

“Any time the president says to the people
‘we don't want to lose the war, do we?' a
large number of people will go along for a
while.

“But inevitably it will fall again, and this
time the support is going to fall so low that
Nixon will be unable to run again in the 1972
U.5. elections.”

Then the tall, craggy baby doctor lashed
out at American “police state laws™ in deal-
ing with Negroes and his own 1968 trial,
when he was convicted of conspiring to coun-
sel young men to avold the draft. (An appeal
court quashed the conviction this summer.)

“I think that militant black people know
there is a police state for them,” Dr. Spock
sald. “Local police, aided by FBI, lay false
charges and enforce unfair laws , . . yet even
the president’s own committee on crime said
the Chicago riot last was the fault of police.”

He thanked former president Lyndon
Johnson, however, “for convicting and jail-
ing me and giving me a much stronger plat-
form to speak from."

He sald Nixon's program of gradual with-
drawal of troops from Vietnam is just an ef-
fort to pull the wool over the eyes of young
Americans, and the president’s talk of sup-
port from a silent majority is “another self-
delusion of his.”

Asked about charges that he is acting like
a traitor by fighting against the draft, con-
demning U.S. policy and appearing on plat-
forms with North Vietnam-backed officials,
Dr. Spock said:

“I'm a Benediet Arnold only if you assume
that the war is to the benefit of the US. I
think it is disastrous to the U.S. I am trylng
every means 1 can to stop the war because
I'm a patriotic American.”

He said he doesn’t favor violence in his
anti-Vietnam war programs, but he came out
swinging against what he called "the namby-
pamby doves who are afraid of getting their
skirts soiled.”

By this, he explained, he meant those who
say they oppose the war, yet who won't risk
their reputations or status in their opposi-
tion.

If he were president, Dr. Spock said, he
would pull all U.S. troops out of Vietnam
within a week.

“I don't think anything that could happen
after we pull out could exceed the butchery
going on in Vietnam with the U.S. In there,”
he said.

He sald he has glven up all hope of the
Democratic party becoming liberal enough,
or sufficiently divorced from big business, to
carry out the sort of policies he and his sup-
porters view as necessary.
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“What the U.S. needs is some kind of anti-
imperialist party,” he said, “but frankly I
don’t see the slightest sign of it belng
formed.”

Why come up to Canada to criticize U.S.
policy?

“My main job Is to speak in the US.” he
gald, “but support in opposition to the war
from Canada is also valuable . ., I'm also
trying to raise money for Vietnamese chil-
dren.”

In the U.S., he added, a prime concern of
his 15 raising money to help young men, who
refuse military service to fight their legal
battles,

Many thousands of Americans have re-
fused induction, he said, “but only a minor-
ity are prosecuted for there aren’t facllities
to prosecute them all.”

[Fron: the Washington Post, Dee, 7, 1969]
ProTESTS PLANNED IN 40 CITIES

A coallition of 29 private groups announced
plans yesterday for 40 town meetings here
and throughout the nation this month and
next to discuss the conflict between domestic
needs and military spending.

The meetings, sponsored by the Coalition
on National Priorities and Military Spend-
ing, were endorsed by Sam Brown, a leader
of the Vietnam Moratorium Committee.
Brown called on moratorium backers to par-
ticipate.

The coalition, whose chalrman is former
Sen. Joseph B. Clark (D-Pa.), said its first
town meeting will be held in Chicago today.
A serles of meetings is planned for the Wash-
ington area Dec. 12-19.

Clark said the aim is to allow each com-
munity to find out for itself how much «.f its
federal tax money goes for military syend-
ing and “how much comes back for drsper-
ately needed programs.”

Another objective is to assess unsat sfied
needs in housing, health, transportation, pol-
lution, sanitation, welfare, and other areas,
and to determine the cost of meeting such
needs,

Clark sald he hoped testimonv taken at the
meetings could be sent to the President and
Congress “to indicate that the silent major-
ity wants the war ended and the military
budget cut.” y

Most of the meetings here are scheduled
during the Dec. 12-14 weekend. Moratorium
activities have already been scheduled for
Dee, 12 and 13, as well as Dec. 24.

The 29 peace, religious, labor and soclal ac-
tion groups listed as affiliates of the coalition
include Americans for Democratic Action,
American Friends Service Committee. the
Scuthern Christian Leadership Conference
and the United Auto Workers.

Describing the coalition as including some
“establishment types,” Clark said, “We feel a
bridge has now been made with youth by
having the leadership of the moratorium"
join in sponsoring the meetings.

A “town meeting'” in Room 2175 of the
Rayburn Ballding Friday is to serve as kick-
off for several meetings throughout the Wash-
ington area, sald Frederick T. Merrill Jr., co-
ordinator of the D.C. Coalltion.

Merrill sald community leaders and rep-
resentatives will testify on the city’s needs
at the 10 a.m. meeting.

Beveral members of the House District
Committee have been invited to hear the
testimony, he sald.

Brown, co-chalrman of the Moratorium,
sald that In some clties the meetings will
serve as the only moratorium-related activity
this month.

[From the Washington Star, Dec. T, 1969]
AnTI-WaAR GrovUurPs BRIDGE Gap
(By David Braaten)

The generation gap was bridged for some
peace groups at a joint press conference yes-
terday of the Vietnam Moratorium Commit-
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tee and the Coalition on National Priorities
and Military Policy.

The bridging was announced by former
Sen. Joseph 8. Clark of Pennsylvania, chair-
man of the Coalition. He said “Establishment
types” in such organizations as the one he
heads (United World Federalists) had estab-
lished the bridgehead to what he called “in-
telligent, meaningful youth.”

The latter was represented by Sam Brown
of the Moratorium, who, while not exactly
seconding Clark’'s statement, at least ac-
knowledged that the Moratorium was going
to cooperate with the Coalition’s 28 organiza-
tions in the "town meetings” planned for
next Saturday and Sunday.

GOTTLIEB IN BETWEEN

Somewhere in between was Sanford Gott-
lleb, executive director of the Soclety for a
Sane Nuclear Policy. Younger than Clark,
older than Brown, Gottlieb explained that
the purpose of the town meetings scheduled
throughout the country next week is to unite
“at a grass roots level” all organizations with
a common Interest in reversing the trend of
military spending and putting resources
where they think they can do more good.

Brown pledged Moratorium support for the
town meetings, and said that no peace dem-
onstration was planned for Washington, cer-
tainly not on the scale of last month’s march.

Brown announced another press confer-
ence for next Tuesday, at a time and place to
be announced. When a reporter asked about
the possibility of the Coalition or the Mora-
torium or both forming a third national
party, Brown sald enigmatically: I will deal
with that at the Tuesday press conference.”

For his part, Clark said he was certain the
Coalition wasn't giong to suppert a third
party. The Coalition is strictly bipartisan, he
sald. In fact, he added, the United World
Federalists are “loaded with Republicans; we
need them, we want to keep them, they're
very useful to us.”

Asked about the alleged massacre of Viet-
nam civillans in My Lai, the three leaders
gave slightly different responses. Brown said
it was a national tragedy which should not
be exploited politically. Clark said it was “one
more ball of lead” around the Army's neck,
helping to prove the Army's “incompetence.”
Gottlieb said the massacre put not only the
Army on trial, but also the civilians who sent
the troops to Vietnam—‘Johnson, McNa-
mara, Rostow, Bundy.” The people at the top
should not escape scrutiny, he said.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous constent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows to:

Mr. EmLeercG (at the request of Mr, AL-
BerT), for today, on account of official
business.

Mr. Moss, for the period from 4 p.m,,
December 17 through January 2, 1970, on
account of official business.

Mr. BracksUrN (at the request of Mr.
GeraLp R. Forp), for today, on account
of official business.

Mr. RiecLE (at the request of Mr. GEr-
aLn R. Forpn), for the week of December
8, on account of illness.

Mr. WyprLer (at the request of Mr.
GeraLd R. Forp), for December 8 and 9
on account of illness in family.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders here-
tofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. Pucinskl, for 30 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HAsTINGS) ; to revise and ex-
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tend their remarks and include extrane-
ous material:)

Mr. RaisBack, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. ScHWENGEL, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. Mitrer of Ohio, for 5 minutes, to-
day.
(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. STokes) ; to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extrane-
ous material:)

Mr, Cragg, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. Reuss, for 20 minutes, today.

Mr. Srack, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. GonzaLez, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. KocH, for 60 minutes, Decem-
ber 10.

Mr. PoperL, for 60 minutes, Decem-
ber 11.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:
Mr. PuiLeiN in five instances and to
include extraneous matter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Hastines) and to include
extraneous material:)

Mr. McDowaLp of Michigan.

Mr. VANDER JAGT.

Mr. HALL.

Mr. PeLLY in two instances.

Mr. RounegusH in four instances,

Mr. Duncan in two instances.

Mr. WHITEHURST.

Mr. Wyman in two instances.

Mr. ForemMaN in two instances.

Mr. M1zeLL in two instances.

Mr. DELLENBACK.

Mr. DErwInNsKI in four instances.

Mr. AYRES.

Mr. FREY.

Mr. SCHERLE.

Mr. ZWACH.

Mr. LIPSCOMB.

Mr. ASHBROOK.

Mr. ARENDS.

Mr. Burton of Utah.

Mr. HALPERN in two instances.

Mr. MCKNEALLY,

Mr. CoLrIins in two instances.

Mr. LANDGREBE.

Mr, Taompson of Georgia.

Mr. BUTTON.

Mr. Burke of Florida.

Mr. WIDNALL.

Mr. Bray in two instances.

Mr. Bos WILSON.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Stokes) and to include ex-
traneous material) :

Mr, BorLiNG in three instances.

Mr. McFALL in two instances.

Mr. Wirriam D. Forp in two instances.

Mr. FasceLL in two instances.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee in three in-
stances.

Mr. DinceLL in two instances.

Mr. BLATNIK.

Mr. Fraser in three instances.

Mr. ALBERT in two instances.

Mr. CuarLES H. WILSON.

Mr. Ropino in two instances.

Mrs. MINK.

Mr. SToKES in two instances.

Mr. OTTINGER.

Mr, WoLrF in five instances.

Mr. Moss in three instances.

Mr. MONAGAN in two instances.

Mr. PickLE in two instances.

Mr. Rarick in four instances.
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Mr. SLACK.

Mr. HuncAaTE in two instances.
Mr. DuLrskr in three instances.
Mr. Moor=EAD in four instances
Mr. Pucinskr in 10 instances.
Mr. Burton of California.

Mr. GonzALEZ in two instances.
Mr,. BincHAM in two instances.
Mr. HOLIFIELD.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

S. 2325. An act to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide for additional posi-
tions in grades GS-16, GS5-17, and GS-18; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice.

S. 2869. An act to revise the criminal law
and procedure of the Disirict of Columbia,
and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on the District of Columbia.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

S. 118. An act to grant the consent of the
Congress to the Tahoe regional planning
compact, to authorize the Secretary of the
Interior and others to cooperate with the
planning agency thereby created, and for
other purposes.

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION
SIGNED

Mr. FRIEDEL, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee had examined and found truly
enrolled a joint resolution of the House
of the following title, which was there-
upon signed by the Speaker:

H.J. Res. 1017. Joint resolution making
further continuing appropriations for the
fiscal year 1970, and for other purposes.

BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION PRE-
SENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. FRIEDEL, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee did on December 4, 1969 pre-
sent to the President, for his approval,
a bill and a joint resolution of the House
of the following titles:

HR. 14159, An act making appropriations
for public works for water, pollution control,
and power development, including the Corps
of Engineers-Civil, the Panama Canal, the
Federal Water Pollution Control Adminis-
tration, the Bureau of Reclamation, power
agencies of the Department of the Interior,
the Tennessee Valley Authority, the Atomic
Energy Commission, and related independent
agencies and commissions for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1970, and for other purposes;
and

H.J.Res. 1017. Joint resolution making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 1970, and for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 6 o'clock and 45 minutes p.m.), the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, December 9, 1969 at 12 o’clock noon.
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker's table and referred as follows:

1390, A letter from the National Adjutant,
Disabled American Veterans, ftransmitting
the annual report of proceedings and the
audit of the Disabled American Veterans for
the year ended June 30, 1969, pursuant to
the provisions of Public Law 249, 7T7th Con-
gréss (H. Doe, No, 91-201); to the Committee
on Veterans' Affairs and ordered to be printed
with illustrations,

1301. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, tran:mitting a re-
port of observations on the Agency for Inter-
national Development's administration of
the excees property program in Kenya and
Pakilstan Department of State; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

1392, A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port on the need to improve project transi-
tion management by the Department of De-
fense; to the Committee on Government Op-
erations.

1393. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, tran=mitting a re-
port on management of the Project One
Hundred Thousand program of the Depart-
ment of the Army; to the Committee on
Government Operations,

1394, A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port on opportunities to improve manage-
ment of primate research centers supporied
by the National Institutes of Health, De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare;
to the Committee on Government Opera-
tions.

1395. A letter from the Archivist of the
United States, transmitting a report of rec-
ords proposed for disposal under the law; to
the Committee on House Administration.

1306. A letter from the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide fcr special proj-
ect grants for the provision of family plan-
ning services and related research, training,
and technical assistance; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

1397. A letter from the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to amend the Mental
Retardation Facilities Construction Act to
extend and improve the provisions thereof,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

1308. A letter from the Special Assistant to
the President for Consumer Affairs, trans-
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to
asslst consumers In evaluating products by
promoting development of adequate and re-
liable methods for testing characteristics of
consumer products; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

(Pursuant to the order of the House on De-
cember 4, 1969, the jollowing report was
filed on Dec. 5, 1969.)

Mr. MILLS: Committee on Ways and
Means, H.R. 15085. A blll to amend the So-
cial Security Act to provide a 15-percent
across-the-board increase in benefits under
the old-age, survivors, and disability insur-
ance program; without amendment (Rept.
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No. 81-700). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

[ Submitted December 8, 1969)

Mr. DAWSON: Committee on Government
Operations. Debt collection operations of the
Department of Justice (Rept. 91-701). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr, HAYS: Committee cn Forelgn Affairs.
Sznate Joint Resolution 90, Joint resolution
t2 enable the United States to organize and
hold a diplomatic conference in the United
States in fiscal year 1970 to negotiate a Pat-
ent Cooperaticn Treaty and authorize an ap-
propriaticn therefor; without amendment
(Rept, No. 91-702). Referred to tk.e Commit-
tee of the Whele House on the State of the
Union,

Mr. FALLON: Committee on Public Works.
HR. 14944, A bill to authorize an adeguate
force for the protection of the Executive
Mansion and foreign embassies, and for other
purposes; with amendments (Rept, No. 91—
703) . Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr., MILLS: Committee on Ways and
Means. H.R, 14956. A bill to amend the Tariff
Act of 1930—to extend the duty free treat-
ment of certaln dyes; with amendments
(Rept. No. 91-T04), Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union,

Mr, MILLS: Committee on Ways and
Means. H.R. 15071, A bill to continue for 2
additlonal years the duty-free status of cer-
taln gifts by members of the Armed Forces
gerving in combat zones; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 91-705). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Unlon.

Mr. DELANEY: Committee on Rules, House
Resolution 740. Resolution for consideration
of HR. 15095. A billl to amend the Social
Becurlty Act to provide a 15-percent across-
the-board Increase in benefits under the old-
age, survivors, and disability Insurance pro-
gram (Rept. No. 91-706). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr., MATSUNAGA: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 741. Resolution for con-
elderation of 8. 740, an act to establish the
Cabinet Committee on Opportunities for
Spanish-Speaking People, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. No. 91-7T07). Referred to the
House Calendar,

Mr. PASESMAN: Committee on Appropria-
tions. HR. 15149. A bill making appropria-
tions for foreign assistance and related pro-
grams for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1970, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 91—
708) . Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Unlon.

Mr. ROONEY of New York: Committes of
Conference. Conference report on HR. 12964
(Rept. No. 91-709). Ordered to be printed.

Mr, O'NEILL of Massachusetts: Committee
on Rules. House Resolution 742. Resolution
for consideration of H.R. 15149, A bill mak-
ing appropriations for forelgn assistance and
related programs for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1970, and for other purposes (Rept.
No. 91-T10). Referred to the House Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DANIEL of Virginia:

HR. 15112. A bill to repeal several obso-
lete sections of title 10. United States Code,
and section 208 of title 37, United States
Code; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

H.R, 15113. A bill to prohibit the use of
the name of any of certain deceased service-
men unless consent to so use the name is
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given by the next-of-kin of the gerviceman;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. FRASER:

HER. 15114. A bill to amend the Social
Becurity Act to provide increases in bene-
fits under the old-age, survivors, and dis-
abllity insurance program, to provide health
insurance benefits for the disabled, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

H.R. 15115. A bill to amend the Social
Security Act to provide a 156-percent across-
the-board increase in benefits under the
old-age, survivors, and disability insurance
program; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. EASTENMEIER:

H.R. 15116. A bill to amend the Food
Stamp Act of 1964; to the Committee on
Agriculture,

By Mr, KING:

HR. 15117. A bill providing for Federal
rallroad safety; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. McCULLOCH:;

H.R. 15118. A bill to provide for the strik-
Ing of medals In commemoration of the
100th anniversary of the founding of Ohio
Northern University; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr. MATSUNAGA:

HRE. 15119. A bill to amend section 8340
of title 5, United States Code, to provide a
S-percent increase in certain annuities; to
the Committeee on Post Ofice and Civil
Service,

By Mr. MATSUNAGA (for himself, Mr.
ConYERrs, Mr. EocH, and Mr. REES) :

HR. 15120. A bill to repeal the law pro-
hibiting abortions in the District of Colum-
bia; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

By Mr, O'KONSEKI:

HR. 15121. A blll to prohibit the use of
the name of any of certain deceased service-
men unless consent to so use the name is
given by the next-of-kin of the serviceman;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R, 15122, A bill to amend title IT of the
Soclal Security Act to permit the computa-
tion of benefits thereunder on the basis of
the worker's 3 years of highest earnings; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts:

H.R. 15123. A bill to impose an additional
excise tax on cigarettes, with the proceeds
being used for cancer research programs
through a newly established Cancer Research
Fund; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. RAILEBACK (for himself, Mr,
Appasso, Mr. AnpeErsonN of Illincis,
Mr. Anprews of North Dakota, Mr.
AnnNunzIO, Mr. AYreEs, Mr. Biacer,
Mr. BincHam, Mr. Borawp, Mr.
Brock, Mr. BucHANAN, Mr. BURKE of
Florida, Mr. BurtoN of California,
Mr. BusH, Mr. BurtoN, Mr. BYRNES
of Wisconsin, Mr. CaHILL, Mr. CEDER-
BERG, Mr. Cray, Mr. CorLins, Mr.
CoNTE, Mr. ConNYERS, Mr. CORBETT,
Mr, CorMmAN, and Mr, COWGER) :

H.R. 15124. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code by adding a new chapter
404 to establish an Institute for Continuing
Studies of Juvenile Justice; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MIKVA (for himself, Mr. Cuxn-
NINGHAM, Mr, DADDARIO, Mr, DELLEN-
BACK, Mr. Epwarps of California, Mr,
ERLENBORN, Mr. Esce, Mr. FINDLEY,
Mr. Fisg, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr.
Furrton of Pennsylvania, Mr. FuLton
of Tennessee, Mr, HALPERN, Mr, Han-
Ma, Mr. HecHLEr of West Virginia,
Mrs. HecxLeEr of Massachusetts, Mr.
Henstoskl, Mr. Howamro, Mr. Hun-
GATE, Mr, JacoBs, Mr. EKrLEPPE, Mr.
EvurYKeNDaLL, Mr. LoweENsTEIN, Mr.
McCLoSKEY, and Mr. McDADE) :

H.R. 15125. A bill to amend title 18 of the
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United States Code by adding a new chapter
404 to establish an Institute for Continuing
Studies of Juvenile Justice; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BIESTER (for himself, Mr. Mc-
DownaLp of Michigan, Mr. McENEALLY,
Mr. MAcGRrEGOR, Mr. MADDEN, Mr.
Manw, Mr. Marsumnaca, Mr. Mes-
KILL, Mr, MicEEL, Mr. MosHER, Mr.
Moss, Mr. Myers, Mr, OTTINGER, Mr.
PeLLY, Mr. PerTis, Mr, PopeELL, Mr.
Price of Illinois, Mr. QUIE, Mr. REES,
Mr. RiecLE, Mr. Ropino, Mr. RoOTH,
Mr. RurrFe, Mr. RurH, and Mr. St.
ONGE) :

H.R.15126. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code by adding a new chapter
404 to establish an Institute for Continuing
Studies of Juvenile Justice; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, SANDMAN (for himself, Mr.,
SCHEUER, Mr, SCHNEEBELI, Mr, SMITH,
of New York, Mr. Steicer of Wiscon-
sin, Mr. STokEs, Mr. SYMINGTON, Mr.
Tarr, Mr. THOMPsoN of Georgia, Mr.
TIERNAN, Mr, WicGiNs, Mr, CHARLES
H. WiLson, Mr. WyaTtT, and Mr. MUg-
raY of Illinois) :

H.R. 15127. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code by adding a new chapter
404 to establish an Institute for Continuing
Studies of Juvenile Justice; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. RIVERS:

H.R. 15128, A bill to provide that the anti-
trust law exemption for agreements by pro-
fessional sports leagues relating to telecasting
of sports contests Involving their members
will not apply to an agreement which pro-
hibits the telecasting in the home territory
of a league member of a sports contest in-
volving such member which has been sold out
more than 3 days before the day on which
it is to be played; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. ST GERMAIN:

H.R. 15129. A bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act to provide increases In benefits
under the old-age, survivors, and disability
insurance program, to provide health insur-
ance benefits for the disabled, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr, WHALLEY:

H.R.15130. A bill to amend title 10 of the
United States Code to provide that members
of the Armmy who have been wounded a cer-
tain number of times in Vietnam may not be
involuntarily reassigned to combat in Viet-
nam for a certain period; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mr. BARING:

H.R.15131. A bill to declare that certain
federally owned lands in the State of Nevada
are held by the United States in trust for
Reno-Sparks Indian Colony, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. CELLER:

H.R. 15132. A bill to implement the Con-
vention on the Recognition and Enforcement
of Foreign Arbitral Awards; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. CHISHOLM:

H.R. 15133. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to provide payment
for chiropractors’ services under the program
of supplementary medical insurance benefits
for the aged; to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

By Mr. CRAMER:

H.R.15134. A bill to amend the River and
Harbor Act of 1960 and the Act of August 13,
1946, to increase certain authorizations with
respect to small projects; to the Committee
on Public Works.

H.R.15135. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to extend for 3 years the
program relating to heart diseases, cancer,
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stroke, and related diseases; to authorize
training and clinical demonstration programs
for related chronic diseases; and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania:

H.R.15136. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to provide payment
for chiropractors’ services under the program
of supplementary medical insurance benefits
for the aged; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. JARMAN:

H.R, 15137. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act to authorize appropriations to carry out
such act through fiscal year 1973; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. LANGEN:

H.R.15138. A bill to amend the Social
Security Act to provide an increase in bene-
fits under the old-age, survivors, and dis-
ability insurance program, provide for auto-
matic benefit increases thereafter in the
event of future increases in the cost of liv-
ing, provide for future automatic increases
in the earnings and contribution base, and
for other purposes;, to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. McCLOSEEY :

H.R.15139. A bill to create marine sanc-
tuaries from leasing pursuant to the Outer
Continental Shelf Lands Act in areas off the
coast of California adjacent to State-owned
submerged lands when such State suspends
leasing of such submerged lands for mineral
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. MONAGAN:

H.R.15140. A bill to provide for a co-
ordinated national boating safety program:;
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

By Mr. RANDALL:

H.R.15141. A bill to amend title IT of
the Social Security Act to increase, in the
case of individuals having 40 or more quar-
ters of coverage, the number of years which
may be disregarded in computing such indi-
vidual's average monthly wage, and to pro-
vide that, for benefit computation purposes,
a man’s insured status and average monthly
wage will be figured on the basis of an age-
62 cutoff (the same as presently provided in
the case of women); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. RIVERS:

H.R. 15142. A bill to authorize any former
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to
recompute his military retired pay under
certain circumstances; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

H.R. 15143. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to provide the grade of lieuten-
ant general for an officer serving as the chief
of the National Guard Bureau, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

By Mr. ROUDEBUSH:

HR. 15144, A bill to amend the Tariff
Schedules of the United States with respect
to the rate of duty on whole skins of mink;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WHALLEY:

HR. 15145. A Dbill to amend the Social
Security Act to provide a 15-percent across-
the-board inerease in benefits under the old-
age, survivors, and disability insurance pro-
gram; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Mr,
Dices, Mr, Epwarps of California, Mr,
EASTENMEIER, Mr, Mmva, and Mr.
RyaAN):

H.R. 15146. A bill to prohibit certain pre-
requisites to the right to vote In Federal,
State, and local elections; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DINGELL:

HR. 15147. A bill to amend the Marine
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of 1966 to establish, within the Department
of the Interior, a comprehensive and long-
range national program of research, develop-
ment, technical services, exploration, and
utilization with respect to our marine and at-
mospheric environment; to the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

H.R. 15148. A bill to amend the Marine
Resources and Engineering Development Act
of 1966 to establish within the Department
of the Interior a comprehensive program with
respect to oceanographic and atmospheric
research, development, and exploration; to
the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

By Mr. PASSMAN:

H.R. 15149, A bill making appropriations
for foreign assistance and related programs
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and
for other purposes.

By Mr. CORMAN:

H.J. Res. 1021. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal rights for men
and women; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. MOSS:

H.J. Res. 1022, Joint resolution authorizing
the President to proclaim the period Febru-
ary 8 through February 14, 1970, as "Active
20-30 Week'; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. ROUDEBUSH:

H.J. Res. 1023. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal right for men
and women; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. VAN DEERLIN:

H.J. Res. 1024. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal rights for men
and women; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. FOREMAN:

H. Con. Res. 464. Concurrent resolution
providing for congressional recognition of
the Goddard Rocket and Space Museum; to
the Committee on Science and Astronautics.

By Mr. DELLENBACK:

H. Res. 743. Resolution establishing a Se-
lect Committee on Congressional Mailing
Standards; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. DENT:

H. Res. T44. Resolution providing for the
printing of the proceedings in the Committee
on House Administration incident to the
prezentation of a portrait of the Honorable
Samuel N. Friedel; to the Committee on
House Administration.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXIT1,

Mr. FREY introduced a bill (H.R. 15150)
for the relief of Godfrey Stewart Gray, which
was referred to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’'s desk
and referred as follows:

349. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Henry
Stoner, York, Pa., relative to congressional
representation for the District of Columbia;
to the Committee on the District of Colum-
bia.

350. Also, petition of Allan Feinblum, New
York, N.Y., relative to Vietnam; to the Com=-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

351. Also, petition of Mrs. Geraldine M.
Williams, et al.,, Lynden, Wash., relative to
appointments to the U.S. Supreme Court;
to the Committee on the Judicliary.
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